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CHAPTER 2: COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS 

In accordance with Section 15088 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (the ―CEQA 

Guidelines‖), the City of Riverside (City) has evaluated the comments received on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP 

or Proposed Project) and has prepared written responses to these comments. This chapter 

contains copies of the comments received during the public review process and provides an 

evaluation of and written responses to each of these comments. Unless otherwise noted, page 

number references in the responses correspond with the DEIR as published on August 1, 2011; 

please refer to this document on RPU‘s website at http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/rtrp-

deir.asp. Revisions made to clarify text in response to a comment can be seen in Volume II of 

this FEIR. 

 

2.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED 

The original comment period for the RTRP DEIR was scheduled for August 1, 2011 to 

September 30, 2011, but was extended by 60 days at the request of the City of Jurupa Valley. 

During the public review period for the Proposed Project from August 1, 2011 to November 30, 

2011, the City received 115 comment letters from agencies, organizations, and individuals. The 

City received 29 comments after this time period. Oral comments were received from 

organizations and members of the public, as well as members of the City of Riverside Planning 

Commission, at the Planning Commission meeting held on April 5, 2012. The verbal testimony 

given at the Planning Commission meeting duplicated written comments received on the DEIR. 

All of the verbal comments from the Planning Commission meeting have been adequately 

responded to in the responses in this chapter. 

 

The commenting parties are listed below, along with a corresponding letter, which relates to the 

comment letters and the responses to comments provided in this chapter. 

 

TABLE 2-1. COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED 

 Commenter 
Correspondence 

Date 
Comment Type 

A.  Native American Heritage Commission August 08, 2011 Agency 

B.  Jurupa Community Services District August 09, 2011 Agency 

C.  California Department of Transportation—District 8 August 23, 2011 Agency 

D.  City of Jurupa Valley August 29, 2011 Agency 

E.  Jurupa Community Services District September 15, 2011 Agency 

F.  Airport Land Use Commission September 29, 2011 Agency 

G.  City of Norco September 29, 2011 Agency 

H.  South Coast Air Quality Management District September 30, 2011 Agency 

I.  
California Department of Transportation—Division of 
Aeronautics 

September 30, 2011 Agency 

J.  Jurupa Community Services District October 13, 2011 Agency 

http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/rtrp-deir.asp
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 Commenter 
Correspondence 

Date 
Comment Type 

K.  City of Jurupa Valley (public information requests) 
September 28, 2011 
October 17, 2011 
November 14, 2011 

Agency 

L. California Public Utilities Commission October 26, 2011 Agency 

M.  Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District November 18, 2011 Agency 

N.  California Public Utilities Commission November 28, 2011 Agency 

O.  California Public Utilities Commission November 29, 2011 Agency 

P.  City of Jurupa Valley (Richard Watson & Gershon) November 30, 2011 Agency 

Q.  Nony Bernal July 31, 2011 Citizen/Public 

R.  Milton Nolkamper August 01, 2011 Citizen/Public 

S.  Joshua Zonker August 01, 2011 Citizen/Public 

T.  Abel Hernandez August 02, 2011 Citizen/Public 

U.  Terry & Lani Britain August 03, 2011 Citizen/Public 

V.  Carolyn Powers/John Smith August 11, 2011 Citizen/Public 

W.  Leah Swan August 15, 2011 Citizen/Public 

X.  Shirley L. Gooding August 16, 2011 Citizen/Public 

Y.  Don Hansen August 18, 2011 Citizen/Public 

Z.  Harvey Clark  September 16, 2011 Citizen/Public 

AA.  Kim Robinson September 19, 2011 Citizen/Public 

BB.  Brenda Reynolds September 21, 2011 Citizen/Public 

CC.  George Hodous September 22, 2011 Citizen/Public 

DD.  Kay Meyerett September 23, 2011 Citizen/Public 

EE.  Sabrina McDowell September 27, 2011 Citizen/Public 

FF.  Harvey Clark September 30, 2011 Citizen/Public 

GG.  Matthew Carrington October 04, 2011 Citizen/Public 

HH.  Harold & Debbie Glick October 07, 2011 Citizen/Public 

II.  Jeff & Sarah Posey October 09, 2011 Citizen/Public 

JJ.  Michael Peterson October 12, 2011 Citizen/Public 

KK.  Barbara Iyer October 20, 2011 Citizen/Public 

LL.  Mary Jane & Roberto Rodriguez October 23, 2011 Citizen/Public 

MM.  Irene Salazar October 24, 2011 Citizen/Public 

NN.  Debbie Saathoff October 31, 2011 Citizen/Public 

OO.  Jim Saathoff October 31, 2011 Citizen/Public 

PP.  Stephanie Saathoff October 31, 2011 Citizen/Public 

QQ.  Eva Casas October 31, 2011 Citizen/Public 

RR.  Mr. & Mrs. Paul Allen November 1, 2011 Citizen/Public 

SS.  Enrique & Sandra Lipp November 3, 2011 Citizen/Public 

TT.  Christopher Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

UU.  Ryan Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

VV.  Ryan Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

WW.  Heather Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

XX.  Christy Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

YY.  Matthew Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 
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 Commenter 
Correspondence 

Date 
Comment Type 

ZZ.  Danielle Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

AAA.  Derek Carrington November 6, 2011 Citizen/Public 

BBB.  Pallas Broy November 7, 2011 Citizen/Public 

CCC.  Trunita Crump-Knighton November 7, 2011 Citizen/Public 

DDD.  George Hepker November 8, 2011 Citizen/Public 

EEE.  Jeff Smith November 9, 2011 Consultant/Public 

FFF.  Daniel & Denise Torchia November 10, 2011 Citizen/Public 

GGG.  Robert & Ethel Nizato November 12, 2011 Citizen/Public 

HHH.  albegolfin@charter.net November 14, 2011 Citizen/Public 

III.  Carolyn Powers November 14, 2011 Citizen/Public 

JJJ.  Harvey Clark November 20, 2011 Citizen/Public 

KKK.  Stephen Anderson November 20, 2011 Citizen/Public 

LLL.  Don Porter November 23, 2011 Citizen/Public 

MMM.  Brenda Reynolds November 23, 2011 Citizen/Public 

NNN.  Pamela English November 25, 2011 Citizen/Public 

OOO.  Janet Dewhirst November 25, 2011 Citizen/Public 

PPP.  Arturo Fonseca November 26, 2011 Citizen/Public 

QQQ.  Sheila Ehrlich November 26, 2011 Citizen/Public 

RRR.  Aurelia & Amos Broome November 26, 2011 Citizen/Public 

SSS.  Sarah Rah November 27, 2011 Citizen/Public 

TTT.  Greg & Arlene Stevens November 27, 2011 Citizen/Public 

UUU.  Lane J. Thomas (Goose Creek Golf Club) November 28, 2011 Attorney/Public 

VVV.  Ellen Porter November 28, 2011 Citizen/Public 

WWW.  Fredda Fox/Victoria Kirkman November 28, 2011 Citizen/Public 

XXX.  Brian Schafer November 28, 2011 Citizen/Public 

YYY.  Brad Hancock November 29, 2011 Citizen/Public 

ZZZ.  Rutan & Tucker (Vernola Family) November 29, 2011 Attorney/Public 

AAAA.  Allan Kasen (Vernola Marketplace LLC) November 29, 2011 Developer/Public 

BBBB.  Sheppard Mullen (Ter Maaten Family) November 30, 2011 Attorney/Public 

CCCC.  Ed Hawkins November 30, 2011 Citizen/Public 

DDDD.  Allen Matkins (CV Communities) November 30, 2011 Attorney/Public 

EEEE.  William A. Van Train III November 30, 2011 Citizen/Public 

FFFF.  William A. Van Train III November 30, 2011 Citizen/Public 

GGGG.  Jean Hess November 30, 2011 Citizen/Public 

HHHH.  Betty Anderson November 30, 2011 Citizen/Public 

IIII.  Kevin and Carolyn Hoggard November 30, 20111 Citizen/Public - late 

JJJJ.  Bonnie Kimm & Irene Kimm Hammons December 5, 2011 Citizen/Public - late 

KKKK.  Diana Leja December 16, 2011 Citizen/Public – late 

LLLL.  Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians January 30, 2012 Tribe – late 

MMMM.  Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians February 29, 2012 Tribe – late 

                                                 
1
 Although this comment letter was received on November 30, 2011, it was sent via email at 7:12 p.m., which was 

beyond the 5:00 p.m. close time for public comments. 

mailto:albegolfin@charter.net
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 Commenter 
Correspondence 

Date 
Comment Type 

NNNN.  albegolfin@charter.net March 20, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

OOOO.  Ted Rozzi / Corona-Norco Unified School District March 21, 2012 Agency – late  

PPPP.  Kumar Chaklashiya March 22, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

QQQQ.  Andrew Shaffer (by phone) March 22, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

RRRR.  Rick Bondar / McCune & Associates, Inc. March 27, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

SSSS.  Harold Glick March 27, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

TTTT.  City of Jurupa Valley (Richard Watson & Gershon) March 29, 2012 Agency – late 

UUUU.  Sarah Posey April 2, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

VVVV.  Lynn Brookens April 2, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

WWWW.  JoAnn Burdett April 3, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

XXXX.  Barry & Donna Wallner April 3, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

YYYY.  Derek Carrington April 4, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

ZZZZ.  Karen Doris Wright April 5, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

AAAAA.  Richard Ford April 9, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

BBBBB.  Doug Schroeder April 9, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

CCCCC.  Bob Gano April 9, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

DDDDD.  Brandon Roth April 11, 2012 Citizen/Public – late  

EEEEE.  Heinz Zwingler (by phone) April 12, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

FFFFF.  Bob and Margaret Gano May 2, 2012 Citizen/Public – late 

GGGGG.  Heather Carrington April 4, 2012 Citizen/Public - late 

HHHHH.  Chuck Hughes April 4, 2012 Citizen/Public - late 

IIIII.  City of Jurupa Valley – Mayor Laura Roughton April 5, 2012 Agency - late 

JJJJJ.  Ed Hawkins April 5, 2012 Citizen/Public - late 

KKKKK.  Linda Lovett / Lovett’s Children, Inc. April 3, 2012 Citizen/Public - late 

 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The section includes all written comments on the DEIR received by the City and the responses to 

those comments in accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with 

the CEQA Guidelines, responses are prepared for those comments raising environmental issues. 

When responding to comments CEQA provides that lead agencies should focus on significant 

environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long 

as a ―good faith, reasoned analysis is provided‖ (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15088(c), 15204). In 

addition, it should be noted that comments by public agencies should be limited to those aspects 

of a project that are within its area of expertise or that are required to be carried out or approved 

by the agency, and such comments must be supported by substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15204). 

 

2.2.1 MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The City is providing master responses to address certain issues that were raised or implicated by 

one or more comment letters. Those master responses are numbered and provided below, and 

they are referred to throughout the comment-specific responses.  

 

mailto:albegolfin@charter.net
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Master Response #1: Comments on Non-Environmental Issues 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines states, ―the lead agency shall evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a 

written response‖ (emphasis added). Where a commenter submits comments that do not raise 

environmental issues, there is no requirement under CEQA that the City respond (Ibid.; see also 

Cleary v. County of Stanislaus [1981] 118 Cal.App.3d.348 360 [holding that a Final EIR was 

adequate under CEQA where it did not respond to comments raising non-environmental issues]).  

 

Master Response #2: Vague or Conclusory Comments 

Some of the comments received on the DEIR state the commenters‘ conclusions without 

elaborating on the reasoning behind, or the factual support for, those conclusions. Under CEQA, 

the lead agency is obligated to respond to timely comments with ―good faith, reasoned analysis‖ 

(CEQA Guidelines 15088(c)). These responses ―shall describe the disposition of the significant 

environmental issues raised…[and] giv[e] reasons why specific comments and suggestions were 

not accepted‖ (CEQA Guidelines, 15088(c), emphasis added). To the extent that specific 

comments and suggestions are not made, specific responses cannot be provided and, indeed, are 

not required (Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San 

Jose [1986] 181 Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is made, a general response is 

sufficient]). 

 

Master Response #3: Late Comments 

Certain comment letters were received from commenters after the close of the official public 

review and comment period. The original 60-day comment period was from Monday, August 1, 

2011 to Friday, September 20, 2011 at 5:00 p.m. The comment period was extended an 

additional 60 days, to November 30, 2011 at 5:00 p.m., at the request of the City of Jurupa 

Valley.  

 

Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states, ―the lead agency shall respond to comments 

received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond to late 

comments‖ (emphasis added). Accordingly, nothing in CEQA ―requires the lead agency to 

respond to comments not received within the comment periods‖ (Pub. Res. Code, § 21092.5(c); 

see also Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1111). Comments received by 

the City following the close of the comment period have been included within this Final EIR 

(FEIR). Although not required by CEQA, the City has also provided a response to these 

comments.  

 

Master Response #4: Recirculation 

The responses to comments included in this FEIR and the textual edits included in the Draft EIR 

do not significantly alter the Proposed Project, change the DEIR‘s significance conclusions to 

identify any new significant impacts, or result in a conclusion that an environmental impact 

resulting from the Proposed Project would be substantially increased. Instead, the information 

presented in the responses to comments merely ―clarif[ies] or amplif[ies] or makes insignificant 

modifications‖ in the already adequate Draft EIR, as is permitted by CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088.5(b). 
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Regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires the lead 

agency to recirculate an EIR only when significant new information is added to the EIR after 

public notice is given of the draft EIR‘s availability. New information added to an EIR is not 

significant unless the EIR has changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 

feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project‘s proponents have declined to 

implement (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). In summary, significant new information 

consists of:  

 

1) Disclosure of a new significant impact 

2) Disclosure of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 

3) Disclosure of a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 

from the others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen environmental impacts of 

the project but the project proponent declines to adopt it 

4) The draft EIR being so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 

that meaningful public review and comment were precluded (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088.5(a)). In contrast, recirculation is not required where, for example, new 

information added to an EIR merely amplifies or clarifies or makes insignificant 

modifications in an adequate EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). 

 

The responses to comments and revisions to the Draft EIR present information that expands upon 

the Proposed Project and the analysis of the Proposed Project‘s impacts, but does not identify 

any new significant impacts from those presented in the DEIR circulated for public review. 

Additionally, the responses present supplemental information and analysis in response to 

requests from the commenters. This analysis, however, is used to supplement, expand, and 

provide further detail on the analysis already provided in the DEIR. Accordingly, this 

information merely ―clarifies‖ or ―amplifies‖ the analysis provided in the DEIR, and 

recirculation is not required.  

 

In response to public comments on the DEIR and to avoid significant impacts of the Proposed 

Project, RPU and SCE have made modifications to the Proposed Project as described in Chapter 

2, Proposed Project Description, of Volume II. Project modifications resulted in a slightly shorter 

230 kV transmission line, fewer severe angles in the transmission line centerline, fewer total 

overhead structures, and fewer lattice towers. Following review of all resources, additional 

environmental analysis associated with these changes has been added, where relevant, 

throughout Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of Volume II. (For details see Sections 3.2.1, 

Aesthetics; 3.2.3, Air Quality; 3.2.5, Cultural Resources; 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials; 3.2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 3.2.15, Transportation and Traffic, of the 

DEIR.) Changes to the Proposed Project do not increase the significance of any impact levels as 

determined in the DEIR and, therefore, do not merit recirculation of the DEIR. These changes 

are summarized below and the environmental impact analysis presented within the EIR reflects 

these modifications. 

 

 The 230 kV transmission line‘s route has been modified to avoid the Vernola 

Marketplace parking lot by following I-15 roughly south and to the east of the California 

Department of Transportation‘s right-of-way (ROW). Additionally, the route along the 
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Goose Creek Golf Club and Santa Ana River crossing has been slightly modified to 

utilize one double-circuit structure on each side of the river, instead of the previously 

presented two single-circuit structures. Finally, the route‘s path through the City of 

Riverside Water Quality Control Plant has been shifted to the north side of the plant 

property to reduce potential conflicts with current operations and possible future 

development at the plant. These routing changes are described in Section 2.3.1 in Chapter 

2 of the DEIR (Volume II of this FEIR). 
 

 The 69 kV subtransmission line will be placed underground in Segment A of the 

Riverside Energy Resource Center to Harvey Lynn/Freeman route in order to reduce 

potentially significant aircraft hazard and inconsistency with the Riverside County 

Airport Land Use Consistency Plan, as described in Section 2.3.2 in Chapter 2 of the 

DEIR. 

 

Neither the clarifications to the DEIR provided through the responses to comments, the 

supplemental analysis provided in these responses, the clarification or addition of further 

mitigation measures, nor the revisions to the DEIR result in any increased impact in the DEIR‘s 

significance conclusions or changes to the DEIR ―that deprive[d] the public of a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 

feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 

project‘s proponents have declined to implement‖ (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)). Thus, 

there is substantial evidence supporting the City‘s determination that recirculation of the DEIR is 

not required under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)). 

 

Master Response #5: Lead Agency 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15051 states (emphasis added):  

 

―Where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project, the determination of which 

agency will be the Lead Agency shall be governed by the following criteria: 

 

(a) If the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the Lead 

Agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public 

agency. 

(b) If the project is to be carried out by a nongovernmental person or entity, the Lead 

Agency shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or 

approving the project as a whole. 

(1) The Lead Agency will normally be the agency with general governmental powers, 

such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose 

such as an air pollution control district or a district which will provide a public 

service or public utility to the project. 

(2) Where a city prezones an area, the city will be the appropriate Lead Agency for 

any subsequent annexation of the area and should prepare the appropriate 

environmental document at the time of the prezoning. The Local Agency 

Formation Commission shall act as a Responsible Agency. 

(c) Where more than one public agency equally meet the criteria in subdivision (b), the 

agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the Lead Agency. 
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(d) Where the provisions of subdivision (a), (b), and (c) leave two or more public 

agencies with a substantial claim to be the Lead Agency, the public agencies may by 

agreement designate an agency as the Lead Agency. An agreement may also provide 

for cooperative.‖ 

 

CEQA defines a ―project‖ as the ―whole of an action,‖ and forbids public agencies from 

considering only the ―constituent parts, when determining whether it will have a significant 

effect‖ on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15378, 15003(h)). Accordingly, and to take a 

conservative approach that ensured the full environmental impacts were captured, the City of 

Riverside included the 69 kV, the 230 kV, and all appurtenant facilities in its definition of the 

Proposed Project and fully analyzed the whole of that action in its DEIR. As to that Proposed 

Project—and although other public agencies may be called upon to issue limited project 

approvals—the two entities actually carrying out the RTRP are the City of Riverside and SCE. If 

approved, the City (a public agency) would carry out the 69 kV portion of the Proposed Project 

along with associated facilities, and SCE (not a public agency but rather an investor-owned 

utility) would carry out the 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project along with associated 

facilities. Accordingly, under Section 15051(a), set forth above, the City is the appropriate 

CEQA lead agency because it is the only public agency that is actually carrying out the Proposed 

Project. 

 

Further, and to the extent that Section 15051(b) and (c) apply, the City is still the appropriate 

CEQA lead agency. This is because the City ―will act first on the Project‖ by making a 

determination on the EIR and potentially approving the Proposed Project as a whole. If the City 

approves the Proposed Project, Southern California Edison (SCE) would be required to obtain a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the 230 kV portion of the Proposed 

Project, to be issued after the City‘s action by the California Public Utilities Commission 

(CPUC). The CPUC would review SCE‘s CPCN application and the City‘s EIR before making a 

decision on the CPCN, consistent with its duties as a responsible agency under CEQA (CEQA 

Guidelines, § 15096). Accordingly, the City of Riverside is and remains the appropriate CEQA 

lead agency, and the commenters who have asserted the contrary are incorrect. Please see the 

CPUC‘s letter of October 26, 2011 (Comment Letter L), in which it confirms that the CPUC is a 

responsible agency. 

 

Master Response #6: Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) 

The effects of EMF are not a CEQA issue because, as summarized below and in the Draft EIR, 

there is no direct link between exposure to EMF and potential environmental or human health 

impacts and because there are no defined or adopted CEQA standards for defining health risk 

from EMF. Nevertheless, the potential relevance and effects of EMF are discussed in Section 

5.3, Electric and Magnetic Fields, of the DEIR for purposes of public disclosure.  

 

Although some commenters assert that some scientific evidence is available supporting a 

correlation between EMF and health effects, multiple expert studies have concluded that there is 

no clear connection between EMF and potential health impacts (see discussion in the DEIR, 

Section 5.3). Further, the CPUC has considered multiple expert studies and concluded that ―a 

direct link between exposure to EMF and human health effects has yet to be proven despite 

numerous studies including a study ordered by this Commission and conducted by the 

[California Department of Health Services]‖ (CPUC D06-01-042 [Findings of Fact #5]; see also 
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CPUC D93-11-013 [Findings of Fact # 7]). Likewise, recent literature on EMF confirms that any 

link between extremely low frequency magnetic fields and health effects is equivalent to the 

potential health effects of drinking coffee or eating pickled vegetables (―EMF and Your Health,‖ 

Electric Power Research Institute [EPRI 2012]). Accordingly, like the CPUC, the City has 

concluded that available expert research supports the conclusion that no direct link between EMF 

and health effects exists. 

 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15151) provide that ―disagreement among experts does not make 

an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 

experts.‖ The DEIR cited expert evidence that exposure to EMFs is not a health risk while 

summarizing the conflicting opinion defining potential health effects of EMFs; as such, the 

discussion presented in Section 5.3 of the DEIR is adequate under CEQA. 

 

Despite the City‘s conclusion, measures to address Project-specific EMF emissions will 

nonetheless be included in the Field Management Plan (FMP), which is an Attachment in the 

CPCN (to be filed with the CPUC following certification of the EIR). FMPs are prepared in 

accordance with CPUC Decision No. 93-11-013 and Decision No. 06-01-042 relating to 

extremely low frequency (ELF)
2

 EMF. The FMP for the Proposed Project will be prepared once 

a final project design has been completed and the CPCN application is ready for submittal to the 

CPUC. The FMP will include a project summary, background information regarding EMF and 

public health research, a descripiton of the calculated magnetic field levels modeled for the 

Proposed Project, evaluation of the ―no-cost and low-cost‖ magnetic field design options for the 

Proposed Project, and final reccomendations for implementing ―no-cost and low-cost‖ magnetic 

field design options for the Proposed Project.  

 

Typical ―no-cost and low-cost‖ magnetic field reduction design options that may be incorporated 

into the design of the Proposed Project are as follows: 

 

 Utilizing structure heights that meet or exceed SCE‘s preferred EMF design criteria 

 Utilizing line construction that reduces the space between conductors compared with 

other designs 

 Arranging conductors of proposed lines for magnetic field reduction 

 Site selection of the substation site 

 Placing major substation electrical equipment (such as transformers, switchracks, buses, 

and underground duct banks) away from the substation property lines 

 Configuring the transfer and operating buses with the transfer bus closest to the nearest 

property line 

 

Although the 69 kV subtransmission lines would not be regulated by the CPUC, RPU will also 

complete an FMP prior to construction of the 69 kV line components. This Field Management 

Plan would include similar low-cost/no-cost measures to reduce EMF as described above for the 

230 kV transmission line FMP. 

 

For additional information on electric and magnetic fields, please consult the publications ―EMF 

and Your Health‖ from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI 2012) and ―Questions and 

                                                 
2
 The extremely low frequency is defined as the frequency range from 3 Hertz (Hz) to 3,000 Hz. 
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Answers: Electric and Magnetic Fields Associated with the Use of Electric Power‖ prepared by 

the National Institute of Environmental Health Science-National Institutes of Health (NIEHS 

2002). 

 

Master Response #7: Economic and Social Impacts / Environmental Justice 

Several commenters expressed concern that the Proposed Project would preclude future 

development of industrial, commercial or residential uses on the parcels crossed by the 230 kV 

component, and therefore, the Proposed Project would cause economic hardship. According to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b), impacts to be analyzed in the EIR must be ―related to 

physical changes‖ in the environment, not in economic conditions. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15131(a) does not require an analysis of a project‘s social or economic effects because such 

impacts are not, in and of themselves, considered significant effects on the environment. Section 

15131(a) states: 

 

―Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on 

a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to 

physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate 

economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 

trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical 

changes.‖ 

 

The CEQA Guidelines also provide that physical effects on the environment related to changes 

in land use, population, and growth rate induced by a project may be indirect or secondary 

impacts of the project and should be analyzed in the EIR only if the physical effects would be 

significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(a)(2)). Indeed, ―evidence of economic and social 

impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused by physical changes in the environment is not 

substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment‖ (CEQA 

Guidelines, § 15064(f)(6)). The California Supreme Court has explained that ―[a]n EIR is to 

disclose and analyze the direct and the reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts of 

a proposed project if they are significant…. Economic and social impacts of proposed projects, 

therefore, are outside CEQA‘s purview‖ (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson [2005] 

130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1182 [citing CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.2, 15064(d)(3)] [emphasis in 

original]). Accordingly, it is only ―[w]hen there is evidence … that economic and social effects 

caused by a project … could result in a reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impact, 

such as urban decay or deterioration, then the CEQA lead agency is obligated to assess this 

indirect environmental impact‖ (Ibid). 

 

Several commenters also expressed concern about the potential adverse effects on property 

values from the Proposed Project. Potential visual impacts, as well as health and safety effects, 

are the primary concerns expressed by commenters associated with living and working near 

power lines. The potential visual impacts are thoroughly analyzed in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of 

the DEIR. As discussed in Master Response #6, the effects of EMF are not a CEQA issue 

because there is no direct link between exposure to EMF and potential environmental or human 

health impacts and because there are no defined or adopted CEQA standards for defining health 

risk from EMF. Nevertheless, the potential relevance and effects of EMFs are discussed in 

Section 5.3, Electric and Magnetic Fields, of the DEIR.  
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Consequently, under CEQA, economic impacts to businesses and land owners are only relevant 

if the magnitude and the losses are so severe that they would result in adverse physical changes 

to the environment. The Lead Agency has no evidence of, and the commenters have presented no 

evidence of, adverse physical changes arising from economic impacts as a result of the Proposed 

Project. Therefore, no additional analysis of economic impacts related to the construction, 

operation, or maintenance of the Proposed Project is required. 

 

Several commenters further asserted that there is a connection between the direct and cumulative 

visual and aesthetic impacts of the Proposed Project and potential economic impacts on 

businesses and commercial uses and future public agency revenue generation due to visual 

―blight.‖ The Lead Agency has no evidence of, and the commenters have provided no substantial 

evidence of, any potential relationship between reduced visual quality and the actual potential 

financial losses that would be incurred. Further, there is no correlation between the court cases 

(which involved the development of several shopping centers and those shopping centers‘ effect 

on other existing local land uses and businesses) presented by the commenters as examples of 

blight and the proposed Project (which will not introduce any shopping or commercial uses that 

might serve as competition to existing businesses). These cases include:  

 Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004); 

 Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000);  

 Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta (1988);  

 El Dorado Union High School Dist. v. City of Placerville (1983); and  

 Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986). 

 

Reduction of visual quality and character were analyzed in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of the 

DEIR, with the recognition that significant visual impacts will occur in certain commercial areas 

(e.g., Goose Creek Golf Club). However, the DEIR (Section 3.2.1) also found that other 

developed commercial areas would not be significantly impacted. Ultimately, the commercial 

value of visual resources, the economic aspects of reduced visual quality, and the associated 

modification of consumer or user habits is beyond the scope of CEQA requirements, as 

described above within this Master Response.  

 

Some commenters expressed concerns about the loss of use within the ROW. As stated in the 

DEIR, a 50-foot maintenance buffer around each tubular steel pole (TSP) and a 100-foot 

maintenance clearance buffer around each lattice steel tower (LST) will be provided. In most 

cases, these horizontal clearance distances provide adequate area to locate and operate equipment 

and stage material and personnel for routine and emergency construction, restoration, inspection, 

and ongoing maintenance activities. Topographical features, property dimensions, environmental 

restrictions, limitations and other conditions may cause these horizontal clearances to be 

increased or decreased depending on the particular circumstance. All measurements are taken 

from the face of the tower foundation. 

 

Due to federal, State, and utility regulations and policies, structures are not permitted to be 

constructed in the ROW; however, structures may be constructed up to the ROW if adequate 

vertical clearances are met. Land uses that are compatible with the utility ROW and operational 

criteria—including parking lot and loading travel lanes, recreation uses, open space uses, certain 
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agricultural crop production—may be permitted; therefore, no parcels would be entirely 

precluded from development.  

 

Assertions that development would be restricted to such an extent as to preclude the functionality 

of commercial, industrial, or residential uses is not based in fact; SCE currently allows many 

uses that are compatible with operational criteria along the Mira Loma-Vista transmission line in 

industrial and commercial areas in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, it is also 

likely that alternate configurations of any future development would be able to occur on the 

parcels. Regardless, the current land owners would receive ROW compensation appropriate for 

the property value, as discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the DEIR.  

 

Environmental Justice 

In addition, several commenters alleged that the City of Jurupa Valley residents are 

disproportionately impacted by the Proposed Project based on income, and that Environmental 

Justice should have been analyzed within the DEIR. Environmental Justice is a term often used 

to describe the idea that environmental laws and regulations should be applied evenly across all 

segments of society, so that projects do not result in the disproportionate infliction of 

environmental impacts on populations comprising ethnic minorities and/or underprivileged 

groups. An analysis of Environmental Justice, however, is a required element of environmental 

review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), not CEQA (see United States 

Code, title 42, §§ 4331(a), 4342, 4344). Under CEQA, and as set forth above, a lead agency has 

an obligation to analyze impacts on the physical environment, not social or economic impacts. 

Accordingly, an Environmental Justice analysis is not required. 

 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued an ―Executive Order on Federal Actions to 

Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations‖ 

(Executive Order 12898, 1994). This Order is designed to focus federal attention on 

environmental and human health conditions in minority communities and low-income 

communities. The Order is further intended to promote non-discrimination in federal programs 

substantially affecting human health and the environment and to provide for information access 

and public participation relating to such matters. 

 

Even though not required by CEQA, this analysis is provided to achieve compliance with the 

letter and spirit of Executive Order 12898 by addressing the question of whether and how the 

impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives may disproportionately affect minority and low-

income populations. This section analyzes the distributional patterns of minority and low-income 

populations at a regional level as well as using census tracts traversed and within 0.5 mile of the 

Proposed Project and alternative routes to characterize the distribution of such populations. A 

―census tract‖ is a geographic region defined for the purpose of taking a census. Although not 

required under CEQA, environmental justice is assessed for the Proposed Project. 

 

As defined by the ―Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns,‖ 

contained in the Guidance Document of the United States Environmental Protection Agency‘s 

NEPA Compliance Analysis (EPA 1998), minority (people of color) and low-income 

populations are identified where either:  
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 The minority or low-income population of the affected area is greater than 50 percent of 

the affected area‘s general population; or 

 

 The minority or low-income population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully 

greater (50 percent or greater per EPA Guidance Document) than the minority population 

percentage in the general population of the jurisdiction or other appropriate unit of 

geographic analysis (i.e., County or Native American Reservation) where the affected 

area is located. 

 

In 1997, the President‘s Council on Environmental Quality issued Environmental Justice 

Guidance (CEQ 1997, available at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ej/justice.pdf) that defines 

minority and low-income populations as follows: 

 

 ―Minorities‖ are individuals who are members of the following population groups: 

American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black not of Hispanic 

origin; or Hispanic (without double-counting non-white Hispanics falling into the 

Black/African-American, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Native American categories) 

 

 ―Low-income populations‖ are identified as populations with mean annual incomes 

below the annual statistical poverty level. 

 

The following analysis describes the numbers of existing low income and minority population 

both within the region (Table 2-2) and within 0.5 mile of the Proposed Project and alternatives 

(Tables 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5). It should also be noted that the majority of the Proposed Project is 

located within the City of Riverside (both new Wilderness and Wildlife Substations, 69 kV 

substation upgrades, all new 69 kV lines and a significant percentage [42%] of the 230 kV line). 

 

TABLE 2-2. REGION LOW INCOME AND MINORITY POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Jurisdiction Total Population Low Income Population (%) Minority Population (%) 

Riverside County 2,109,464 13.4% 32.7 

San Bernardino County 2,005,287 18.4% 36.5% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 available at: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

 

Proposed Project 

Table 2-3 identifies the minority and low-income populations contained within census tracts 

located within 0.5 mile of the Proposed Project centerline. As shown in Table 2-3, the Proposed 

Project‘s affected area crosses and/or is within 0.5 mile of 12 census tracts within Riverside 

County. Data presented in Table 2-3 indicate that the proportions of both minority and low-

income households in the affected area fall below the 50 percent threshold and, by this criterion, 

would not be considered low-income or minority communities under the EPA‘s guidance.  

 

As shown at the end of Table 2-3, within 0.5 mile of the entire Proposed Project centerline 

(230 kV and 69 kV lines), the total population is 60,787 persons with 49.3 percent of the total 

population minority and low-income communities between 1.9% and 27.0%. 

 

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ej/justice.pdf
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
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TABLE 2-3. PROPOSED PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Census Tract 
Total 

Population 
Total Minority 

(Percentage Minority) 
Median Household 

Income 

Proportion of the Population Living 
Below the Poverty Level 

(Percentage Low-Income) 

Riverside County 

406.16 7,610 4635 (60.9%) $103,750 1.9% 

406.15 9,024 5309 (58.8%) $111,334 2.0% 

404.04 3,309 1569 (47.4%) $65,816 14.5% 

406.07 9,317 4724 (50.7%) $74,474 11.1% 

309 3,308 1689 (51.1%) $57,171 8.4% 

402.01 5,897 2907 (49.3%) $59,408 9.6% 

410.04 4,590 2223 (48.4%) $41,946 27.0% 

409.02 5,040 1932 (38.3%) $58,450 13.3% 

406.03 2,376 1102 (46.4%) $55,208 4.0% 

404.02 4,224 1672 (39.6%) $63,272 11.6% 

410.02 3,312 1612 (48.7%) $47,105 24.3% 

407.03 2,780 508 (18.3%) $87,964 11.5% 

Total 60,787 29,882 (49.2%)   
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 available at: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

 

Van Buren Offset Alternative 

Table 2-4 identifies the minority and low-income populations contained within census tracts 

located within 0.5 mile of the Van Buren Offset Alternative centerline. As shown in Table 2-4, 

the Van Buren Offset Alternative crosses and/or is within 0.5 mile of 18 census tracts within 

Riverside County. Data presented in Table 2-4 indicate that the proportions of both minority and 

low-income households in the affected area fall below the 50 percent threshold and, by this 

criterion, would not be considered low-income or minority communities under the EPA‘s 

guidance.  

 

As shown at the end of Table 2-4, within 0.5 mile of the entire 230 kV portion of the Van Buren 

Offset Alternative centerline (the 69 kV subtransmission line centerlines for this alternative 

would be the same as for the Proposed Project), the total population is 98,718 persons with 44.3 

percent of the total population minority and low-income communities between 1.9% and 27.0%. 

 

TABLE 2-4. VAN BUREN OFFSET ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population 

Total Minority 
(Percentage Minority) 

Median Household 
Income 

Proportion of the Population Living 
Below the Poverty Level 

(Percentage Low-Income) 

Riverside County 

406.16 7,610 4635 (60.9%) $103,750 1.9% 

406.15 9,024 5309 (58.8%) $111,334 2.0% 

404.05 5,353 2014 (37.6%) $74,752 3.5% 

404.04 3,309 1569 (47.4%) $65,816 14.5% 

406.07 9,317 4724 (50.7%) $74,474 11.1% 

309 3,308 1689 (51.1%) $57,171 8.4% 

402.01 5,897 2907 (49.3%) $59,408 9.6% 

410.04 4,590 2223 (48.4%) $41,946 27.0% 

405.02 6,202 3314 (53.4%) $49,477 14.4% 

409.02 5,040 1932 (38.3%) $58,450 13.3% 

405.03 3,876 1751 (45.2%) $30,711 10.2% 

404.03 5,801 2600 (44.8%) $66,271 18.7% 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
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Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population 

Total Minority 
(Percentage Minority) 

Median Household 
Income 

Proportion of the Population Living 
Below the Poverty Level 

(Percentage Low-Income) 

402.02 2,821 1008 (35.7%) $54,250 14.2% 

406.03 2,376 1102 (46.4%) $55,208 4.0% 

404.02 4,224 1672 (39.6%) $63,272 11.6% 

405.01 6,878 3146 (45.7%) $53,987 16.2% 

410.02 3,312 1612 (48.7%) $47,105 24.3% 

407.03 2,780 508 (18.3%) $87,964 11.5% 

Total 98,718 43,715 (44.3%)   
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 available at: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

 

Eastern Route 

Table 2-5 identifies the minority and low-income populations contained within census tracts 

located within 0.5 mile of the Eastern Route centerline. As shown in Table 2-5, the Eastern 

Alternative crosses and/or is within 0.5 mile of one census tract in San Bernardino County and 

10 census tracts within Riverside County. Data presented in Table 2-5 indicate that the 

proportions of both minority and low-income households in the affected area fall below the 50 

percent threshold and, by this criterion, would not be considered low-income or minority 

communities under the EPA‘s guidance.  

 

As shown at the end of Table 2-5, within 0.5 mile of the entire Eastern Route 230 kV 

transmission line centerline (the 69 kV subtransmission line centerlines for this alternative would 

be the same as for the Proposed Project), the total population is 50,618 persons with 47.4 percent 

of the total population minority and low-income communities between 8.4% and 39.4%. 

 

TABLE 2-5. EASTERN ROUTE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Census Tract 
Total 

Population 
Total Minority 

(Percentage Minority) 
Median Household 

Income 

Proportion of the Population Living 
Below the Poverty Level 

(Percentage Low-Income) 

San Bernardino County 

40.04 5,076 2353 (46.4%) $50,755 12.9% 

Riverside County 

404.04 3,309 1569 (47.4%) $65,816 14.5% 

308 6,973 2474 (35.5%) $45,547 11.6% 

309 3,308 1689 (51.1%) $57,171 8.4% 

402.01 5,897 2907 (49.3%) $59,408 9.6% 

401.01 4,287 2367 (55.2%) $45,957 18.7% 

301.04 6,922 3803 (54.9%) $54,359 19.0% 

302 4,633 1426 (30.8%) $55,823 9.2% 

402.02 2,871 1008 (35.7%) $54,250 14.2% 

402.03 3,626 2066 (57.0%) $32,500 39.4% 

402.04 3,716 2354 (63.3%) $38,947 25.5% 

Total 50,618 24,016 (47.4%)   
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 available at: http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative would not impact minority and low-income populations directly or 

indirectly. This alternative would not result in the displacement of homes and businesses, 

because it would not change the existing conditions. No loss of scenic or economic resources 

would result because land would not be utilized for the transmission line under the No Project 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
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Alternative. The Proposed Project or alternatives would not be constructed under the No Project 

Alternative and, therefore, this alternative would have no environmental justice impacts. 

 

Impact Analysis Methodology 

As defined by the ―Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA‘s 

NEPA Compliance Analysis‖ (EPA 1998), minority and low-income populations are identified 

where either: 

 

 The minority or low-income population of the affected area is greater than 50 percent of 

the affected area‘s general population; or 

 

 The minority or low-income population percentage of the area is meaningfully greater 

than the minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate 

unit of geographic analysis. 

 

As defined by the EPA‘s ―Toolkit for Assessing Potential Allegations of Environmental 

Injustice‖ (EPA 2004), a disproportionate environmental justice impact would occur if an 

adverse unavoidable environmental impact associated with the Proposed Project would be: 

 

 Predominantly borne by any segment of the population, including, for example, a 

minority population and/or a low-income population; or 

 

 Suffered by a minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more 

severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect or impact that will be suffered by a 

non-minority population and/or non-low-income population. 

 

Impact Analysis 

Data presented in Tables 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 for the Proposed Project and alternatives indicate that 

the proportions of both minority and low-income households in the census tracts fall below the 

50 percent threshold. The Proposed Project and alternatives would not result in disproportionate 

impacts to minority and low-income populations. It should be noted that significant visual 

impacts were identified for operational effects of the Proposed Project. As discussed in Section 

3.21 (Aesthetics), the 230 kV transmission line would degrade the scenic quality of the Santa 

Ana River corridor, and impact sensitive viewers traveling Van Buren Boulevard (a City-

designated Parkway and Gateway), Santa Ana River Trail users, and residences in the Bradford 

Street, Julian Drive, Auld Street, Viceroy Avenue, and 68
th

 Street neighborhoods. As planned, 

the Proposed Project, including integrated EPEs, would avoid impacts to the maximum extent 

possible, but not to a less than significant level. Significant impacts in these areas would be a 

result of the proximity of the transmission line (in the immediate foreground), typically as 

viewed in the context of the Santa Ana River scenic backdrop.  

 

Because these impacts would occur at various locations along the entire centerline, impacts 

would be evenly distributed among receptors in census tracts with less than 50 percent minority 

populations and those census tracts containing greater than 50 percent minority populations. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project‘s visual impacts would not be predominantly borne by any 

segment of the population within census tracts 0.5 mile of the Proposed Project centerline (i.e., 

the affected area), and would not be suffered by a minority population in a way appreciably more 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-17 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect or impact that would be suffered by a non-

minority population. Similarly, the Project‘s significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, 

agriculture, and cumulative hydrology would occur on an area-wide basis and, therefore, would 

not result in a disproportionate impacts to any minority or low-income population. As such, the 

Proposed Project‘s significant impacts would not occur disproportionately to minority 

populations versus the entire population impacted.  

 

This Environmental Justice analysis is, again, not required by CEQA; therefore, its inclusion in 

the FEIR is for informational purposes and does not warrant the recirculation of the DEIR. 

 

Master Response #8: Involvement of the City of Jurupa Valley 

Several commenters alleged that the Lead Agency‘s coordination efforts and impact assessment 

passively neglected, failed to recognize, or purposefully excluded the City of Jurupa Valley. The 

RTRP DEIR is a full and comprehensive analysis as required by CEQA. Per the requirements of 

the Public Resources Code 21000–21177, the CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Riverside‘s 

Local CEQA Guidelines (adopted via Resolution No. 21106), the RTRP DEIR complies with 

CEQA requirements. Commenters also allege that very little was done to include the City of 

Jurupa Valley in the DEIR. (The City of Jurupa Valley incorporated on July 1, 2011 and the 

DEIR was released August 1, 2011.) Commenters also allege that the DEIR contains factually 

inaccurate statements and omits any meaningful analysis relating to the newly incorporated City 

of Jurupa Valley. It has been asserted by the City of Jurupa Valley and additional commenters 

that the DEIR must be recirculated because the City of Jurupa Valley was allegedly deprived of 

the opportunity to present information germane to the Proposed Project.  

 

As documented in DEIR Chapter 7, Public and Agency Coordination, the City of Riverside‘s 

public participation program incorporated numerous outreach methods, including newsletters, 

media announcements, open houses, agency contacts, and agency and elected official briefings. 

The City extensively consulted with the public, including individuals, agencies, and 

organizations that are now within the incorporated limits of the City of Jurupa Valley. Further, 

and discussed below in more detail, the City of Riverside has honored the requests from the City 

of Jurupa Valley for information related to the Proposed Project, and even doubled the length of 

the public comment period on the DEIR at the City of Jurupa Valley‘s request. In all, the public 

involvement approach for the proposed RTRP has been flexible, and evolved with the Proposed 

Project based on level of public interest, types of public comments, issues identified, and stage of 

the planning process. In some instances, additional newsletters were published, public meetings 

were held, or agency presentations were conducted beyond originally identified efforts of the 

City. See also Master Response #4 regarding recirculation. 

 

The public and agency outreach as outlined in Chapter 7 commenced in 2006 and has continued 

throughout the DEIR development. Nine informational Public Open Houses were held in both 

the City of Riverside and parts of unincorporated Riverside County. Sites within Riverside 

County where public meetings were held subsequently incorporated into the City of Jurupa 

Valley. Additionally, as stated above, the City of Jurupa Valley requested and was granted an 

additional 60 days to comment on the DEIR.  

 

As detailed in Chapter 7 of the DEIR, ample opportunities were provided for public outreach and 

involvement including: 
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 Seven newsletters (March 2006, Jan. 2007, April 2007, June 2007, Dec. 2008, Jan. 2009, 

Sept. 2009) 

 Scoping Meeting announcement, Nov. 2009 

 Notice of Preparation (Nov. 18, 2009) 

 A total of 30 paid display advertisements in English and Spanish published in local area 

newspapers to announce all public open houses 

 Project information was placed on the Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) website at 

www.riversidepublicutilities.com. 

o In April 2007, a comment form was added to the website to provide additional 

opportunities for the public to provide comments to RPU prior to selection of the 

environmentally superior routes. Team contact information also was provided. The 

website can be viewed in either English or Spanish. 

 Nine Public Open Houses, including one on April 25, 2007 at Indian Hills Golf Club, one 

on February 12, 2009 at Jurupa Community Services District, and one on October 14, 

2009 at Patriot High School. All three of these locations were subsequently incorporated 

into the City of Jurupa Valley. 

 A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) that met four times (Dec. 19, 2006/March 28, 

2007/June 6, 2007/Dec. 17, 2008)  

 27 Agency and Elected Official briefings; including briefings prior to and after the public 

release of the DEIR on Aug. 1, 2011 (see revised Table 7.2-4 below) 

 One public scoping meeting (Dec. 3, 2009) 

 Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion of Draft EIR (Aug. 1, 2011) was mailed 

directly to the City of Jurupa Valley 

Finally, it should be noted that the public circulation period of the DEIR did provide adequate 

time for the City of Jurupa Valley to prepare and submit several public records act requests and a 

100+-page comment letter, identified in the Responses to Comments under Letter P. Again, the 

public comment period was extended at the City of Jurupa Valley‘s request to allow additional 

time to review the DEIR. 

 

TABLE 7.2-4. AGENCY AND ELECTED OFFICIAL BRIEFINGS (REVISED) 

Date Jurisdiction or Agency 
Items Discussed during 

Meeting / Agency Actions or 
Comments Received 

January 20, 2006  RPU Board  Project presentation.  

February 17, 2006  RPU Board  Project presentation.  

March 14, 2006  Riverside City Council  Project presentation.  

May 23, 2006  
Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce—ED 
Committee  

Project presentation.  

May 23, 2006  Riverside Downtown Partnership  Project presentation.  
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Date Jurisdiction or Agency 
Items Discussed during 

Meeting / Agency Actions or 
Comments Received 

June 14, 2006  
California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 
Board of Governors and Operations Committee  

Project presentation / Project 
approved; board recommends 
SCE complete project as soon as 
possible.  

June 23, 2006  
City of Rialto  
Henry Garcia, City Administrator  

Briefing Packet; no comments 
received.  

June 23, 2006  
Riverside Unified School District  
Superintendent Susan J. Rainey  

Briefing Packet; no comments 
received.  

June 23, 2006  
Alvord Unified School District  
Superintendent Paul Jessup  

Briefing Packet; no comments 
received.  

June 23, 2006  
Colton Joint Unified School District  
Superintendent Dennis Byas  

Briefing Packet; no comments 
received.  

June 23, 2006  
Jurupa Unified School District  
Superintendent Elliott Duchon  

Briefing Packet; no comments 
received.  

June 26, 2006  RPU Board  Project presentation.  

October 20, 2006  RPU Board  Project presentation.  

November 7, 2006  Riverside City Council  Project presentation.  

December 19, 2006  
TAC Meeting #1—SCE, RPU, Riverside County 
Flood Control, Riverside County Parks, Riverside 
City Planning Dept.  

Discussed Proposed Project, 
schedule, preliminary routes, and 
public involvement process.  

February 26, 2007  Jurupa Community Services District (JCSD)  

Project presentation; JCSD Board 
voted in favor of a resolution to 
oppose 230 kV transmission 
alignments through the District.  

March 13, 2007  Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission  

Project summary presentation; 
staff recommended filing an 
application with the preferred 
69 kV route and noted the conflict 
with the current zoning (Zone A) 
for the Riverside Municipal Airport.  

March 19, 2007  Jurupa Unified School District (JUSD) Board  

Project summary presentation; 
JUSD Board voted 5-0 in 
opposition to the proposed SCE 
230 kV transmission lines.  

March 28, 2007  

TAC Meeting #2—SCE, RPU, Riverside County 
Flood Control, Riverside County Parks, Riverside 
City Planning Dept., Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Commission, City of Colton Planning Division, 
Riverside County Supervisor John Tavaglione’s 
office  

Discussed project status, agency 
and public comments, impact 
assessment process.  

April 4, 2007  
RPU Board and Council Members, County of 
Riverside, County of San Bernardino, City of Colton, 
City of Grand Terrace  

Briefing Packet mailed, no 
comments received.  

May 15, 2007  California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)  

Project briefing, description and 
discussion of CPUC involvement. 
CPUC will provide comments on 
the DEIR during public review.  

May 16, 2007  Riverside County Supervisor John Tavaglione  Project briefing.  
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Date Jurisdiction or Agency 
Items Discussed during 

Meeting / Agency Actions or 
Comments Received 

June 6, 2007  

TAC Meeting #3—Riverside City Planning Dept., 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission, City 
of Colton Planning Division, Riverside City Planning 
Dept., Supervisor Tavaglione’s office, Supervisor 
Buster’s Office, Senator Dutton’s office, 
Assemblyman Jeffries’ office  

Discussed route selection and 
alternative route ranking process.  

June 15, 2007  RPU Board  Project presentation.  

December 17, 2008  

TAC Meeting #4—SCE, RPU, City of Colton Electric 
Department, CPUC, City of Colton Planning Division, 
Riverside City Planning Dept., Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Commission, Riverside County 
Parks, Riverside County Planning Div., Supervisor 
Tavaglione’s office, Supervisor Caliva’s office, 
Assemblyman Nestande’s office, Assemblyman 
Jeffries’ office  

Discussed current routes under 
consideration, why some routes 
were altered or eliminated, next 
steps in public outreach.  

November 11, 2009  
Greater Riverside Chamber of Commerce  
Good Morning Riverside  

Project briefing.  

December 3, 2009  Riverside Planning Commission  
Project presentation / scoping 
meeting.  

December 9, 2009  Riverside Downtown Partnership Board Meeting  Project briefing.  

July 14, 2011 Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
Agenda item: RTRP 69 kV 
subtransmission lines near Airport 

August 3, 2011 City of Norco Project presentation 

September 13, 2011 City of Jurupa Valley Project presentation 

September 28, 2011 City of Eastvale Project presentation 

 

In that the City of Jurupa Valley was not incorporated until July 1, 2011, the City of Riverside 

and SCE reached out to the County and municipal agencies in whose jurisdiction the Proposed 

Project was located. Chapter 7 of the DEIR describes public and agency coordination associated 

with the Proposed Project. Early in Proposed Project development, a technical advisory 

committee (TAC) was formed to establish a group representing a range of opinions from the 

local area in a forum small enough to allow for thorough education of the participants, detailed 

discussion of issues and potential environmental impacts, and informal dialogue. The TAC 

included representatives from County (Riverside County Regional Park & Open-Space District, 

Flood Control District, Airport Land Use Commission, Planning Department, and two 

Supervisorial Districts) and municipal agencies that had administrative jurisdiction in the 

Proposed Project area. The purpose of the TAC was to allow members to share their knowledge 

of the Proposed Project area and of potential issues during environmental studies and evaluation 

of alternative routes. TAC members were encouraged to share their thoughts on Proposed Project 

studies throughout the planning process. New members were subsequently added to the TAC 

based on an identified need for representation or as recommended by existing members.  

 

Contrary to the commenters‘ allegations, the City of Riverside fully cooperated with the City of 

Jurupa Valley and, as discussed, kept residents fully apprised of the Project‘s status. For 

example, the City of Riverside responded to requests received from the City of Jurupa Valley 

following the incorporation in July 2011. The City of Riverside received a Public Records Act 

Request dated September 28, 2011 from the City of Jurupa Valley. The letter requested to 
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inspect and obtain copies of documents that pertained to the DEIR, and provided a list within the 

letter. The City of Riverside advised the City of Jurupa Valley in two separate letters dated 

October 20, 2011 and October 21, 2011 that the documents were available for their review. A 

second Public Records Act Request was received from the City of Jurupa Valley dated 

November 14, 2011. This request, like the first, requested additional documents pertaining to the 

RTRP. The City of Riverside advised the City of Jurupa Valley on December 8, 2011 that the 

documents were available for their review as requested.  

 

In addition to the Public Records Act Requests, the City of Jurupa Valley requested an extension 

to the 60-day public review period for the DEIR. The City of Riverside agreed to this request and 

extended the review period by another 60 days, for a total 120-day public review period for the 

DEIR. Section 15105(a) of CEQA states, ―the public review period for a draft EIR shall not be 

less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances.‖ In 

response to the City of Jurupa Valley request, the City of Riverside decided that the recent 

incorporation of Jurupa Valley presented ―unusual circumstances,‖ and therefore extended the 

review period to accommodate the request. 

 

In addition to these notification and consultation efforts, the City of Riverside fulfilled its 

obligations under CEQA by fully analyzing all potential impacts to the area currently 

incorporated into the City of Jurupa Valley. Specifically, existing documents were used to 

consider documented and planned land uses and consistency with the existing Riverside County 

General Plan 2025 area plans (which applies to the City of Jurupa Valley until and unless the 

City of Jurupa Valley adopts its own General Plan) and other relevant documents.  

 

Moreover, the EIR presented updated text and figures to correctly represent jurisdictional 

changes that occurred on July 1, 2011 during final preparation of the DEIR. For example, on 

page 3-2 of the DEIR, the City of Jurupa Valley is described, along with how it was incorporated 

into the impact analysis sections. All figures in the DEIR have been updated in response to 

comments to explicitly show the relationship of the RTRP components within city boundaries, 

including the City of Jurupa Valley. Some minor omissions in this text updating have been noted 

and are presented in Volume II of this FEIR. None of these affect the conclusions of the DEIR‘s 

analysis of the Proposed Project or identification of significant environmental impacts, as the 

mere creation of a new jurisdictional boundary does not result in the creation of new 

environmental impacts. Impacts to the City of Jurupa Valley (including localized impacts) are 

identical to impacts to Riverside County in the same locations. Land use categories, habitats, 

roads, residence locations, schools, etc. are the same. The creation of the City of Jurupa Valley 

was characterized as a transfer of municipal authorities from the County of Riverside to the new 

city (see Jurupa Valley Incorporation, Negative Declaration dated November 2009). This same 

document affirms that no land use changes would occur, no changes to the physical environment 

would occur (other than those already planned under the County of Riverside General Plan), and 

that the City of Jurupa Valley would adopt zoning ordinances, policies and goals stated in the 

County of Riverside General Plan and the Jurupa Area Land Use Plan. The City of Riverside 

took these statements in good faith and conducted its analysis accordingly. See Chapter 3 of the 

DEIR for impact analysis prepared per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126. 

 

Some commenters further claimed that the DEIR is in violation of CEQA Guidelines Section 

15124(d)(1)(A) (EIR shall include a ―list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their 

decision making‖) because the City of Jurupa Valley is not listed as a Responsible Agency. 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15381, which defines a Responsible Agency, states that ―responsible 

agency means a public agency other than the lead agency which has discretionary approval over 

the project.‖ The components of the Proposed Project that would cross through the City of 

Jurupa Valley include a portion of the 230 kV transmission line, which is considered an electrical 

facility under CPUC General Order Number 131-D (GO 131-D), that would be owned and 

operated by SCE. Since SCE is an investor-owned utility, final responsibility for approving this 

component of the Proposed Project would come under the jurisdiction of the CPUC in issuing a 

CPCN. Additionally, and as stated on page 3-239 of the DEIR, Section XIV B of GO 131-D, 

which applies to all electrical facilities 50 kV and over, states that: ―Local jurisdictions acting 

pursuant to local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects, 

distribution lines, substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the 

Commission‘s [CPUC‘s] jurisdiction. However, in locating such projects, the public utilities 

shall consult with local agencies regarding land use matters‖ (emphasis added). Under these 

circumstances and because the City of Jurupa Valley does not have jurisdiction to issue any 

discretionary approvals for the Proposed Project, the City of Jurupa Valley would not be 

considered a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project.  

 

Because of these reasons stated above, the DEIR is fully adequate under CEQA, all 

environmental impacts within the newly incorporated City of Jurupa Valley were fully analyzed, 

and all of CEQA‘s procedural requirements have been met. 

 

Master Response #9: Post Hoc Rationalization / Commitment 

For the RTRP, environmental review and route siting of both the 230 kV transmission and 69 kV 

subtransmission lines were conducted iteratively in a concerted effort to identify and avoid 

impacts to the environment, as shown in DEIR Chapter 6 and Appendix D, Siting Study, to the 

DEIR, and in response to California Independent System Operator (CAISO) direction to SCE to 

build RTRP, including the 230 kV transmission line and other elements (see page ES-1 of the 

DEIR). A reasonable range of non-transmission alternatives was also investigated as discussed in 

Chapter 6 of the DEIR. Some amount of preliminary engineering is required for this process to 

both identify alternatives and determine their feasibility. These activities are not actions that 

foreclose alternatives or mitigation measures but actually support the spirit and intent of CEQA 

by providing a more accurate account of potential impacts to the environment. Indeed, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15004 confirms that CEQA review should be undertaken at a time ―late 

enough to provide meaningful information for environmental assessment‖ and ―concurrently‖ 

with planning efforts in order to streamline environmental review. Accordingly, the City‘s efforts 

to provide a detailed description of the Proposed Project and of potentially feasible alternatives 

were necessary to enable a good faith and reasoned comparison of environmental impacts among 

different Proposed Project and alternative alignments. Chapter 6 and Appendix D (Siting Study) 

of the DEIR reviews this process. No ―post hoc rationalization‖ may be concluded from a careful 

review of this chapter; further, the City has made no decision on the Proposed Project other than 

to pursue the environmental review.  

 

Following a decision on the RTRP, either to approve or not, only then would the City commit to 

the detailed design and construction of the Proposed Project. This is accurately described, as 

comment P-8 notes, in that detailed design, easement acquisition, material procurement and 

construction management would only be undertaken ―upon successful completion of PHASE 1‖ 

(environmental work [emphasis added]) and only following the Project being brought back 
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before the City of Riverside for a potential subsequent approval. Although CAISO directed SCE 

to build the RTRP, it did not specify the particular Project components or alignment, nor did it 

specify the timeframe in which the RTRP should be built. In other words, and just as required by 

CEQA, no Project approvals will be issued (if, indeed, any are issued at all) until after the 

completion of the CEQA process. Therefore, No ―post hoc rationalization‖ occurred during the 

CEQA process for the RTRP, as the details of the Proposed Project had not yet been presented 

for approval. 

 

Finally, CEQA specifically requires a lead agency to retain a consulting firm to prepare an EIR 

immediately after determining that one is required (Pub. Res. Code § 21151.5(b)). Thus, the 

City‘s hiring of a consulting firm to prepare an EIR to analyze the proposed Project‘s impacts is 

simply part of the CEQA process mandated by the State Legislature. 

 

Master Response #10: Alternatives 

Master Response #10a: Undergrounding 

Numerous comments and questions were submitted regarding undergrounding the 230 kV 

transmission line portion of the Proposed Project, particularly for all or portions of the 

transmission line in the City of Jurupa Valley. Although speaking to a variety of aspects of this 

topic, they are interrelated and generally under the theme of ―below-ground installation of 

transmission lines and its feasibility for RTRP.‖ For clarification and to connect relevant 

information that may be discussed in separate sections in the DEIR, these comments group into 

several discrete categories that may be best discussed together in this master response. Please 

also consult Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC Issues) regarding obstructions to airspace. 

 

During the comment period for the DEIR, the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 

(ALUC) submitted a comment regarding the significant impact that would occur within the 

Airport Influence Area of the Riverside Municipal Airport that could potentially impact airport 

operations. The ALUC advised that one area of the above-ground 69 kV subtransmission line 

would be found inconsistent with the 2005 Riverside Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. As a 

result, RPU modified the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line route so that it would travel 

underground in the vicinity of the airport land use zones along Doolittle Avenue, between Jurupa 

Avenue and Morris Street. Also, as a result of review by the Federal Aviation Administration, 

new poles along Wilderness Avenue, north of Jurupa Avenue, would be equipped with 

obstruction lighting. On April 12, 2012, ALUC conducted a development review and determined 

that the proposal to establish 69 kV subtransmission lines within the Riverside Municipal Airport 

Influence Area, as revised to place all portions within Airport Compatibility Zone A 

underground, is consistent with the 2005 Riverside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Plan. A copy of the entire ALUC Development Review determination is located in Attachment A 

in Volume I of the FEIR.  

 

The DEIR reviews environmental impacts and feasibility concerns associated with 

undergrounding the 230 kV transmission portion of the Proposed Project as a potential Proposed 

Project alternative in Chapter 6, Alternatives, Section 6.4.3. Additionally, the DEIR reviewed 

environmental impacts and feasibility concerns (pages 6-26 through 6-39) associated with 

undergrounding limited portions of the transmission lines as a means of potential mitigation in 

numerous sections of the DEIR. As discussed in Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR, undergrounding of 

the 230 kV line in the current environmental setting would only impart benefit to aesthetic 
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resources and be either neutral or more impactful to all resources considered under CEQA. See 

Section 6.4.3, Alternative Technologies, subheading Underground 230 kV Transmission Line for 

complete discussion of methods, environmental impacts, and feasibility of transmission 

undergrounding. 

 

The DEIR does not deny that undergrounding of transmission lines in the voltage range of the 

Proposed Project is technologically possible, stating on page 6-28: ―While technically possible, 

the high cost and installation requirements tend to prohibit the application of underground 

transmission systems when a feasible overhead transmission line alternative is available.‖ This 

holds true for the entire route (as it concerns a potential Proposed Project alternative) and also for 

limited sections of the 230 kV route (as it concerns a potential mitigation measure). The DEIR 

describes in detail how undergrounding all or portions of the 230 kV component of the Proposed 

Project would be accomplished for the RTRP (see pages 6-26 and following in the DEIR). 

However, for the Proposed Project, the proposed overhead alternative along the same alignment 

is feasible, meets Proposed Project objectives, reduces impacts, and is most cost-effective.  

 

Some reviewers cited below-ground installation precedents on other similar-voltage transmission 

projects (principally Pacific Gas and Electric‘s [PG&E] 230 kV Jefferson to Martin project) as 

justification for undergrounding the 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project. Although 

undergrounding high-voltage lines is becoming more common, as a function of land use 

constraints in increasingly urbanized landscapes and as technologies advance, all projects are not 

equal. For the conditions of the Proposed Project, undergrounding was eliminated from 

consideration because of its increased environmental impacts and its failure to meet the 

objectives of the Proposed Project. The underground portion of the Jefferson to Martin 230 kV 

transmission line was routed in a setting of dense development and urban sprawl south of San 

Francisco (CPUC Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Project FEIR, 2003). Although it 

would be inappropriate to speculate on PG&E‘s justification for selected technologies on the 

Jefferson to Martin project, overhead lines in areas of dense urban development such as this are 

typically not feasible due to conflicts with overhead support structure (lattice tower or monopole) 

placement among existing buildings or other structures and the need for a continuous wide ROW 

to accommodate the overhead line clearances and sway. Although the process of undergrounding 

transmission lines through densely developed areas can be difficult due to the various logistical 

considerations with regard to existing structures, utilities, and roadways, it is often necessary in 

order to allow the passage of transmission lines through such areas. These conditions do not 

apply to the Proposed Project‘s 230 kV transmission line route. Under CEQA, each project must 

be evaluated based on its own objectives and physical environment in order to appropriately 

evaluate impacts and identify reasonable alternatives. 

 

Other reviewers exhibited confusion about different types of undergrounding (transmission, sub-

transmission, distribution, and telecommunications) and attempted to use descriptions of 

undergrounding other Proposed Project elements as justification for undergrounding the 230 kV 

portion of the Proposed Project. These Proposed Project elements are discussed in appropriate 

places throughout the DEIR, primarily in Chapters 2 and 6. The scale of construction for below-

ground installation of a 230 kV transmission line is not comparable to these other Proposed 

Project elements. To clarify the differences already presented for commenters, they are presented 

together here:  
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1) For undergrounding of 69 kV subtransmission lines, a duct bank trench four feet wide 

and six feet deep would be required. A single trench would be required for circuit 

installation with an approximately 15-foot-wide work area on either side of the trench. 

This would result in an approximately 34-foot wider disturbance corridor; however, in 

restricted areas, all work could be conducted from one side of the trench, resulting in a 

19-foot wide disturbance area. Eight-foot-wide, 20-foot-long, and eight-foot-deep 

concrete vaults would be installed for each circuit at approximately 2,000- to 2,500-foot 

intervals, based on conductor reel length. Transition structures would be used to return 

lines to overhead installation. For trenches, approximately 127,000 cubic feet of earth 

would be excavated per mile of line. For the RTRP, any underground subtransmission 

installation would be below existing roads, because of the routed Proposed Project 

centerline through the City of Riverside.  

2) Distribution undergrounding for the Proposed Project would be required in short 

segments to remove conflicts between the proposed 230 kV transmission line and 

existing distribution lines (existing SCE local distribution lines). Distribution 

undergrounding is at a small scale and is commonly done for new installations in 

residential areas and to reduce overhead conductor density in many cities. For the RTRP, 

the distribution undergrounding was proposed due to the infeasibility of keeping the low 

voltage lines above-ground and causing a physical conflict with the proposed 230 kV 

transmission line. Distribution undergrounding involves a small duct bank trench two feet 

wide and four feet deep. The DEIR estimated a conservative construction disturbance 

corridor of 32 feet for impact assessment. Seven-foot-wide, 14-foot-long, and eight-foot-

deep concrete vaults would be installed at the ends of undergrounded sections. Smaller 

transition structures would be used to return lines to overhead installation. For trenches, 

approximately 42,000 cubic feet of earth would be excavated per mile of line. All 

disturbance would be in existing SCE ROWs. 

3) Underground installation of telecommunication lines would involve simple trenching 

using backhoe excavation techniques. The trench would be 1.5 feet wide and three feet 

deep. Within this trench, a simple PVC conduit and thin fiber optic cable would be 

installed and re-buried. Pull boxes at transitions would be five feet wide, six feet long, 

and five feet deep. For trenches, approximately 24,000 cubic feet of earth would be 

excavated and then replaced per mile of telecommunications line. 

4) Below-ground installation of a double-circuit 230 kV transmission line would require two 

duct banks (one for each circuit), each with a five-foot-wide by six-foot-deep trench. 

Trenches would be 20 feet apart, for proper conductor spacing. A 20-foot work area 

would be required on either side of trenches, resulting in a 70-foot-wide disturbance 

corridor, all in new ROW. Ten-foot-wide, 30-foot-long, and ten-foot-deep concrete vaults 

would be installed for each circuit at approximately 2,000-foot intervals. Transition 

structures, typically much larger than the single steel poles proposed as part of the 

Proposed Project, would be used to return conductors to overhead installation. For 

trenches, approximately 380,000 cubic feet of earth would be excavated per mile of 

230 kV transmission line. Because of operational requirements (e.g., heat dissipation, 

root intrusion, access requirements), land use activities above the line would be most 

restrictive. 

As can be seen by this summary taken from information in the DEIR, the four types of 

underground installation are not at comparable scales. To underground the entire 230 kV portion 
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of the Proposed Project would require the excavation of in excess of 4.2 million cubic feet of 

earth, which would lead to an increase in significant air quality impacts (discussed on page 6-32 

of the DEIR) compared to the Proposed Project due to excavation and truck trips to haul the 

excess waste. Undergrounding would also result in additional restrictions on 100% of new ROW 

through mostly open space lands as compared to overhead ROW. Underground ROW is unique 

compared to overhead ROW. The simple reason for this is that instead of having footings 

installed at each above-ground support structure, underground ductbanks (concrete-encased ducts 

to house the cable) continuously run underneath the ROW at a minimum of 36 inches below 

grade. Also, large underground vaults that facilitate the jointing of cables are typically installed 

every 1,500 to 2,000 feet along the ductbanks. As such, SCE would require unimpeded access to 

all vaults for routine maintenance and in the event of an emergency. If future grading is required, 

the minimum cover above the ductbanks must be 36 inches. Also, deeply rooted vegetation along 

the trench line(s) would be prohibited, as the roots can penetrate the concrete-encased ductbanks. 

Furthermore, any underground infrastructures that generate heat must be separated from the 

ductbanks or cables at a minimum of 10 feet. Accordingly, 100% of underground ROW would 

have restrictions as described above. 
 

Undergrounding of any of the other Proposed Project elements does not establish a justification 

for undergrounding of the 230 kV transmission line because of differences in technologies, 

construction practices, feasibility, and environmental impacts as discussed in Chapter 6 of the 

DEIR. Environmental impacts associated with undergrounding of the 230 kV line are thoroughly 

discussed in the DEIR on pages 6-29 through 6-39. Impacts to all CEQA resources are assessed. 

Except for a reduction in visual impacts associated with overhead structures and a minor 

reduction in possible avian collision risk, impacts associated with undergrounding of the 230 kV 

transmission line would either be the same or more significant across resources.  

 

Costs for undergrounding an entire line (for example, as a project alternative) typically run from 

10 to 20 times the cost of comparable overhead lines, as discussed in the DEIR on page 6-29. 

Also stated on page 6-29 of the DEIR, per-mile costs are even greater for below-ground 

installation of short segments (such as those considered as a potential mitigation measure) 

because of the greater cost associated with large transition structures (underground cables require 

transition structures to connect from overhead to underground lines). Although presenting exact 

project costs during preliminary engineering for a project whose construction would be 

competitively bid is inappropriate in an EIR and somewhat speculative (note, however, that the 

DEIR states that the Proposed Project would roughly cost well over one hundred million dollars, 

page 2-1), increasing project costs by 10 to 20 times for a large public infrastructure project 

should be sufficient to justify infeasibility on economic grounds alone. An underground option 

may be infeasible on economic grounds but is also dismissed from further consideration based on 

numerous significant environmental impacts. With a feasible overhead route identified for the 

Proposed Project, underground installation of the 230 kV transmission line does not present a 

reasonable alternative. 

 

Master Response #10b: Eastern Route 

A number of commenters questioned the dismissal of the so-called ―Eastern Routes‖ that would 

follow the Santa Ana River east from the proposed Wildlife 230 kV Substation site. As described 

in Chapter 6 of the DEIR, the Santa Ana River East Corridor was exhaustively investigated as a 

potential corridor for siting a 230 kV transmission line in the June 2006 Siting Study for the 
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Proposed Project. A direct route within this corridor would appear to be the shortest and most 

direct path between the proposed 230 kV substation and the existing Mira Loma to Vista #1 

transmission line. The corridor encompassed the entire river corridor from the proposed Wildlife 

Substation to the Mira Loma to Vista #1 230 kV transmission line, approximately two miles west 

of the Vista Substation. North of the Riverside-San Bernardino County Line, the corridor widens 

to include predominantly industrial and agricultural areas situated on the north side of the Santa 

Ana River. The corridor includes those areas to the east and west of Riverside Avenue. The 

alternative routes within the Santa Ana River East Corridor would exit the proposed Wildlife 

Substation and travel northeast, generally paralleling the Riverside City limits. The routes 

continue along the south side of the Santa Ana River and parallel existing RPU 69 kV 

subtransmission lines to Mission Boulevard. Another alternative route evaluated crosses the 

north side of the river into the City of Jurupa Valley, near the Union Pacific Railroad bridge, 

approximately 0.5 mile east of the Wildlife Substation. This alternative does not parallel existing 

overhead utilities, and would require crossing back to the south side of the river because of dense 

residential development near California State Route 60. Moving further northeast and beyond 

Mission Boulevard are two additional alternative routes located on both sides (south and north) 

of the Santa Ana River. These alternatives would continue adjacent to the river northeast to the 

Mira Loma to Vista #1 230 kV transmission line. Refer to Figure 6.2-3, which shows the 

location of the route segments that were evaluated within this corridor.  

 

Developing a feasible eastern alternative posed serious challenges from constructability, 

regulatory, land use constraint, and environmental perspectives as detailed below and as 

described in Chapter 6, Section 6.4.4, page 6-46 of the DEIR. Additionally, see Attachment F to 

this FEIR for more details. Because of an assortment of siting constraints (e.g., flood control 

levees and other flood protection structures, residential development encroaching the corridor 

from the north and south, active flood zones, no feasible structure placement locations at 

Fleetwood Drive), engineering flexibility is severely limited to minimize environmental impacts. 

Avoidance of floodways would result in a large number of residential and commercial property 

takes. In addition, the eastern corridor presents potential environmental impacts and permitting 

issues in excess of the other possible routes investigated by SCE in 2008. Ultimately, it was 

determined that construction and operation of a transmission line within this corridor would not 

avoid or minimize environmental effects and would create new adverse impacts to numerous 

environmental resources as compared to the Proposed Project. Sections of the Eastern Route as 

noted in the Siting Study would be within the city limits of Jurupa Valley.  

 

Issues and impacts are discussed in more detail in Chapter 6 of the DEIR (pages 6-46 through 6-

50). These issues and adverse impacts are such that they eliminate the eastern routes from further 

consideration. At the request of some commenters, additional details are compiled here. Key 

environmental issues affecting eastern routes include: 

 

 Biological Resources  

o Routes present most severe impacts to Santa Ana Wetlands Mitigation Bank, 

federally listed endangered species in San Bernardino County, and Multi-Species 

Habitat Conservation Plan Critical Areas/Criteria Cells 

 Cultural Resources  

o Routes near four historical landmarks, two National Register of Historic Places 

properties, four historically distinct neighborhoods 
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 Hydrology  

o 230 kV transmission structures would be required to be placed within the floodplain 

and would result in extensive floodway encroachment and limited or no structure 

access during floods or periods of high water levels; proximity of utility structures to 

flood control/protection structures create public safety issue during floods; 

transmission structures would be required to be placed on Riverside County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District levees due to the very limited ROW widths 

within this corridor (also see response to Comment P-206). 

 Land Use  

o Eastern routes would be located in proximity to the privately owned Flabob Airport, 

potentially causing air traffic pattern/obstruction conflicts with this facility. These 

routes would also cross City of Colton proposed mixed use development. 

o Routes could involve multiple crossings of the Santa Ana River. 

o Eastern route crosses California State Route 60, which may cause major disruption to 

public services and safety. 

o Routes that were considered within this corridor would impact a number of sensitive 

receptors or areas, including six city and/or county parks (Carlson, Mount Rubidoux, 

Tequesquite, Martha McLean-Anza Narrows, Rancho Jurupa, and Fairmont) in 

addition to other County park district land (Proposition 13). One of the routes would 

be located adjacent to the Crestmore Manor/Riverside County Regional Park and 

Open-Space District Headquarters. The route would also traverse recently constructed 

cabins, disc golf, and rock climbing areas associated with the Rancho Jurupa Park. 

The routes would be highly visible to park visitors. This would result in likely 

opposition by the cities/County and a greater impact to lands dedicated for 

recreational purposes. Construction and operational impacts to the recreational 

experience within the parks would likely be greater than the Proposed Project due to 

the potential placement of transmission line structures within the parks. Some of these 

parks/lands are also Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)-funded projects, 

much like the Proposed Project. Potential routes within this corridor would also 

adversely impact the Jurupa Hills Country Club and Fairmont Golf Course. Land use 

impacts would be expected to be greater than those associated with the Proposed 

Project. 

Accordingly, and as set forth in the DEIR, the Eastern Route Alternative remains infeasible and 

is environmentally less desirable than the Proposed Project. 

 

Master Response #10c: Initial Rejection of I-15 Route 

Chapter 6 of the DEIR reviews the process of route identification, refinement, and dismissal 

undertaken to develop the Proposed Project and its Alternatives. Many commenters raised 

questions regarding some earlier routes, including early western routes that were considered but 

dismissed. Page 6-7 of the DEIR states, ―Alternative routes within this corridor were originally 

eliminated from further study due to impacts to existing commercial and residential development 

adjacent to I-15. However, upon further investigation, an alternative was successfully sited 

through the area and subsequently became part of the Proposed Project as described below and in 

Chapter 2 (I-15 Route).‖ This early route closely paralleled I-15 and was closely sited along the 
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eastern edge of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) ROW from near the Santa 

Ana River to the tie-in point at the Mira Loma to Vista #1 230 kV transmission line.  

 

Further investigation revealed that there was insufficient clearance (less than 50 feet) between 

the Caltrans ROW and buildings associated with the Vernola Marketplace, which at the time was 

just beginning construction but has since been completed. Since the publication of the DEIR for 

public review and comment, SCE evaluated an alternative alignment suggestion by the Vernola 

Marketplace property owner that was received during the DEIR public review and comment 

period and determined it was feasible. The proposed realignment would place a section of the 

proposed 230 kV transmission line between the Vernola Marketplace buildings and the I-15 

northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. This realignment would skirt the western edge of 

the Vernola Marketplace property away from the shopping center‘s primary parking area. The 

tower footings would be placed outside of Caltrans ROW. An aerial easement would be required 

from Caltrans, as some of the arms that support the conductors on one of the poles would 

encroach upon Caltrans ROW. This change is reflected in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, of Volume II 

(redlined DEIR) of this FEIR.  

 

Additionally, a proposal was submitted by Caltrans for the development of an interchange at 

Cantu-Galleano. These issues made siting closely along the eastern margin of the Caltrans ROW 

infeasible due to the lack of adequate open space that would be required for the 230 kV 

transmission line (100-foot ROW is required). Because of extensive existing and planned 

residential and commercial development on the west side of I-15, crossing the interstate near the 

Limonite interchange and siting north in the City of Eastvale was also infeasible. In addition, the 

planned Limonite interchange that is proposed by Caltrans and discussed above would further 

make this option infeasible, as it would use the remaining open space on the west side of I-15 

near Limonite Avenue. Additionally, there was insufficient width between the west edge of the I-

15 ROW and structures associated with the commercial development on the west side of the 

interstate. As a result, investigations of initial I-15 routes were infeasible as originally identified.  

 

Master Response #11: General Order 131-D 

Some comments suggested that because the RTRP spans multiple jurisdictions, not just the City 

of Riverside, and because SCE will file a CPCN application with the CPUC, any action taken 

first by the City of Riverside would divest the CPUC of its authority over the RTRP. Comments 

also suggested that the identification of the City of Riverside as the Lead Agency usurped the 

CPUC‘s authority and obligation to perform environmental review and scoping activities 

regarding the RTRP. As set forth below, these comments are incorrect. 

 

The designation of the City as Lead Agency does not deprive the CPUC of any jurisdiction over 

the RTRP or any responsibilities under CEQA. First, the CPUC‘s own regulations provide that a 

CPCN must be obtained from the CPUC for any project involving transmission components 

200 kV and above: 

 

A. Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) 

 

No electric public utility shall begin construction in this state of any new electric 

generating plant having in aggregate a net capacity available at the busbar in excess of 50 

megawatts (MW), or of the modification, alteration, or addition to an existing electric 
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generating plant that results in a 50 MW or more net increase in the electric generating 

capacity available at the busbar of the existing plant, or of major electric transmission 

line facilities which are designed for immediate or eventual operation at 200 kV or more 

(except for the replacement of existing power line facilities or supporting structures with 

equivalent facilities or structures, the minor relocation of existing power line facilities, 

the conversion of existing overhead lines to underground, or the placing of new or 

additional conductors, insulators, or their accessories on or replacement of supporting 

structures already built) without this Commission‘s having first found that said facilities 

are necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of the public, and 

that they are required by the public convenience and necessity. 

 

This requirement is set forth in Section III.A. of CPUC General Order 131-D (GO 131-D), which 

was made effective by the CPUC in 1995 to set forth the obligations of electrical utilities seeking 

to construct projects to improve or expand their electrical systems. Pursuant to GO 131-D, a 

utility seeking to construct a project for operation at 200 kV or more must obtain a CPCN (GO 

131-D § III.A.). No provision of law or other CPUC regulation negates that obligation simply 

because the project at issue may be carried out in part by another agency that also asserts 

discretionary review authority over a portion of the project. 

 

In addition, the fact that the City of Riverside has prepared a DEIR as the Lead Agency for the 

RTRP does not divest the CPUC of any authority or obligation to perform its own independent 

environmental review of the Proposed Project.
3
 (See CPUC Comment Letter Dated October 26, 

2011 [confirming that the CPUC is undertaking its own independent review of the City‘s EIR 

pursuant to its role as a responsible agency].) The CPUC must comply with CEQA regardless of 

whether another agency has already undertaken environmental review for a project. In 

performing that function, the CPUC may consider relevant information in a CEQA analysis 

already performed by another agency. In particular, GO 131-D specifically states that whereas an 

applicant for a CPCN may elect to submit its own Proponent‘s Environmental Assessment (PEA) 

containing information regarding the potential environmental effects of a proposed project, 

equivalent information regarding the project‘s impacts may be provided in lieu of a PEA: 

 

―A PEA or equivalent information on the environmental impact of the project in 

accordance with the provisions of CEQA and this Commission‘s Rule of Practice ad 

Procedure, Rules 17.1 and 17.3.‖ (GO 131-D, § IX.A.1.h) 

 

With respect to the RTRP, this FEIR prepared by the City of Riverside constitutes such 

equivalent information on the environmental impact of the Proposed Project. SCE‘s CPCN 

application (which has not yet been completed or filed) therefore may include this FEIR for 

consideration by the CPUC in lieu of a PEA. In either case, the CPUC must still apply its own 

independent judgment regarding the environmental effects of the RTRP in its role as a CEQA 

responsible agency (CEQA Guidelines, title 14, § 15096). GO 131-D also specifically 

acknowledges that the CPUC must carry out this CEQA obligation before issuing a CPCN: 

 

―Construction of facilities for which a CPCN…is required…shall not commence without 

either a finding that it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the 

                                                 
3
 See Master Response #5 regarding the roles of the City of Riverside and the CPUC as Lead Agency and 

Responsible Agency, respectively. 
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construction of those facilities may have a significant effect on the environment or that 

the project is otherwise exempt from CEQA, or the adoption of a final EIR or Negative 

Declaration.‖ (GO 131-D § IXV [sic]) 

 

Because the CPUC must perform its CEQA duties regardless of other agency action on a project, 

the CPUC‘s discretion over the RTRP is not affected by any action by the City of Riverside 

acting first as the Lead Agency. 

 

Some comments also suggested that because portions of the RTRP will be located in other 

jurisdictions, those jurisdictions should also have been identified as having discretionary review 

authority over the Proposed Project. However, GO 131-D clarifies that where an electrical utility 

project is subject to the CPUC‘s jurisdiction, a local agency‘s authority to regulate such a project 

is preempted by the authority of the CPUC: 

 

―This General Order clarifies that local jurisdictions acting pursuant to local authority are 

preempted from regulating electric power line projects, distribution lines, substations, or 

electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the Commission‘s jurisdiction. 

However, in locating such projects, the public utilities shall consult with local agencies 

regarding land use matters….‖ (GO 131-D § XIV.B.) 

 

With respect to the RTRP, although a portion of the Proposed Project would be located within 

local jurisdictions outside of the City of Riverside, those portions of the Proposed Project would 

be subject to approval by the CPUC. Accordingly, pursuant to GO 131-D, any discretionary 

authority those local jurisdictions may have exercised over the RTRP would be preempted by the 

CPUC‘s decision on the RTRP. It should also be noted that although the City of Riverside is 

acting as the Lead Agency with discretionary review over the RTRP, the City of Riverside is 

acting in that regard because it is an agency proposing to carry out part of the Proposed Project 

and acting first, not merely because portions of the RTRP would be located within the City 

(CEQA Guidelines, title 14, § 15051; Citizens Task Force on Sohio v. Board of Harbor 

Commissioners (1979) 23 Cal. 3d 812, 814). 

 

Master Response #12: Land Use Plan Consistency 

The checklist questions posed in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines was used as the basis for 

the Draft EIR‘s analysis. The checklist includes, under the topic of land use, the following 

question: 

 

Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an 

agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 

specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

While a proposed project (or action) may be approved even though an inconsistency with 

applicable land use plans or policies may occur, CEQA requires that the evaluation be made, and 

any inconsistencies identified and analyzed, for consideration by decision-makers.  

 

Where there is an inconsistency between the project (230 kV transmission component) or 

alternatives and a local plan, such inconsistencies have been identified but would not require 
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plan amendments, as the CPUC has land use authority over transmission lines and substations in 

local jurisdictions. 

 

Although the Proposed Project (230 kV transmission line component) is exempt from local land 

use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting, GO 131-D, Section XIV.B, requires that 

in locating a project, ―the public utility shall consult with local agencies regarding land use 

matters.‖ Consequently, the public utility is required to obtain any non-discretionary permits.  

 

During the feasibility, siting, and DEIR development processes, land use plans in the study area 

of the Proposed Project were systematically collected and reviewed for applicable policies, and 

planning staff at the potentially affected local agencies were consulted. During this process, 

Riverside County was considering a change in the General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance to 

address development standards relating to public utilities. A General Plan provides long-term 

land use-related direction, while a Zoning Ordinance identifies specific immediate uses and 

development standards consistent with the policies of the General Plan. According to discussions 

with Riverside County Planning staff on September 29, 2009, Riverside County General Plan 

Amendment 1073 to Land Use Element Policy 6.2 (LU 6.2) regarding public utility uses was 

approved at the Planning Commission on May 13, 2009. Text associated with LU 6.2 now reads 

as follows: 

 

―LU 6.2 Notwithstanding the Public Facilities designation, public facilities shall also be 

allowed in any other land use designation except for the Open Space-Conservation and 

Open Space-Habitat land use designations. For purposes of this policy, a public facility 

shall include all facilities operated by the federal government, the State of California, the 

County of Riverside, any special district governed by the County of Riverside or any city, 

all facilities operated by any combination of these agencies and all facilities operated by a 

private person for the benefit of any of these agencies.‖ 

 

Article XVIII, Section 18.2a of Riverside County Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 348) 

describes the ―Scope of Regulations‖ for private and public projects. If General Plan Land Use 

Policy 6.2 and Section 18.2a of Ordinance 348 are consistent, a public utility may be allowed in 

any zone with an approved Public Use Permit. As described above, the Proposed Project (230 kV 

transmission line component) would not be subject to such a permit. 

 

A plan consistency analysis is provided in the Land Use section of the DEIR (pgs. 3-241 through 

3-251). An inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal 

determination, not a physical impact on the environment. Accordingly, and although land use 

inconsistencies are discussed in the Land Use analysis, such an inconsistency does not 

necessarily mean that there will be physical impacts to other resources. Often, there is no agreed-

to objective standard by which to judge the significance of a project‘s inconsistency with the 

various policies and objectives enumerated in adopted plans. Inconsistency with a plan alone 

does not mandate a significant impact finding, but may be taken into consideration in 

determining impact significance. Where EPEs and mitigation measures avoid or reduce impacts, 

they likewise reduce the degree of inconsistency. Significant impacts are disclosed in the DEIR 

relative to aesthetics, including urban areas (DEIR pg. 3-57). However, compliance with County 

of Riverside General Plan policies C 25.2 LU 13.5 or LU 25.5 was not specifically addressed in 

the DEIR in either the Aesthetics section or Land Use section. Consistency with policy JURAP 

7.13 was addressed in Land Use (p. 3-243).  
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Several commenters questioned the Proposed Project‘s consistency relative to C 25.2 and LU 

25.5. A consistency evaluation regarding these two policies is presented in Table 2-6 below. 

 

Several commenters stated that significant impacts would occur due to non-consistency with 

JURAP 7.13, which states:  

 

―Discourage utility lines within the river corridor. If approved, lines shall be placed 

underground where feasible and be located in a manner to harmonize with the natural 

environment and amenity of the river‖ (emphasis added). 

 

Non-consistency with local policy does not, in and of itself, constitute a significant impact. As 

stated above and in the DEIR, CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) were used as a basis for 

determining impact significance, with the question asked if the project would conflict with land 

use plan (environmental protection) policies, and if those impacts are: 1) potentially significant; 

2) less than significant with mitigation; 3) less than significant; or 4) ―no impact.‖ This is 

determined by looking at the extent to which policies are applicable, and consistency as a whole 

(not isolated instances of inconsistency). The premise of the conformity determination with 

JURAP 7.13 is based on the fact that:  

 

a) the policy seeks to discourage and does not explicitly prohibit high voltage transmission 

lines;  

b) there is NOT a County (City of Jurupa Valley) approval process involved with the siting 

of the line; and 

c) undergrounding is not feasible from an economic and environmental standpoint, though it 

may be feasible technically, as argued by several commenters. ―Feasible,‖ according to 

CEQA (15364), means ―capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 

technological factors.‖ A general response to undergrounding feasibility is covered in 

Master Response #10a. 

 

The Proposed Project, therefore, is consistent with JURAP 7.13 (see Draft EIR p. 3-243), and 

overall impacts to land use plans are less than significant.  

 

In addition, a number of commenters stated that the Proposed Project is not consistent with 

objectives and policies contained in the City of Riverside General Plan 2025 (Table 2-6) and 

policies contained in the Riverside County General Plan, including the Jurupa Area Plan and 

Eastvale Area Plan (Table 2-7). According to the City of Riverside General Plan 2025, an 

Objective is an overall statement of community aim and consists of a broad statement of purpose 

or direction. A Policy provides guidance to the City in its review of development proposals and 

other actions taken, and policies are the basis on which the consistency evaluation is conducted. 

Nevertheless, both objectives and policies were analyzed for the City of Riverside General Plan 

2025. An applicability and consistency analysis has been prepared to address these comments. 

To the extent any of these policies are inapplicable to the Project, the Project would not result in 

any inconsistency with those policies. The table below presents both objectives and policies cited 

by the commenters, as well as those covered in the DEIR. 
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TABLE 2-6. LAND USE OBJECTIVES/POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS—CITY OF RIVERSIDE 

Objective/Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

City of Riverside General Plan 2025 
Objective LU-2, Recognize and enhance 
the Santa Ana River’s multiple functions: 
a place of natural habitat, a place for 
recreation and a conveyance for 
stormwater runoff. 

Yes. During the Proposed Project siting, the Santa 
Ana River’s multiple functions, including natural 
habitat, recreational amenities, and hydrological 
functions were recognized and the project would not 
change the multiple functions of the Santa Ana River. 
The project would not enhance these functions, 
however, BMPs, EPEs and Mitigation Measures were 
identified to minimize effects on these functions, 
including EPEs HYDRO-04, HYDRO-05, REC-01, 
REC-02, REC-03, BIO-01, BIO-07 and BIO-10, as 
well as Mitigation Measure MM-REC-01. 

X  

Objective LU-3, Preserve prominent 
ridgelines and hillsides as important 
community visual, recreational and 
biological assets. 

Yes. Prominent ridgelines and hillsides were 
identified during Proposed Project siting to protect 
visual, recreational and biological assets. 

X  

Policy LU-3.1, Pursue methods to 
preserve hillside, open space and natural 
habitat. 

Yes. Methods were pursued during Proposed Project 
siting and during the development of BMPs and 
EPEs identified to minimize hillside, open space and 
natural habitat impacts, including EPEs BIO-01, BIO-
07, BIO-10, HYDRO-04, and HYDRO-05. 

X  

Objective LU-4, Minimize the extent of 
urban development in the hillsides, and 
mitigate any adverse impacts associated 
with urbanization. 

No. The Proposed Project would not be located in 
hillside areas according to Section 17.08.120 of the 
City of Riverside Municipal Code. 

— — 

Policy LU-4.3, Work closely with the 
County of Riverside, emphasizing the 
City’s [of Riverside] need to participate in 
the development review of projects 
proposed in surrounding unincorporated 
areas. Work to ensure that such 
developments proceed in concert with 
City of Riverside standards. 

No. The Proposed Project is an energy infrastructure 
project, not a land development project, and it would 
not result in the type of impacts to that would be 
expected with a typical development project.  

— — 

Policy LU-5-1, Minimize public and 
private development in and in close 
proximity to any of the City’s arroyos. 

No. According to the City of Riverside General Plan 
2025, Figure 3, Riverside Park, the Proposed Project 
is not in or in close proximity to the City’s arroyos. 

— — 

Policy LU-6.1, Enforce and adhere to the 
special protections for agricultural areas 
set forth in Proposition R and Measure C. 

Yes. The Proposed Project is located in an 
agricultural area (Arlanza-La Sierra Lands) as set 
forth in Proposition R and amended by Measure C. 
One of the ways Measure C promotes the 
preservation of agricultural uses in this area is by 
developing and implementing public service and 
infrastructure standards compatible with and 
appropriate for this area. As stated in Measure C, 
―Any future roads or utility service shall be located so 
as to protect the wildlife refuge.‖ The Proposed 
Project is not physically located in the wildlife refuge.  
 

X  
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Objective/Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

The Proposed Project may, however, cause 
temporary disturbance to the designated agricultural 
area as a result of site preparation associated with 
structure construction setup areas, wire-stringing 
tension/pull and splicing sites, and/or guard structure 
locations. However, the location of the line is 
primarily at the edge of this agricultural land. 
 
Once constructed, the transmission line would allow 
for agricultural uses under and adjacent to the line. 
From a CEQA perspective (i.e., impacts to the 
physical environment), the lands would continue to 
be available for agriculture uses and would be 
compatible with the agricultural area. As such, the 
temporary disturbance to these lands would be less 
than significant after implementation of EPE AGR-01 
and Mitigation Measure MM AGR-01. 

Policy LU-7-4, Continue to participate in 
the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) with Riverside County. 

Yes. The City of Riverside participates in the MSHCP 
with Riverside County. The signatories considered 
―permittees‖ include the City of Riverside. 

X  

Objective LU-8, Emphasize smart growth 
principles through all steps of the land 
development process. 

Yes. Many of the principles of smart growth, including 
compact building design, creation of a range of 
housing opportunities and choices, creation of 
walkable neighborhoods, strengthening and direct 
development towards existing communities, and 
providing transportation choices are not applicable to 
the Proposed Project. 
 
Where smart growth principles apply to the Proposed 
Project, emphasis was given throughout the planning 
process to those principles, such as preservation of 
community character, open space, farmland, natural 
beauty, and critical environmental areas, by 
developing appropriate siting criteria to avoid and 
minimize impacts on such areas. Community and 
stakeholder involvement was fostered throughout the 
planning process through public involvement and 
outreach. 

X  

Policy LU-9.5, Encourage the design of 
new commercial developments as 
integrated centers, rather than as small 
individual strip development. 

No. The Proposed Project is not a commercial 
development. In addition, City of Riverside design 
guidelines are meant for use by homeowners, 
business owners, architects, and developers in 
achieving superior quality and design of new 
construction or additions to existing buildings. 

— — 
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Objective/Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

Policy LU-9.7, Protect residentially 
designated areas from encroachment by 
incompatible uses and from the effects of 
incompatible uses in adjacent areas. 
Uses adjacent to planned residential 
areas should be compatible with the 
planned residential uses and should 
employ appropriate site design, 
landscaping and building design to buffer 
the nonresidential uses. 

Yes. As discussed for Policy LU-9.5 above, City of 
Riverside design guidelines are meant for use by 
homeowners, business owners, architects, and 
developers in achieving superior quality and design 
of new construction or additions to existing buildings. 
Both proposed substations (Wilderness and Wildlife) 
are situated on City-owned land. A design review 
approval is not required, as the provisions of Title 19 
(Zoning) of the Municipal Code do not apply to any 
building, improvements, lots, or premises owned, 
leased, operated or controlled by the City or any City 
project for public purposes by the City of Riverside 
(Section 19.040.110). While the proposed 
substations are not subject to the provisions of Title 
19, they would be designed in conformance with the 
development standards of Title 19 and would 
conform to the Citywide Design and Sign Guidelines, 
which will ensure a less than significant aesthetic 
impact. 

X  

Policy LU 10.3, Time the provision of 
capital improvements to ensure that all 
necessary public services and facilities 
for an area planned for new urban 
development are in place when 
development in the area occurs. 

No. The Proposed Project is not a capital 
improvement planned for an area of new urban 
development. 

— — 

Policy LU 10-4, Require development 
projects to be timed and phased so that 
projects are not occupied prior to the 
provision of necessary urban services. 

No. The Proposed Project is an energy infrastructure 
project and not a development project which would 
be phased so that it is not occupied prior to the 
provision of necessary urban services. 

— — 

Objective LU-11, Create a network of 
parkways to establish stronger linkages 
between Riverside’s neighborhoods, 
major elements of its natural environment 
and neighborhood parks and schools. 

No. The Proposed Project is an energy infrastructure 
project. It would not create a network of parkways to 
establish stronger linkages between Riverside’s 
neighborhoods, major elements of its natural 
environment and neighborhood parks and schools. 

— — 

Objective LU-15, Recognize Van Buren 
Boulevard as a significant parkway, 
linking neighborhoods along its path to 
the Santa Ana River, the Arlington 
Heights Greenbelt, Victoria Avenue and 
the California Citrus State Historic Park.  

No. The Aesthetics section of the DEIR (Section 
3.2.1) recognizes Van Buren Boulevard as a 
significant parkway, linking neighborhoods along its 
path to the Santa Ana River. The General Plan 2025, 
however, does not specifically prohibit the siting of 
subtransmission lines. 

— — 

Objective LU-21, Avoid land 
use/transportation decisions that would 
adversely impact the long-term viability of 
the March Air Reserve Base/March 
Inland Port, Riverside Municipal and 
Flabob Airports. 

Yes. Refer to Policy LU-21.3 below. X  
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Objective/Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

Policy LU-21.3, Work to limit the 
encroachment of uses that potentially 
pose a threat to continued airport 
operations, including intensification of 
residential and/or commercial facilities 
within identified airport safety zones and 
areas already impacted by airport noise. 

Yes. During the comment period for the DEIR, the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) submitted a comment regarding the 
significant impact that would occur within the Airport 
Influence Area of the Riverside Municipal Airport that 
could potentially impact airport operations. The ALUC 
advised that above-ground lines would be found 
inconsistent with the 2005 Riverside Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. As a result, RPU modified the 
proposed 69 kV project route so that it would travel 
underground in the vicinity of the airport land use 
zones along Doolittle Avenue, between Jurupa 
Avenue and Morris Street. Also, as a result of review 
by the Federal Aviation Administration, new poles 
along Wilderness Avenue north of Jurupa Avenue, 
will be equipped with obstruction lighting. The revised 
Project was considered by ALUC on April 12, 2012 
and a finding of consistency was made. The 
Proposed Project does not result in the intensification 
of residential and/or commercial facilities within 
identified airport safety zones and areas already 
impacted by airport noise. 

X  

Objective LU-22, Enhance and ensure 
the long-term viability of Riverside 
Municipal Airport by developing facilities 
that efficiently serve present and 
anticipated future needs and 
encouraging increased business and 
corporate usage. 

No. The Proposed Project would not affect the 
economic business and corporate usage of the 
Riverside Municipal Airport. 

— — 

Objective LU-29, Minimize the visual 
impact of aerial facilities on the City’s 
landscape. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would implement BMPs 
and EPEs to minimize impacts to visual resources, 
including EPEs AES-01, AES-02, AES-03, and AES-
06. 

X  

Objective OS-1, Preserve and expand 
open space areas and linkages 
throughout the City and sphere of 
influence to protect the natural and visual 
character of the community and to 
provide for appropriate active and 
passive recreational uses. 

Yes. As stated in Policy OS-1.1 below, the Proposed 
Project considers impacts to open space. The 
Proposed Project is an energy infrastructure project 
and would not expand open spaces and linkages 
throughout the City and sphere of influence to protect 
the natural and visual character of the community 
and to provide for appropriate active and passive 
recreational uses. 

X  
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Objective/Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

Policy OS-1.1, Protect and preserve 
open space and natural habitat wherever 
possible. 

Yes. The Proposed Project considers impacts to 
open space and natural habitats through the 
environmental review procedures and policy 
framework followed in preparation of the DEIR. The 
Proposed Project considers impacts to open space 
and natural habitats and species that could occur 
during Project construction and Project maintenance 
after construction and includes BMPs and EPEs to 
minimize such impacts (EPEs BIO-01, BIO-07, and 
BIO-10). 

X  

Policy OS-1.15, Recognize the value of 
major institutional passive open spaces, 
particularly cemeteries, as important 
components of the total open space 
systems and protect their visual 
character. 

Yes. During the siting and alternative development 
process, passive open space and cemetery locations 
were identified and recognized as important features 
of the city, and the visual character of these areas 
were protected by the implementation of visual 
resource BMPs and EPEs such as EPEs AES-01, 
AES-02, AES-03, and AES-06.. 

X  

Objective OS-2, Minimize the extent of 
urban development in the hillsides, and 
mitigate any significant adverse 
consequences associated with 
urbanization. 

No. The Proposed Project is not located in hillsides 
according to Section 17.08.120 of the City of 
Riverside Municipal Code. 

— — 

Policy OS-2.4, Recognize the value of 
ridgelines, hillsides and arroyos as 
significant natural and visual resources 
and strengthen their role as features 
which define the character of the City 
and its individual neighborhoods. 

No. During the alternatives development process, 
ridgelines, hillsides and arroyos were recognized as 
important features of the City, and not crossed by the 
Proposed Project, in accordance with Section 
17.08.120 of the City of Riverside Municipal Code. 

— — 

Objective OS-3, Preserve designated 
agricultural lands in recognition of their 
economic, historic and open space 
benefits and their importance to the 
character of the City of Riverside. 

Yes. Refer to Policy LU-6.1 response above. X  

Policy OS-3.3, Protect valuable 
agricultural land from urban development 
through the use of agricultural zoning 
districts and other appropriate 
development regulations, as well as 
financial and tax incentives.. 

Yes. Refer to Policy LU-6.1 response above. X  

Objective OS-8, Encourage the efficient 
use of energy resources by residential 
and commercial users. 

Yes. RPU provides consumer educational material on 
improving energy efficiency. RPU also provides 
programs, such as in-home energy audits, to make 
customers more aware of their energy usage and 
ways to conserve. 

X  
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Objective/Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

Policy OS-8.2, Encourage incorporation 
of energy conservation features in the 
design of all new construction and 
substantial rehabilitation projects and 
encourage the installation of 
conservation devices in existing 
developments. 

Yes. RPU offers a number of rebate programs for 
customers that encourage installation of specific 
energy-efficient measures.  

X  

Objective OS-8.3, Encourage private 
energy conservation programs that 
minimize high energy demand and that 
use alternative energy sources. 

Yes. One example is RPU’s load management 
program involving time-of-use rates, which 
encourage customers to use electric energy during 
off-peak periods. These rates have been in effect for 
several years, including 2007 when the highest 
historical demand was experienced on RPU’s electric 
system. 

X  

Objective OS-9, Encourage the efficient 
use of energy resources by the City of 
Riverside. 

Yes. The City of Riverside has implemented multiple 
initiatives and programs across all City departments 
to promote energy efficiency and renewable energy, 
foster alternative fuel vehicle use, and improve water 
use efficiency. Examples include: Grease-to-Gas 
anaerobic digestion; Green Action Plan; Cleaning Up 
Riverside’s Environmental Program (CURE); Green 
Power Radio Show; and Sustainability Workbook. 

X  

Policy PF-6.3, Promote and encourage 
energy conservation. 

Yes. RPU provides both energy conservation and 
load management programs. 

X  

1 See Applicability Rationale 

 

TABLE 2-7. LAND USE POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS—RIVERSIDE COUNTY AND OTHER 

COMMUNITIES 

Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

Riverside County General Plan 
(City of Jurupa Valley General Plan) 
LU 1.3, Notify city planning departments 
of any discretionary projects within their 
respective spheres-of-influence in time to 
allow for coordination and to comment at 
public hearings. 

No. According to the General Plan, in order to 
implement the General Plan, the County of Riverside 
must perform a number of administrative functions 
that are not necessarily exclusive to land use issues, 
and this policy relates to that administration. The 
intent of these policies is to provide directions to 
allow for the continued operation of non-conforming 
uses, as well as to ensure a coordinated planning 
effort between the County and cities, LAFCO, service 
providers, and the County Airport Land Use 
Commission. Furthermore, the portion of the 
Proposed Project within the County is exempt from 
local land use regulation, zoning regulations, and 
discretionary permits. 

— — 
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

LU 3.3, Promote the development and 
preservation of unique communities in 
which each community exhibits a special 
sense of place and quality of design. 

No. Broad/vague policy that makes conformance 
assessment difficult. Policies in this section (LU 3.x) 
focus on achieving compact, transit-adaptive 
development, identifying open space separators to 
provide edges between communities, and enhancing 
or creating the distinctiveness of each community. 
The Lead Agency interprets this policy as being 
related to habitable building and site construction. 

— — 

LU 4.1, Require that new developments 
be located and designed to visually 
enhance, not degrade the character of 
the surrounding area through 
consideration of the following concepts: 
a. Compliance with the design 

standards of the appropriate area 
plan land use category. 

b. Require that structures be 
constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the County’s zoning, 
building, and other pertinent codes 
and regulations. 

c. Require that an appropriate 
landscape plan be submitted and 
implemented for development 
projects subject to discretionary 
review. 

d. Require that new development 
utilize drought tolerant landscaping 
and incorporate adequate drought-
conscious irrigation systems. 

e. Pursue energy efficiency through 
street configuration, building 
orientation, and landscaping to 
capitalize on shading and facilitate 
solar energy, as provided for in Title 
24 of the California Administrative 
Code. 

f. Incorporate water conservation 
techniques, such as groundwater 
recharge basins, use of porous 
pavement, drought tolerant 
landscaping, and water recycling, as 
appropriate. 

g. Encourage innovative and creative 
design concepts. 

h. Encourage the provision of public 
art. 

i. Include consistent and well-designed 
signage that is integrated with the 
building’s architectural character. 

No. This level of policies is intended for the design of 
communities related to street and lot layout, site 
design and planning, building orientation and 
configuration, access, and other architectural and 
landscape architectural features. The Lead Agency 
interprets this policy as being related to habitable 
building and site construction. Riverside County 
planning staff considers structures to be habitable 
buildings, not public use facilities, such as 
transmission lines. Landscape plans will be submitted 
for the design of the Wilderness and Wildlife 
Substations that include the use of drought-tolerant 
vegetation and irrigation. Mitigation of noise and 
lighting would be achieved by implementing 
Environmental Protection Elements as described in 
the DEIR. DEIR pages 3-51 and 3-52 provide 
discussion regarding lighting mitigation, and impacts 
from noise are not expected to be significant, as 
described on page 3-274 of the DEIR.  

— — 
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

j. Provide safe and convenient 
vehicular access and reciprocal 
access between adjacent 
commercial uses. 

k. Locate site entries and storage bays 
to minimize conflicts with adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. 

l. Mitigate noise, odor, lighting, and 
other impacts on surrounding 
properties. 

m. Provide and maintain landscaping in 
open spaces and parking lots. 

n. Include extensive landscaping. 
o. Preserve natural features, such as 

unique natural terrain, drainage 
ways, and native vegetation, 
wherever possible, particularly 
where they provide continuity with 
more extensive regional systems. 

p. Require that new development be 
designed to provide adequate space 
for pedestrian connectivity and 
access, recreational trails, vehicular 
access and parking, supporting 
functions, open space, and other 
pertinent elements. 

q. Design parking lots and structures to 
be functionally and visually 
integrated and connected. 

r. Site buildings access points along 
sidewalks, pedestrian areas, and 
bicycle routes, and include amenities 
that encourage pedestrian activity. 

s. Establish safe and frequent 
pedestrian crossings. 

t. Create a human-scale ground floor 
environment that includes public 
open areas that separate pedestrian 
space from auto traffic or where 
mixed, it does so with special regard 
to pedestrian safety. 
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

LU 4.2, Require property owners to 
maintain structures and landscaping to a 
high standard of design, health, and 
safety through the following: 
a. Provide proactive code enforcement 

activities. 
b. Promote programs and work with 

local service organizations and 
educational institutions to inform 
residential, commercial, and 
industrial property owners and 
tenants about property maintenance 
methods. 

c. Promote and support community 
and neighborhood based efforts for 
the maintenance, upkeep, and 
renovation of structures and sites. 

No. With the exception of the Wilderness and Wildlife 
Substations, RPU and SCE would not own any 
property related to the Proposed Project. Easements 
and rights-of-way would be acquired to construct, 
operate, and maintain the transmission lines. The 
substations would be operated and maintained 
according to all applicable codes; however, the Lead 
Agency has no authority to provide code 
enforcement, promote programs, or perform similar 
functions within the county related to the construction 
of the transmission line or substations. Landscaping 
would be planted around the Wilderness and Wildlife 
Substations. Regardless, the Lead Agency interprets 
this policy as being related to habitable building and 
site construction.  

— — 

LU 5.4, Ensure that development and 
conservation land uses do not infringe 
upon existing public utility corridors, 
including fee owned rights-of-way and 
permanent easements, whose true land 
use is that of ―public facilities‖. This policy 
will ensure that the ―public facilities‖ 
designation governs over what otherwise 
may be inferred by the large scale 
general plan maps. 

No. The intent of this policy is related to 
encroachment of non-compatible land uses on 
infrastructure and public utilities, not the converse. 
The Proposed Project is not within a public facilities 
corridor in Riverside County or the City of Jurupa 
Valley. 

— — 

LU 6.1, Require land uses to develop in 
accordance with the General Plan and 
area plans to ensure compatibility and 
minimize impacts. 

Yes. This policy is applicable to the Proposed 
Project. See LU 6.2 below. 

X  

LU 6.2, Direct public, educational, 
religious, and utility uses established to 
serve the surrounding community toward 
those areas designated for Community 
Development and Rural Community uses 
on the applicable Area Plan land use 
maps. These uses may be found 
consistent with any of the Community 
Development, Rural Community, or Rural 
foundation designations, including the 
Rural Village Overlay, as well as the 
Open Space – Rural and Agriculture 
designations, under the following 
conditions: (AI 1,3) 
a. The facility is compatible in scale 

and design with surrounding land 
uses, and does not generate 
excessive noise, traffic, light, fumes, 
or odors that might have a negative 

Yes. An amendment to General Plan Policy LU-6.2 
was passed by Riverside County, and the revised 
policy language is included on page 3-240 of the 
DEIR. The Proposed Project was found consistent 
with this policy because, if General Plan Land Use 
Policy 6.2 and Section 18.2a of Ordinance 348 are 
consistent, a public utility may be allowed in any zone 
with an approved Public Use Permit. The Proposed 
Project (230 kV transmission line component) would 
not be subject to such a permit. The Proposed 
Project would traverse lands that fall into Community 
Development, Rural Community, and Open Space-
Water designations and, therefore, the Project would 
be consistent with the policy. Please see expanded 
discussion above in introduction to Master Response 
#12. 

X  
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

impact on adjacent neighborhoods. 

b. The location of the proposed use will 
not jeopardize public health, safety, 
and welfare, or the facility is 
necessary to ensure the continual 
public safety and welfare. 

LU 6.3, Consider the positive 
characteristics and unique features of the 
project site and surrounding community 
during the design and development 
process. 

Yes. This policy is applicable to the Proposed Project 
and the positive and unique features of the Project 
site and surroundings were considered during the 
siting process, which considered environmental 
resources and specific conditions, where possible. 

X  

LU 6.4 Retain and enhance the integrity 
of existing residential, employment, 
agricultural, and open space areas by 
protecting them from encroachment of 
land uses that would result in impacts 
from noise, noxious fumes, glare, 
shadowing, and traffic. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would not introduce 
substantial new sources of new fumes, glare, or 
traffic. The shadowing effect of the structures would 
be brief and minor, and would not impact land uses. 
Noise generated by the Proposed Project would be 
subject to reasonable applicable agency ordinances.  

X  

LU 7.1, Accommodate the development 
of a balance of land uses that maintain 
and enhance the County’s fiscal viability, 
economic diversity, and environmental 
integrity. 

No. The Proposed Project is a utility project, not an 
economic development project. 

— — 

LU 7.6, Create practical incentives for 
business development, and avoid 
disincentives. 

No. The development of the Proposed Project is not 
related to business incentives. However, the Project 
would provide the opportunity for additional business 
opportunity through direct and indirect job creation 
and related economic activities attributable to Project 
construction. 

— — 

LU 7.8, Stimulate industrial/business-
type clusters that facilitate competitive 
advantage in the marketplace, provide 
attractive and well landscaped work 
environments, and fit with the character 
of our varied communities. 

No. The Proposed Project is not purposed to 
stimulate industrial or business clusters. 

— — 

LU 7.10, Locate job centers so they have 
convenient access to the County’s multi-
modal transportation facilities. 

No. The development of the Proposed Project is not 
related to the location and siting of job centers. 

— — 

LU 7.11, Encourage the involvement of 
business leaders in overall economic 
development strategies. 

No. The development of the Proposed Project is not 
related to business leader involvement with economic 
development strategies. 

— — 

LU 7.12, Improve the relationship and 
ratio between jobs and housing so that 
residents have an opportunity to live and 
work within the County. 

No. The development of the Proposed Project is not 
related to housing. However, the Project would 
provide direct and indirect job creation and related 
economic activities attributable to Project 
construction, and help to reduce the jobs to housing 
imbalance. 

— — 
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

LU 9.2, Require a fiscal impact analysis 
for specific plans and major development 
proposals so as not to have a negative 
fiscal impact on the County. 

No. Fiscal analysis not required by CEQA. Also see 
Master Responses #7 and #12. 

— — 

LU 10.1, Provide sufficient commercial 
and industrial development opportunities 
in order to increase local employment 
levels and thereby minimize long-
distance commuting. 

No. The Proposed Project is not related to the 
development of land to provide commercial and 
industrial development that may affect employment or 
commuting. 

— — 

LU 10.2, Ensure adequate separation 
between pollution producing activities 
and sensitive emission receptors, such 
as hospitals, residences, and schools. 

Yes. The development of the Proposed Project would 
entail temporary emissions from equipment during 
construction. This is described within the Air Quality 
impact analysis within the DEIR. The Proposed 
Project emissions are less than the applicable 
SCAQMD localized thresholds of significance. 
Therefore, short-term project construction and long-
term operational maintenance emissions will not 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. Air Quality impacts would be less 
than significant. 

X  

LU 12.2, Locate employment and service 
uses in areas that are easily accessible 
to existing or planned transportation 
facilities. 

No. The development of the Proposed Project is not 
related to the siting or locating of employment areas 
or services as related to public transport, and is not 
pertinent to the policies that address land use issues 
related to circulation. 

— — 

LU 13.5 Require new or relocated 
electric or communication distribution 
lines, which would be visible from 
Designated and Eligible State and 
County Scenic Highways, to be placed 
underground. 

Yes. The Proposed Project is not within view of 
Designated and Eligible State and County Scenic 
Highways, and undergrounding of the Project is not 
feasible. 

X  

LU 14.2, Review all proposed projects 
and require consistency with any 
applicable airport land use compatibility 
plan as set forth in Appendix L and as 
summarized in the Area Plan’s Airport 
Influence Area section for the airport in 
question. 

Yes. During the comment period for the DEIR, the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC) submitted a comment regarding the 
significant impact that would occur within the Airport 
Influence Area of the Riverside Municipal Airport that 
could potentially impact airport operations. The ALUC 
advised that above-ground lines would be found 
inconsistent with the 2005 Riverside Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan. As a result, RPU modified the 
proposed 69 kV Project route so that it would travel 
underground in the vicinity of the airport land use 
zones along Doolittle Avenue, between Jurupa 
Avenue and Morris Street. Also, as a result of review 
by the Federal Aviation Administration, new poles 
along Wilderness Avenue, north of Jurupa Avenue, 
will be equipped with obstruction lighting. The revised 
Project was considered by ALUC on April 12, 2012 
and a finding of consistency was made. The 
Proposed Project does not result in the intensification 

X  
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

of residential and/or commercial facilities within 
identified airport safety zones and areas already 
impacted by airport noise. 

LU 14.7, Ensure that no structures or 
activities encroach upon or adversely 
affect the use of navigable airspace. 

Yes. See LU 14.2 above. X  

LU 18.1, Require that structures be 
designed to maintain the environmental 
character in which they are located. 

No. According to the City of Jurupa Valley planning 
staff, ―structures‖ include only ―habitable buildings‖ 
and do not include public use facilities, such as 
transmission lines and utility lines. The policy is, 
therefore, not applicable to the Proposed Project. 

— — 

LU 21.2 Protect lands designated as 
Open Space-Mineral Resource from 
encroachment of incompatible land uses 
through buffer zones or visual screening. 

No. the Proposed Project does not cross Open 
Space-Mineral Resource designated lands.  

— — 

LU 23.1, Accommodate the development 
of commercial uses in areas 
appropriately designated by the General 
Plan and area plan land use maps. 

No. Policy applies to commercially designated 
properties within the Community Development 
General Plan Foundation Component, as depicted on 
the area plan land use maps; however, the Proposed 
Project will allow for the continued and future 
operation of commercial businesses. 

— — 

LU 23.5, Concentrate commercial uses 
near transportation facilities and high 
density residential areas and require the 
incorporation of facilities to promote the 
use of public transit, such as bus 
turnouts. 

No. Policy applies to commercially designated 
properties within the Community Development 
General Plan Foundation Component, as depicted on 
the area plan land use maps. 

— — 

LU 23.9, Require that commercial 
development be designed to consider 
their surroundings and visually enhance, 
not degrade, the character of the 
surrounding area. 

No. The Lead Agency interprets this policy as being 
related to habitable commercial building and site 
construction. 

— — 

LU 24.1, Accommodate the continuation 
of existing and development of new 
industrial, manufacturing, research and 
development, and professional offices in 
areas appropriately designated by 
General Plan and area plan land use 
maps. 

No. Policy applies to Industrial and Business Park 
designated properties within the Community 
Development General Plan Foundation Component, 
as on the area plan land use maps. However, the 
Proposed Project will allow for the continued and 
future operation of commercial businesses. 

— — 

LU 24.8, Require that industrial 
development be designed to consider 
their surroundings and visually enhance, 
not degrade, the character of the 
surrounding area. 

No. Policy applies to Industrial and Business Park 
designated properties within the Community 
Development General Plan Foundation Component, 
as on the area plan land use maps, and the 
Proposed Project is not within this area. 

— — 

LU 25.1, Accommodate the development 
of public facilities in areas appropriately 
designated by the General Plan and area 
plan land use maps. 

No. Policy applies to Public Facility designated 
properties within the Community Development 
General Plan land use designation, as depicted on 
the area plan land use maps, and the Proposed 
Project is not within this area. 

— — 
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

LU 25.3, Require that new public facilities 
protect sensitive uses, such as schools 
and residences, from the impacts of 
noise, light, fumes, odors, vehicular 
traffic, parking, and operational hazards. 

No. Policy applies to Public Facility designated 
properties within the Community Development 
General Plan land use designation, as depicted on 
the area plan land use maps, and the Proposed 
Project is not within this area. 

— — 

LU 25.5. Require that public facilities be 
designed to consider their surroundings 
and visually enhance, not degrade, the 
character of the surrounding area. 

No. Policy applies to Public Facility designated 
properties within the Community Development 
General Plan land use designation, as depicted on 
the area plan land use maps, and the Proposed 
Project is not within this area. 

— — 

OS 20.2. (Multipurpose Open Space 
Element Policy ) Prevent unnecessary 
extension of public facilities, services, 
and utilities, for urban areas, into Open 
Space-Conservation designated areas. 

Yes. The Proposed Project is consistent with OS 20.2 
as detailed in the DEIR (Page 3-240 & 3-241). If 
General Plan Land Use Policy 6.2 and Section 18.2a 
of Ordinance 348 are consistent, a public utility may 
be allowed in any zone with an approved Public Use 
Permit. The Proposed Project (230 kV transmission 
line component) would not be subject to such a 
permit. The Proposed Project would traverse lands 
that fall into Community Development, Rural 
Community, and Open Space-Water designations 
and, therefore, the Project would be consistent with 
the policy. 

X  

C 25.2: Locate new and relocated utilities 
underground when possible. All 
remaining utilities shall be located or 
screened in a manner that minimizes 
their visibility by the public.‖ 

Yes. The feasibility of undergrounding the 
transmission line is discussed in Master Response 
#10a and the DEIR (Chapter 6). The remaining 
above-ground facilities would be screened to the 
extent possible. The dense urban setting of most of 
the Project area precludes screening and location of 
transmission line structures and conductors to 
minimize visibility by the public. Siting of the 
transmission line away from high sensitivity viewers 
to the extent possible given the requirements of the 
Project achieves compliance (e.g., minimizes) with 
this policy. Significant impacts (as described in the 
DEIR) would remain for the Project, but are avoided 
to the extent possible; therefore, the Project is 
consistent with Policy C 25.2, and impacts on land 
use plans would not be significant. Please see 
expanded discussion above in introduction to Master 
Response #12. 

X  
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

JURAP 1.2, Truck terminals, as well as 
draying, freight and trucking operations, 
or other industrial/manufacturing use 
which could be expected to generate 
substantial truck traffic, shall not be 
allowed in Business Park on the Jurupa 
Area land use map. 

No. This is a policy related to the Business Park 
Policy Area, and is intended to maintain the integrity 
of business park uses and protect the residential 
areas that surround these industrial and business 
park uses from the introduction of new incompatible 
industrial uses, industrial truck traffic, and dangerous 
traffic congestion at railroad grade crossings. 
However, the Proposed Project would not generate 
significant increases in the number of trucks or 
general traffic to cause dangerous congestion at 
railroad grade crossings. 

— — 

JURAP 7.2, Require development, where 
allowable, to be set back an appropriate 
distance from the top of bluffs, in order to 
protect the natural and recreational 
values of the river and to avoid public 
responsibility for property damage that 
could result from soil erosion or future 
floods. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would be consistent with 
this policy because the Project would not significantly 
impact the natural or recreational values of the river, 
and protection measures would be implemented to 
minimize the risk of soil erosion and flooding risks.  

X  

JURAP 7.3. Encourage future 
development that borders the Policy Area 
to design for common access and views 
to and from the Santa Ana River. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would not prohibit visual 
and access opportunities from lands adjacent to the 
Santa Ana River Policy Area.  

X  

JURAP 7.13, Discourage utility lines 
within the river corridor. If approved, lines 
shall be placed underground where 
feasible and shall be located in a manner 
to harmonize with the natural 
environment and amenity of the river. 

Yes. The Proposed Project is consistent with JURAP 
7.13 given that there is no feasible alternative route 
or undergrounding option. Please see expanded 
discussion above in introduction to Master Response 
#12. 

X  

JURAP 12.1, Require development to 
adhere to standards detailed in the 
Design and Landscape Guidelines for 
Development in the Second Supervisorial 
District. 

No. These standards are applicable to residential, 
commercial, and wireless communication projects. 
No standards for electrical transmission projects are 
contained in this reference. 

— — 

Eastvale Area Plan 
EAP 1.2: Require development, where 
allowable, to be set back an appropriate 
distance from the top of bluffs, in order to 
protect the natural and recreational 
values of the river and to avoid public 
responsibility for property damage that 
could result from soil erosion or future 
floods. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would be consistent with 
this policy because the Project would not significantly 
impact the natural or recreational values of the river, 
and protection measures would be implemented to 
minimize the risk of soil erosion and flooding risks.  

X  

EAP 1.3: Encourage future development 
that borders the Policy Area to design for 
common access and views to and from 
the Santa Ana River. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would not prohibit visual 
and access opportunities from lands adjacent to the 
Santa Ana River Policy Area.  

X  
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Policy 
Applicability 

(Yes/No-Rationale) 
Consistency1 
Yes No 

EAP 1.13: Discourage utility lines within 
the river corridor. If approved, lines shall 
be placed underground where feasible 
and shall be located in a manner to 
harmonize with the natural environment 
and amenity of the river. 

Yes. The Proposed Project is consistent with JURAP 
7.13 given that there is no feasible alternative route 
or undergrounding option. See Master Response 
#10a.  

X  

EAP 7.1, Require development to adhere 
to standards detailed in the Design and 
Landscape Guidelines for Development 
in the Second Supervisorial District. 

No. These standards are applicable to residential, 
commercial, and wireless communication projects. 
No standards for electrical transmission projects are 
contained in this reference. 

— — 

City of Norco General Plan 
Policy 2.4.1d. The City shall identify 
prominent vista points and visual 
corridors for the purpose of preserving 
these vital elements of the community’s 
character. 

Yes. The Proposed Project would not interfere with 
efforts of the City to identify vista points and visual 
corridors. In addition, no prominent vista points or 
corridors would be affected by the Proposed Project 
in Norco.  

X  

1 See Applicability Rationale 

 

Master Response #13: Data Collection and Notice of Preparation 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) requires that an ―EIR must include a description of the 

physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the 

notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 

environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This 

environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 

agency determines whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting 

shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed 

project and its alternatives.‖  

 

Baseline conditions were established at the date of publication of the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP); however, a good faith effort was made to incorporate new data and ongoing changes in 

the affected environment from the time the NOP was issued in November of 2009 (DEIR 

Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2). This includes land use, biological resources, visual resources, and 

coordination with the various agencies, including Riverside County, the City of Jurupa Valley, 

the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park Department, and the Riverside County Airport Land Use 

Commission.  

 

Projects not submitted or approved are speculative, because they have either not entered into the 

formal application process, the application is not deemed complete/accepted, or they may change 

substantially or be canceled/withdrawn before being granted approval. Given the speculative 

nature of such proposed projects, acquisition of the properties‘ ROW should facilitate any 

necessary redesign or relocation of the project. The potential projects list used by the City for 

purposes of evaluating cumulative and other impacts was developed by City staff through 

coordination with the Riverside County Planning Department. That list initially reflected all 

known projects as of the NOP date, but was then updated after the NOP‘s issuance to refresh the 

data and ensure that all projects identified by applications or approvals were accounted for. 

Accordingly, in all instances of commenters‘ assertions that the Proposed Project would disrupt 

future development, the applications for those projects were not deemed complete by the 
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governing agency or there is insufficient information on submittal dates, approval dates, site 

plans and designs, or other information to attribute an impact on any property that would prove 

an adverse environmental impact to the currently undeveloped property. This is consistent with 

the approach required by CEQA, which allows agencies to use the NOP conditions as the 

baseline for purposes of determining potential impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125). 

 

Master Response #14: Local Benefits of 230 kV Route 

A number of commenters stated that the Proposed Project‘s 230 kV component would provide 

no benefits to residents outside of the City of Riverside and that most of the impacts of the 

Proposed Project would be borne by surrounding communities (e.g., the City of Jurupa Valley). 

Although much of the Proposed Project‘s transmission line would be located in the City of 

Jurupa Valley (49.8% of the I-15 Route length and 33 transmission structures), a significant 

portion totaling more than 50.2% of the I-15 Route length would also be located in 

unincorporated Riverside County (5.2% of the I-15 Route length and 5 transmission structures), 

the City of Norco (2.6% of the I-15 Route length and a single transmission structure), and the 

City of Riverside (42.4% of the I-15 Route length and 36 transmission structures ). Both the new 

Wildlife and Wilderness substations and 11 miles of subtransmission lines would be entirely 

located within the boundaries of the City of Riverside. Therefore, it is without foundation that 

the City of Jurupa Valley would get all of the impacts and none of the benefits. Potentially 

significant impacts identified in the DEIR (see Section ES.8), such as aesthetic, agriculture, and 

air quality impacts, would be distributed across the area and occur not only in the City of Jurupa 

Valley, but also in the City of Norco, unincorporated Riverside County, and the City of 

Riverside. Potentially significant aesthetic impacts would be concentrated along the Santa Ana 

River corridor, primarily affecting sensitive viewers using the trail and parks in this area within 

the City of Riverside and adjacent unincorporated Riverside County. Of residences viewing the 

proposed 230 kV transmission line in the immediate foreground (i.e., with 500 feet of the 

proposed transmission line), 47% are in the City of Riverside and only 19% are in the City of 

Jurupa Valley (see Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR). The Proposed Project‘s conversion of Farmland 

designated as Prime Farmland (0.7 acre), Unique Farmland (0.7 acre), and Farmland of 

Statewide Importance (0.1 acre) would not be isolated to the City of Jurupa Valley. Potentially 

significant cumulatively considerable air quality impacts from construction are related to non-

attainment criteria pollutants and are assessed at the air basin level; they are not specific to the 

City of Jurupa Valley (see Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR).  

 

Although it includes a power transmission component, the RTRP is limited in geographic extent 

and serves as a local project. The proposed 230 kV transmission line is 9.7 miles long, but the 

straight-line distance between its ends is only around 6 miles. It does not merely pass through 

cities in the Project area to deliver power to some distant recipients. In fact, the line‘s terminus at 

the proposed Wildlife Substation would be approximately 800 feet from the border of the City of 

Jurupa Valley. The City of Riverside is surrounded by a group of interdependent cities and 

unincorporated communities. Residents move among area cities daily and are dependent on 

neighboring communities for goods, services, employment, entertainment, cultural events, and 

other needs.  

 

Additionally, RTRP would improve the reliability of the regional transmission system, which 

includes all cities within the Proposed Project area and adjacent unincorporated Riverside and 

San Bernardino counties. The Proposed Project would provide a more reliable electrical system 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-50 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

during major outages, such as the loss of a major generating facility or of another high-voltage 

transmission line, and would strengthen electrical reliability within Riverside by providing a 

second source of power to the City. This more reliable electrical system within the City of 

Riverside, in turn, would provide more reliable energy to critical infrastructure and public 

facilities, such as schools (University of California, Riverside), hospitals (Riverside Community 

Hospital and Kaiser Foundation Hospital), fire/police departments, government facilities (County 

of Riverside Administration Building – Emergency Operations Center, which serves as the 

primary emergency operations center for the entire county of Riverside), water facilities (Mills 

Filtration Plant, under the Western Municipal Water District, which serves the cities of Norco, 

Jurupa Valley, Eastvale, and Riverside), and wastewater treatment facilities (under contract to 

treat Jurupa Community Services District sewage). These facilities currently benefit other nearby 

communities and cities outside of the City of Riverside, including the City of Jurupa Valley, 

which relies on the City of Riverside to provide electricity for the treatment of sewage. The City 

of Riverside also provides the Metropolitan Water District facilities in Riverside with electricity.  

 

Master Response #15: FAA and ALUC 

Since the publication of the DEIR for public review, RPU and SCE re-evaluated the potential 

impacts of the Proposed Project. The 69 kV subtransmission lines were reviewed by the ALUC 

with regard to air navigation and consistency with the Riverside Municipal Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan. As a result, RPU would underground a section of the subtransmission line as 

well as adhere to other conditions established by the ALUC to be compatible with the airport 

land use compatibility plan. SCE‘s aviation consultant reviewed the 230 kV transmission lines 

and, as a result, SCE may be required to file 23 structures and one catenary with the Federal 

Aviation Administration associated with the 230 kV line. The catenary may require marking and 

the FAA may require lighting some of the structures due to Visual Departure Flight Procedures. 

Detailed explanations of the re-evaluations are described below. 

 

Initial consultation with ALUC (69 kV subtransmission lines) and FAA (230 kV transmission 

line) commenced prior to the public release of the DEIR. Although those consultation processes 

were not completed prior to the CEQA public comment period, the DEIR provided a worst-case 

analysis with regard to potential structure locations. Accordingly, the DEIR provided a full and 

complete disclosure to the public of the Project‘s potential environmental impacts, and CEQA‘s 

informational disclosure requirements were fully met. That the DEIR provided a worst-case 

analysis is evidenced by the fact that the completion of the ALUC review and consultation 

process actually confirmed that, with Project modifications, no potentially significant impact will 

result. Furthermore, and as stated in the DEIR (Section 3.2.9), SCE will submit a Notice of 

Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) of the 230 kV transmission line Proposed 

Project component, including construction-related equipment that might impact air navigation 

(e.g., cranes), for review to the FAA electronically and as far in advance of construction as 

possible. Submittal of the notice would occur when final design of the 230 kV transmission line 

is completed and the precise location of transmission structures within the proposed ROW is 

known. SCE will furnish a copy of all FAA No Hazard determinations to the CPUC prior to 

construction of the 230 kV transmission line. Project adherence to the determinations of the FAA 

would ensure that potential conflicts with Riverside Municipal Airport would be less than 

significant.  
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69 kV Subtransmission Line 

During the public comment period for the DEIR, the ALUC submitted a comment regarding the 

significant impact that would occur within the Airport Influence Area of the Riverside Municipal 

Airport that could potentially impact airport operations. The ALUC advised that above-ground 

lines would be found inconsistent with the 2005 Riverside Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

As a result, RPU modified the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line route so that it would travel 

underground in the vicinity of the airport land use zones along Doolittle Avenue, between Jurupa 

Avenue and Morris Street. Also, as a result of review by the Federal Aviation Administration, 

new poles along Wilderness Avenue, north of Jurupa Avenue, would be equipped with 

obstruction lighting.  

 

On April 12, 2012, the ALUC conducted a public hearing and determined that the proposal to 

establish 69 kV subtransmission lines within the Riverside Municipal Airport Influence Area, as 

revised to place all portions within Airport Compatibility Zone ―A‖ underground, is consistent 

with the 2005 Riverside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. A copy of the entire 

ALUC Development Review determination is located in Attachment A of Volume I of this 

FEIR. ALUC made its consistency determination subject to the following conditions: 

 

1. The following uses shall be prohibited: 

(a) Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green or 

amber colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial 

straight climb following take off or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final 

approach toward a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational 

signal light or visual approach slope indicator or FAA-approved obstruction lighting. 

(b) Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft engaged in an 

initial straight climb following takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a straight final 

approach towards a landing at an airport. 

(c) Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large 

concentrations of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation within the 

area. 

(d) Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to the 

operation of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation.  

2. Any outdoor lighting installed shall be hooded and shielded to prevent either the spillage 

of lumens or reflection into the sky. 

3. In the event that any incidence of electrical interference affecting the safety of air 

navigation occurs as a result of project operation, the permittee shall be required to take all 

measures necessary to eliminate such interference. 

 

The following conditions would apply to all 159 pole locations within the Airport Influence 

Area: 

 

4. Prior to final inspection and within five (5) days after construction reaches its greatest 

height, Riverside Public Utilities or its designated representative shall submit Form 7460-

2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, to the Federal Aviation Administration in 

accordance with the requirements of the Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation 

issued for that structure. The requirement for submittal is also applicable in the event the 

project is abandoned. 
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5. The specific coordinates, height, top point elevation, power and frequencies of the 

proposed pole structure shall not be amended without further review by the Airport Land 

Use Commission and the Federal Aviation Administration; provided, however, that 

reduction in building height or elevation shall not require further review by the Airport 

land Use Commission. 

6. Temporary construction equipment used during actual construction of the structure shall 

not exceed the height of the proposed structure, unless separate notice is provided to the 

Federal Aviation Administration through the Form 7460-1 process. 

7. Temporary construction equipment exceeding 15 feet in height shall not be erected or 

stored within the boundaries of Airport Compatibility zone A. Riverside Public Utilities 

shall utilize all feasible means to minimize storage of equipment not exceeding 15 feet in 

height within the boundaries of Airport Compatibility Zone A. 

8. The maximum height of the proposed structure, including all mounted appliances and 

obstruction or aviation safety lighting (if any), shall not exceed the height above ground 

level specified for that structure in column 3 (labeled ―AGL‖) of Table 1052-A, and the 

maximum elevation at the top of structure shall not exceed the elevation above mean sea 

level specified for that structure in column 4 (labeled ―AMSL‖) of Table 1052-A. 

 

The following additional conditions apply to the pole locations identified as E5, E6, E7, E8, E9, 

E10, F4, F5, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10 and F11, generally located along Wilderness Avenue, northerly 

of Jurupa Avenue: 

 

9. The structure shall be marked/lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 70/7460-

1 K change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights – Chapters 4, 5 (Red) & 12. 

10. In addition to complying with the requirements of Condition No. 4 above, Riverside 

Public Utilities or its designated representative shall submit Form 7460-2, Notice of 

Actual Construction or Alteration, to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) at least 

10 days prior to the start of construction (emphasis added), so as to provide for the 

addition of a note (by FAA officials) to the ―Take-off Minimums and (Obstacle) 

Departure Procedures‖ in the U.S. Terminal Procedures publication. 

11. Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and affects a top light 

or flashing obstruction light, regardless of its position, shall be reported immediately to 

(877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal 

operation is restored, notify the same number. 

 

The following additional condition applies to the remaining pole locations within the Airport 

Influence Area: 

 

12. The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted aeronautical studies of this proposal 

and has determined that neither marking nor lighting of the proposed pole structures 

(Other than RPU Structure ID Numbers E5 through E10 and F4 through F11 as specified 

above) is necessary for aviation safety. However, if marking and/or lighting are 

accomplished on a voluntary basis, such marking and /or lighting (if any) shall be installed 

in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2 and shall be 

maintained in accordance therewith for the life of the project. 
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230 kV Transmission Line 

Since the publication of the DEIR for public review, SCE evaluated the 230 kV transmission line 

to determine if, or to what extent, this proposed transmission line might be affected by FAA Part 

77 (14 CFR 77), which specify notification and obstruction criteria enforced by the FAA. The 

evaluation was conducted by Aviation Systems, Inc. aviation consultants. Of the 77 structures 

that are part of the 230 kV transmission line, 23 would require FAA filing due to the proximity 

to the Riverside Municipal Airport. One catenary span exceeds 200 feet above ground level and 

requires filing with the FAA. Due to Visual Departure Flight Procedures, the FAA may require 

lighting structures within two nautical miles of runways. The catenary is over 200 feet above 

ground level and may require marking. No current Visual or Instrument procedures would be 

impacted. A copy of the evaluation is located in Attachment B of Volume I of this FEIR. 
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2.2.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Comment Letter A: Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage Commission 

Response to Comment A-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment A-2 

Thank you for confirming that Native American cultural resources were not identified within the 

Proposed Project area. A mitigation measure addressing the discovery of unanticipated cultural 

resources is included in the DEIR as CUL-02: 

 

―To avoid and/or minimize impacts to significant cultural resources, a qualified 

archaeologist will monitor ground disturbing activities near previously identified 

cultural resources. If a newly identified cultural resource or an unknown component of a 

previously identified resource is discovered during construction, the monitor will follow 

the Unanticipated Discovery Plan identified in EPE CUL-05. The monitor will have the 

authority to stop or redirect work, as required to fulfill mitigation measure CUL-02. In 

addition, any human remains discovered during Project activities will be protected in 

accordance with current state law as detailed in California Public Resources Code 

Sections 5097.91 and 5097.98, as amended.‖ 
 

Response to Comment A-3 

All Native American contacts provided within the Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) letter have been contacted and have been provided with pertinent project information. 

NAHC originally provided a list of tribes to be contacted in a June 19, 2006 letter and again in a 

letter dated December 9, 2009. As described on pages 3-159 and 7-8 of the DEIR, all tribes listed 

on the NAHC DEIR comment letter, with the exception of the Rincon Band of Mission Indians, 

were contacted, and three of the tribes (Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, Pechanga Band of 

Mission Indians, and Morongo Band of Mission Indians) requested further information. The City 

arranged meetings and site visits with these three tribes regarding the Proposed Project. As 

described in the above-referenced pages of the DEIR, further coordination with those interested 

tribes continued throughout the Proposed Project and development of the DEIR.  

 

The Rincon Band of Mission Indians did not appear on previous letters provided by the NAHC 

(June, 2006 or December, 2009). Therefore, a letter containing pertinent project information was 

subsequently sent to the Rincon Band of Mission Indians on January 18, 2012, in response to this 

current comment letter from the NAHC. The Rincon Band of Mission Indians provided 

responses dated January 30, 2012 and February 29, 2012 indicating that the identified location of 

the Project is within the Aboriginal Territory of the Luiseño people, but is not within the Rincon 

Historic boundaries.  

 

Additional letters to Tribes on the NAHC list updating them on RTRP were sent by RPU on 

March 20, 2012. 

 

Avoidance of cultural resources is a listed Environmental Protection Element (EPE) within the 

DEIR, in Table 3.2.5-1. EPEs are included within the DEIR as part of the Proposed Project and 
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therefore would be implemented during construction to avoid or minimize impacts. Avoidance of 

cultural resources is the preferred EPE. However, if complete avoidance of impacts is not 

feasible (e.g., because of engineering constraints, safety considerations), the impacted portion of 

the cultural resource would be kept to a minimum in order to ensure that impacts remain less 

than significant. The text of EPE CUL-01 is included below:  

 

―Avoid or minimize impacts to significant cultural resources. Ground disturbance or 

other impacts to each identified cultural resource would be avoided or minimized, unless 

the resource has been determined to be ineligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP) and/or the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). 

Avoidance measures could include project redesign, flagging of site boundaries during 

construction, use of buffer zones, and construction monitoring.‖ 

 

To the extent that impacts to cultural resources are unavoidable, then the City will implement the 

requirements of the Unanticipated Cultural Resources Discovery Plan as directed by the qualified 

archaeologist as part of Mitigation Measure CUL-02. The archaeologist has the authority to stop 

or redirect construction work to ensure that unanticipated resources are not impacted (see 

Mitigation Measure CUL-02). 

 

Response to Comment A-4 

As described on pages 3-157 and 3-158 of the DEIR, six separate cultural resources records 

searches of the Proposed Project area were conducted between April 2006 and February 2011. 

Collectively, the records searches provided locations and other data on previously recorded 

archaeological and historical resources and on previous cultural resource studies. Records were 

reviewed at the Eastern Information Center (EIC), housed at the University of California at 

Riverside, and at the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC) at the San 

Bernardino County Museum. California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 

records at both facilities were reviewed to determine the location of cultural resources in the 

study area. Also consulted for relevant properties were the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP), Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility (ADOE) provided by the EIC, the CRHR, 

California Historic Landmarks (CHL), California Points of Historical Interest, and the Directory 

of Properties in the Historic Property Data File (HDP). Historic U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

topographic quadrangles were also reviewed for the study area. 

 

Response to Comment A-5 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

regulations, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 36 CFR Part 800, 

and the Executive Orders mentioned in the comment are all federal measures that do not apply to 

RTRP. However, the procedures followed by RPU for contacting and providing information to 

Native Americans summarized in Response to Comment A-3 are consistent with federal Native 

American consultation requirements.  

 

Response to Comment A-6 

Potential for accidental discovery of archaeological resources and human remains is discussed on 

page 3-173 of the DEIR: 
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―No buried human remains have been previously recorded or discovered during recent 

surveys for this Proposed Project and, as such, no impacts to this type of resource are 

anticipated; however, should human skeletal remains be discovered at any time during 

implementation of the Proposed Project, construction in the vicinity will halt and the 

Coroner will be contacted immediately (California Public Resources Code 7050.5). If the 

Coroner determines that the remains do not require an assessment of cause of death and 

are probably Native American, then the NAHC will be contacted to identify the most 

likely descendents. Also, California Public Resources Code 5097.98 would be 

implemented according to the requirements of the regulation and pursuant to Mitigation 

Measure CUL-02.‖ 

 

Response to Comment A-7 

See Response to Comment A-3. 

 

Response to Comment A-8 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

  



J' 

Jane F. Anderson, President 

Kenneth J. McLaughlin, Vice P''''';ri"ntCOI1nItlUItitv SerVI'CeS DistrI'ct 
Kathryn Bogart, Director 
Robert "Bob" Craig, Director 
Betty A. Anderson, Director 

August 9, 2011 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Please find attached Resolution No. 1928, adopted by Jurupa Community 
Services District's (JCSD) Board of Directors on December 10, 2007. The attached 
Resolution expresses JCSD's opposition to the Transmission Reliability Project. We 
understand the 60 day public review period for submitting written comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report closes on September 30, 2011. Please accept Resolution 
No. 1928 as our comments and opposition. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (951) 685-7434. 

Enc. Resolution No. 1928 

Sincerely, 

~ 

Eldon Horst 
General Manager 

11201 Harrel Street, Mira Loma, CA 91752 * Phone (951) 685-7434 * Fax (951) 727-3501 
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RESOLUTION NO.I928 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO 
PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINE ALIGNMENTS 
THROUGH JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT 

WHEREAS, Southern California Edison ("SCE") and the City of Riverside Public 
Utilities ("RPU") are both project proponents of the development of the Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project ("RTRP"); and . 

WHEREAS, the development of RTRP contemplates construction of a 69 kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line within Jurupa Community Services District and a 230 kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line which is proposed to extend along Van Buren Boulevard between Etiwanda 
Avenue and the Santa Ana River (collectively referred herein as the "Transmission Lines"); and 

WHEREAS, the residents of the Jurupa Community Services District (the "District") 
have brought to the attention of the Board of Directors a number of health, safety, and 
environmental concerns regarding the proposed alignment of the Transmission Lines; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors finds these concerns valid and credible and as such 
the Board wishes to express its opposition to the proposed alignment of the Transmission Lines. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of Jurupa 
Community Services District is concerned for the health, welfare and safety of its citizens and 
therefore opposes any alignmeilt which brings the Transmission Lines within the boundaries of 
the Jurupa Community Services District. 

ADOPTED this 10 th day of December, 2 7. 

ATTEST: 

~~ 
Secretary of the Board of Directors 
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CERTIFICATION 

I, Eldon Horst, Secretary of the Board of Directors of Jurupa Community 
Services District, certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of 
Directors at a regular meeting held on the 10th day of December 2007 by the following 
vote of the Directors: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

James C. Huber, Paul E. Hamrick, Jack 
E. Smith, Kenneth J. McLaughlin, R.M. 
"Cook" Barela. 

None 

None 

None 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
official seal of Jurupa Community Services District, this 10th day of December 2007. 

Secretary of the Board of Directors 

(SEAL) 

RVPUBIRTAI6699IJ.1 
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Comment Letter B: Eldon Horst, Jurupa Community Services District 

Response to Comment B-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. As described in the 

DEIR, the Proposed Project would not construct 69 kV subtransmission lines within the Jurupa 

Community Services District service area. Comment Letter B includes Resolution No. 1928 of 

the Board of Directors for the Jurupa Community Services District dated December 10, 2007. In 

this resolution, it states opposition to a 230 kV transmission line that is proposed to extend along 

Van Buren Boulevard between Etiwanda Ave. and the Santa Ana River. However, since the time 

of this Resolution No. 1928, the Proposed Project alignment for the 230 kV transmission line has 

been modified and no longer extends along Van Buren Boulevard between Etiwanda Ave. and 

the Santa Ana River. Figure 2.3-1 of the DEIR illustrates the proposed alignment of the 230 kV 

transmission line, which would generally parallel the Santa Ana River west from the proposed 

Wildlife Substation to Interstate 15, then north parallel to Interstate 15 to the interconnection 

along an existing 230 kV transmission line. 

 

 

  



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 8 
PLANNING 
464 WEST 4'h STREET, 6'h Floor MS 725 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 
PHONE (909) 383-4557 
FAX (909) 383-6890 
TTY (909) 383-6300 

August 23, 2011 

George Hauson 
City of Riverside Pnblic Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project DElR, Riv-91-Various 

Dear Mr. Hanson, 

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr. Governor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

We have completed our review for the above noted project. The project comprises of the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of a new approximately lO-mile double circuit 230 kV transmission line, a 
new 230 kV substation (Wildlife substation), a new 230/69 kV substation (Wilderness substation), and 
five new 69 kV sub transmission line segments integrated into the City of Riverside Public Utilities 
existing transmission system. There will be three points in which the transmission lines will be crossing 
over State facilities: once over SR-60, once over the I-IS, and once over SR-91. A good portion of the 
transmission lines will also be running alongside the 1-15. 

As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to coordinate and 
consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our facilities. As the responsible 
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it is also our responsibility to make 
recommendations to offset associated impacts with the proposed project. Although the project is under 
the jurisdiction of the City of Riverside due to the Project's potential impact to State facilities it is also 
subject to the policies and regulations that govern the SHS. 

We have the following comment(s): 

Encroachment Permits 

Any activities before, during, or after construction within, under, or over the State Highway Right of Way, an 
Encroachment Permit is required. Please refer to our Encroac1unent Permit Manual (chapter 600) which can be 
found in the following link: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developserv/pennits/encroachment permits manual/index.html 

We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments concerning this project. If you have any questions 
regarding this letter, please contact Joe Shaer at (909) 383-6908 or myself at (909) 383-4557 for 
assistance. 

Sin~~---:;,~~~/ 
. ( -;?'. 
DANIEL KOPULSKY 
Office Chief 
Community PlanningllGR-CEQA 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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Comment Letter C: Daniel Kopulsky, California Department of Transportation 

Response to Comment C-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. One of the proposed 

69 kV subtransmission lines would cross State Highway 91. The proposed 230 kV transmission 

line (I-15 Route) would parallel a section of I-15; however, the transmission line would not cross 

the roadway or interchanges. The Proposed Project would not cross or parallel State Highway 60. 

At one time during the Project planning process, alternatives were under consideration that 

would have required crossing State Highway 60; however, these are no longer under 

consideration by RPU. 

 

Response to Comment C-2 

An encroachment permit has been identified within Chapter 2, Table 2.9-1, of the DEIR as being 

required prior to construction. 

 

  



City of Jurupa Valley ____ 
Laura Roughton, Mayor. Verne Lauritzen, Mayor Pro Tem. Micheal Goodland, 

Council Member. Frank Johnston, Council Member. Brad Hancock, Council Member 

August 29, 2011 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
390 I Orange Street 
Ri verside, CA 92522 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Riverside Transmission Reliability 
Project 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

On behalf of the newly-incorporated City of Jurupa Valley, I am writing to request that 
the City of Riverside, as lead agency under the California Enviromnental Quality Act 
("CEQA") for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project ("Project"), extend by at 
least sixty (60) days the public comment period for the Project 's draft environmental 
impact report ("DEIR"). All comments therefore would be due not later than November 
29,2011 , rather than the current deadline of September 30,2011. 

As you know, a substantial portion of the Project's 230-kV transmission line is proposed 
to be located within the City of Jurupa Valley. As a result, the City has significant 
environmental concerns regarding the Project's potential impacts, including but not 
limited to the Project's aesthetic impacts. 

Although the Project has been in development since at least 2004, the City of Riverside is 
providing only sixty days for the public to submit comments on the DEIR. This time 
period is insufficient given the significance of the issues involved. Moreover, given the 
fact that the City of Jurupa Valley only incorporated on July 1, 201 J, the City has had no 
previous opportunity to analyze the issues raised by the Project or to provide its 
comments for inclusion in the administrative record; indeed, even the Notice of 
Preparation for the DEIR was issued prior to the City's incorporation. For these reasons, 
we request that the City of Riverside extend the comment period on the DEIR to and 
including November 29, 201 J. 

sbennett
Text Box
D-1

bcoates
Line



In addition, due the significant resources that the City of Jurupa Valley will be forced to 
expend to analyze the Project's potential adverse impacts on the City and its residents, we 
request that the City of Riverside agree to reimburse the City of Jurupa Valley for the 
expert, staff, and legal expenses that will be incurred in reviewing the DEIR. 

Please provide a written response to these requests as soon as possible, and not later than 
Thursday, September 8, 2011, so that we may react accordingly. 

Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

d/~7/J 
Stephen Harding '7 
City Manager 
City of Jurupa Valley 

8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite M, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509-5183, (951) 332-6464 
www.jurupavalley.org 
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Comment Letter D: Stephen Harding, City of Jurupa Valley 

Response to Comment D-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. In addition, please see 

Master Response #8. 

 

Response to Comment D-2 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. As the commenter may be 

aware, CEQA includes no requirement (nor even any recommendation) that a lead agency 

reimburse commenting parties for the costs associated with the preparation and submittal of 

comments. Accordingly, the City of Riverside cannot agree to reimburse the commenter for any 

costs associated with the commenter‘s review of the Draft EIR. In addition, please see Master 

Response #8. 

 

 

 

  



Jane F. Anderson, President 
Kenneth J. McLaughlin, Vice President 
Kathryn Bogart, Director 
Robert "Bob" Craig, Director Community Services District 
Betty A. Anderson, Director 

September 15, 2011 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Please find attached Resolution No. 2235, adopted by Jurupa Community 
Services District's (JCSD) Board of Directors on September 12, 2011. The attached 
Resolution expresses JCSD's opposition to the Transmission Reliability Project. We 
understand the 60 day public review period for submitting written comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report closes on September 30, 2011. Please accept Resolution 
No. 2235 as our comments and opposition. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (951) 685-7434. 

Enc. Resolution No. 2235 

Sincerely, 

t:id!Z-.r!Pf-
Eldon Horst 
General Manager 

11201 Harrel Street, Mira Loma, CA 91752 * Phone (951) 685-7434 * Fax (951) 727-3501 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2235 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 
JURUPA COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED 
TRANSMISSION LINE ALIGNMENTS THROUGH JURUPA 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

WHEREAS, Southern California Edison ("SCE") and the City of Riverside 

Public Utilities ("RPU") are both project proponents of the development of the Riverside 

Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP); and 

WHEREAS, the development of RTRP contemplates construction of a 

new approximately 10-mile double-circuit 230,000 (230 kV) transmission line, a new 230 

kV substation, a new 230/69 kV substation and five (5) new 69 kV subtransmission line 

segments into RPU's existing subtransmission system; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed project location is located in the western and 

northern sections of the City of Riverside, with a small section in the City of Norco. It 

then extends north into the recently incorporated City of Jurupa Valley in Western 

Riverside County. The proposed project area is bordered to the north by State Highway 

60 and the existing Mira Loma to Vista SCE 230 kV transmission lines, to the west by 

Interstate 15, and to the south and east by State Highway 91. The Santa Ana River 

roughly divides the proposed project area into northern and southern halves; and 

WHEREAS, the residents within the Jurupa Community Services District 

service territory have concerns regarding the proposed alignment of the transmission 

lines; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors finds those concerns to be valid and 

credible and as such the Board wishes to express its opposition to the proposed 

alignment of the transmission lines. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of 

Jurupa Community Services District is concemed for the health, welfare and safety of its 
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citizens and therefore opposes any alignment which brings the transmission lines within 

the boundaries of the Jurupa Community Services District service territory. 

ADOPTED this 1 ih day of September 2011. 

Pre ident of the Board'of Directors 

ATTEST: 
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CERTIFICATION 

I, Eldon Horst, Secretary of the Board of Directors of Jurupa Community 
Services District, certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Board of 
Directors at a regular meeting held on the 1 ih day of September 2011, by the following 
vote of the Directors: 

AYES: Jane F. Anderson, Kenneth J. McLaughlin, Kathryn 
Bogart, Robert Craig, Betty A. Anderson 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAINED: None 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
official seal of Jurupa Community Services District this 1 ih day of September 2011. 

~5~ 
Secretary of the Boa~ectors 

(SEAL) 

RVPUBIRTAI669913.1 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE) 

I, ELDON HORST, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the Jurupa Community 
Services District, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true and 
correct copy of Resolution No. 2235. 

DATED: 1 ih day of September 2011. 

(SEAL) 

Sec ry of the Board of Directors 
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Comment Letter E: Eldon Horst, Jurupa Community Services District 

Response to Comment E-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment E-2 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #2. 
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

September 29, 2011 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 
Attn.: George Hanson, Project Manager 
City of Riverside Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside CA 92522 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) with a 
CD copy of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), along with a copy of the Notice of 
Availability and Notice of Completion of the document. The document addresses both the 
230,000-volt transmission lines that would be operated by Southern California Edison (SCE) 
and the 69,000-volt lines that would be operated by Riverside Public Utilities Department 
(RPU). 

As you are aware, ALUC is charged by State law (Section 21670 of the California Public 
Utilities Code) with the mission of "protect[ing] public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring 
the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the 
public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports 
to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses." 

On page 3-200, the Draft EIR acknowledges a significant impact, namely, that the proposed 
project "would occur within the Airport Influence Area of the Riverside Municipal Airport and 
could potentially impact airport operations." This is particularly true in that "placement of 65-
to 90-foot tall RPU 69kV subtransmission structures ... would occur" in Zones A, B1, and C, 
and "placement of 90- to 175-foot tall SCE 230kV transmission line structures ... would 
occur" in Zones B 1 and C. 

The Draft EIR then proceeds to state that undergrounding of the subtransmission lines, 
which would reduce the impacts to airport operations and air navigation safety to a less than 
significant level, is "infeasible as a mitigation measure, even for more limited sections of the 
project." The 69kV portion of the project was previously considered by the Airport Land Use 
Commission, which clearly advised that aboveground lines in Zone A would be inconsistent 
with the 2005 Riverside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (2005 RMALUCP) and 
that aboveground lines in Zone B1 would likely be found inconsistent on the basis that 
"critical community infrastructure facilities" are prohibited in such areas unless no feasible 
alternative location exists. 

The EIR proceeds to explain the reasons why the proponent considers undergrounding 
infeasible: increased traffic impacts from placement within street rights-of-way, increased 
ground disturbance, excavation, and use of heavy equipment during the construction 
process, more prolonged outages in the event of malfunction, and economic considerations. 
While we recognize that impacts on airport operations and air navigation are among dozens 
of issues that decision-makers must consider when selecting project design, it is our position 
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION September 29, 2011 

that the option of undergrounding the portions of these facilities in Zones A and B 1 should 
have been analyzed as an alternative to the project as proposed (given that the significance 
of this impact was recognized in the document), and that the reasons stated above are 
insufficient to demonstrate infeasibility. 

Furthermore, it is our understanding as a result of telephonic discussions between ALUC 
staff and RPU representatives that, after considering the comments of ALUC Commissioners 
at the July 14, 2011 ALUC hearing, RPU had agreed to underground at least those portions 
of the 69kV project in Zone A. Therefore, if it is too late for undergrounding "in limited 
sections of the Project" to be analyzed as an alternative, we would request, at a minimum, 
that the Final EIR reflect the substance of the conversations between RPU and ALUC staff. 

At this time, the status of your submittal to ALUC (ZAP1 052R111) is "continued off-calendar." 
To assure adequate analysis in the EIR in addressing consistency with the 2005 RMALUCP, 
your Department should return to ALUC for a determination of consistency or inconsistency 
prior to final action by the City regarding the proposed project. This is also an important step 
to protect your project from CEQA challenge due to inadequate process or analysis. 

It is also our concern that, if a Final EIR declares an alternative or mitigation measure 
infeasible for a given project, a public agency cannot then implement such an alternative or 
mitigation measure for that project without issuing a new or revised environmental document. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions, please 
contact John Guerin of ALUC staff at (951) 955-0982. 

Sincerely, 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

JG:bas 

cc: Mark Ripley, Manager, Riverside Municipal Airport 
Philip Crimmins, CAL TRANS Division of Aeronautics 

Y:IALUClAirport Case FileslRiversidelRTRP ZAP1 052RI DraftEIR Response - Itr to 
RivPUD.doc 

2 
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Comment Letter F: Edward C. Cooper, Riverside County Airport Land Use 
Commission 

Response to Comment F-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment F-2 

Although the DEIR initially identified potentially significant and unavoidable hazards and land 

use impacts due to placement of overhead lines adjacent to the Riverside Municipal Airport 

(DEIR p. ES-12), revisions to the Project have been made in consultation with ALUC to place a 

portion of the 69 kV subtransmission lines underground (see ALUC Development Review 

determination in Attachment A of Volume I of this FEIR). These revisions would reduce these 

potentially significant impacts identified within the DEIR to a level of less than significant. 

Please also refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment F-3 

Please refer to Master Responses #10a (Undergrounding) and #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

Although undergrounding the Project as a whole remains an infeasible alternative, the City 

determined that undergrounding a limited portion of the Project‘s 69 kV subtransmission 

overhead lines would be feasible in order to eliminate the potentially significant impacts to safety 

and land use adjacent to the Riverside Municipal Airport. Please see Response to Comment F-2, 

above. 

 

Response to Comment F-4 

The commenter is correct that limited portions of the Project‘s overhead lines will be 

undergrounded in the area of the Riverside Municipal Airport. Please refer to Response to 

Comment F-2 and Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment F-5 

The City has completed consultation with ALUC and incorporated revisions and conditions into 

the Project in response to ALUC‘s recommendations. Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA 

and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment F-6 

The City modified the Project to underground a limited segment of the Project‘s 69 kV 

subtransmission overhead lines at ALUC‘s request. This modification was made prior to the 

issuance of an FEIR. Accordingly, those modifications are now part of the Project that will be 

considered by the City Council. No ―new or revised environmental document‖ is required in 

order to implement these changes. Please refer to Master Responses #15 (FAA and ALUC 

issues) and #4 (Recirculation). 

 

 

  



CITY of NORCO 
CITY HALL. 2870 CLARK AVENUE. NORCO CA 92860 • (951) 735-3900 • FAX (951) 270-5622 

September 29, 2011 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

SUBJECT: City of Norco Comments on Cultural Resources Impacts, 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Hanson : 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the cultural resources impacts analysis relating to the 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. Within the City of Norco, it appears the only 
cultural resource impacted by the project is the Pedley Power Station in northeast Norco. As 
a matter of information, the City of Norco is in the final stages of completing a comprehensive 
historic resources survey relating to Norco's history prior to 1946. In the course of this work, 
we have determined that the Pedley Power Station and its related features are eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. We note that Power Engineers' 
cultural resources report also arrived at the same conclusion. Given the status of this facility 
as a cultural resource , it is subject to protection under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Certainly, the objective in this regard should be to avoid any activities that 
would result in a "significant adverse change" to this resource, as specified in CEQA. 

Impacts to the Pedley Power Station identified in the draft EIR are limited to visual impacts 
from towers and overhead wires, and potential impacts from trenching under the power 
station 's spillway. We concur with the report's conclusion that the visual impacts will not be 
significant; however, we do have some concerns regarding the potential impacts to the 
spillway from trenching. We also have some concerns regarding an apparent omission of 
information about Norco's historic resources program and the finding of integrity regarding 
the power station . 

Page 3-164: Regional and Local: This section references City and County of Riverside 
cultural resources regulations, but does not mention the City of Norco. The City of Norco has 
a Cultural Resources Ordinance, Title 20 of its municipal code, and its General Plan Land 
Use Element includes a section (2 .7) that addresses historical and archaeological resources. 
Page 3-170. Given that the Pedley Power Station's building walls and the canal and water 
distribution system in the vicinity of the building are largely present and recognizable, we 
believe the conclusion should be that the resource retains historic integrity per National 

BERWIN HANNA 
M".", 

KEVIN BASH 
Mayor Pro T em 

CITY COUNCIL 

KATHY AZEVEDO 
Council Member 

GREG NEWTON 
Council Member 

HARVEY SULLIVAN 
Council Member 
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Letter to George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
Page 2 
September 29, 2011 

Register Bulletin 15's seven aspects of integrity (Location , Design, Setting, Materials, 
Workmanship, Feeling , and Association). 

Page 3-170: Reference is made in this section to an underground telecommunication line 
that could disturb the Pedley Power Station's spillway The section asserts that the spillway 
has limited integrity due to natural erosion and the effects of an adjacent horse trail. We 
believe the spillway retains historic integrity, as defined in National Register Bulletin 15. 
Should any trenching or digging be necessary in the vicinity of the power station, we 
recommend a qualified archaeologist be present to evaluate and determine the disposition of 
any cultural resources uncovered. 

Should you wish to discuss any of these comments further, please contact the City's Cultural 
Resources Consultant, Bill Wilkman at 951 789-6004 or WilkmanHistory@aol.com. 

Best regards, 

JI1IJ~ 
Beth Groves 
City Manager 

c. Historic Preservation Commission 
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Comment Letter G: Beth Groves, City of Norco 

Response to Comment G-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. The Proposed Project 

would avoid the Pedley Power Station and hence avoid any potentially significant impact to this 

resource. Please also see Responses to Comments G-3 and G-4 below. 

 

Response to Comment G-2 

Thank you for your comment and your concurrence that visual impacts related to the Pedley 

Power Station will be less than significant; it has become part of the record. Please also see 

Responses to Comments G-3 and G-4, below. 

 

Response to Comment G-3 

In addition to the local land use regulations listed in the DEIR, the following are additional land 

use regulations adopted by jurisdictions with resources that may be affected by the Proposed 

Project: 

 

Historic Preservation Element of the City of Riverside General Plan 2025 

The purpose of this preservation element is to provide guidance in developing and implementing 

activities that ensure that the identification, designation, and protection of cultural resources are 

part of the City‘s community planning, development, and permitting processes. The SHPO 

recognized Riverside‘s historic preservation program with its designation as a Certified Local 

Government. Riverside‘s Historic Preservation Program established many goals, including a 

program of community education. The City Planning Department and Architectural Preservation 

Planning Services conducted a citywide reconnaissance survey and reviewed a variety of existing 

documentation relating to Riverside‘s Historic Preservation Program. The Proposed Project 

would be consistent with this regulation, and no land use impact due to plan inconsistency would 

occur. 

 

City of Norco Municipal Code, Title 20, Cultural Resources 

The purpose of this title is to promote the public health, safety and general welfare by providing 

for the identification, protection, enhancement, perpetuation and use of improvements, buildings, 

structures, signs, objects, features, sites, places, areas, districts, neighborhoods, streets, works of 

art, natural features and significant permanent landscaping having special historical, 

archaeological, cultural, architectural, community, aesthetic or artistic value in the City of Norco; 

City of Norco Municipal Code Title 20 sets forth guidelines for protecting the heritage of the 

City, for designation of landmarks and points of historical interest, for issuing certificates of 

appropriateness, and for preservation incentives. The Proposed Project would be consistent with 

this regulation, and no land use impact due to plan inconsistency would occur. 

 

City of Norco Municipal Code, Title 2, Chapter 26, Historic Preservation Commission 

This title establishes the Historic Preservation Commission for the City of Norco. The Proposed 

Project would be consistent with this regulation, and no land use impact due to plan 

inconsistency would occur. 
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City of Norco General Plan Land Use Element 

In the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the City of Norco, one of the goals (2.7, 

Historical Resources) is to ―preserve from development to the extent possible, the city‘s 

historical and archaeological resources.‖ Policies include identifying and preserving the unique 

historical buildings that significantly identify and establish the community‘s history and 

character, identifying and cataloguing any archaeological resources, and taking measures to 

preserve those resources that are considered unique and significant in the area‘s history. The 

Proposed Project would be consistent with this regulation, and no land use impact due to plan 

inconsistency would occur. 

 

The Multipurpose Open Space Element of the Riverside County General Plan 2008 

This chapter sets forth policies for managing and reporting cultural resources, historic resources, 

and paleontological resources found on county property. Open Space (OS) Polices 19.2 to 19.4 

address cultural resources, Policies OS 19.5 to 19.7 address historic resources, and Policies OS 

19.8 to 19.10 address paleontological resources. The Proposed Project would be consistent with 

this regulation, and no land use impact due to plan inconsistency would occur. 

 

Response to Comment G-4 

Integrity is the authenticity of a resource‘s historic identity as evidenced by the survival of 

physical characteristics that existed during its period of use. Integrity is the ability of a property 

to convey its significance. National Register Bulletin 15 (National Park Service [NPS] 1998) lists 

seven qualities that address integrity: Location, Design, Setting, Materials, Workmanship, 

Feeling, and Association. To be eligible to the NRHP, a resource must possess several, and 

usually most, of these aspects. 

 

 Location. Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place 

where the historic event occurred. Integrity of location means that the resource has not 

been moved from its original location. 

 

 Design. Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, 

and style of a property. Design results from conscious decisions made during the original 

conception and planning of the property. Integrity of design means that a building or 

structure‘s original plan, shape, and design elements remain intact. 

 

 Setting. Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. Setting refers to the 

character of the place in which the property played its historical role. Setting may include 

topography, vegetation, simple man-made features, and relationships between buildings, 

other features, and open space. Integrity of setting means that the surrounding landscape 

has changed very little since the period of importance for the resource. 

 

 Materials. Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a 

particular period and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 

Integrity of materials means that the resource‘s original building materials remain intact. 

 

 Workmanship. Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular 

culture or people during a period in history or prehistory. Examples can include tooling, 
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carving, painting, turning, and joinery. Integrity of workmanship means that evidence of 

the craft and skills of the artisans who created the resource are still present. 

 

 Feeling. Feeling is a property‘s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a 

particular period of time. Feeling results from the presence of physical features that, 

taken together, convey the property‘s historic character. Integrity of feeling means the 

resource retains a link to and is able to evoke an earlier time and place. 

 

 Association. Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person 

and a historic property. Integrity of association means the resource retains a link to an 

earlier time and place and conveys the link between the event or activity and the place 

where it occurred. 

 

Because of vandalism and substantial deterioration of the Pedley Power Station, the integrity of 

this historical resource is debatable. However, as discussed in the DEIR in Section 3.2.5, the site 

as a whole is still eligible to the CRHR.  

 

The Pedley Power Station and the Pedley Power Station spillway are separate features of the 

same site, and the integrity of the Pedley Power Station spillway is also open to question. 

However, as recommended by the commenter, Environmental Protection Elements EPE-CUL-

01, EPE-CUL-02, EPE-CUL-04 and mitigation measure MM-CUL-02 require that a qualified 

archaeologist monitor ground disturbing activities near previously identified cultural resources, 

would ensure appropriate consideration of the disposition of cultural resources at the power 

station so that impacts would be less than significant. 

 

  



South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Ba!, CA 91765-4178 
(909) 396-2000 ' www.aqmd.gol 

E-Mailed: September 30. 2011 
rtrp@riversideca.gov 

Mr. George Hanson 
City of Riverside 
Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

September 30, 20 II 

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) 
for the Proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

The South Coast Air Quality Managem~nt District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are meant as 
guidance for the lead agency and ShOUl~ be incorporated into the final Environmental 
Impact Report (final EIR) as appropriate. 

Due to the potentially significant cumujative air quality impacts from the proposed 
project, the AQMD staff recommends trat the lead agency provide additional mitigation 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15l26J Specifically, the lead agency should minimize 
or eliminate the project's significant adr rse cumulative air quality impacts by adding the 
mitigation measures provided below. I, 

o Provide temporary traffic contr3ls such as a flag person, during all phases of 
construction to maintain smoot

1 
traffic flow, 

o Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment 
on- and off-site, 

o Reroute construction trucks aWJY from congested streets or sensitive receptor 
areas, 

o Appoint a construction relations
l 
officer to act as a community liaison concerning 

on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related to PMI 0 
generatIOn, l 

o During project construction, all tnternal combustion engines/construction 
equipment operating on the projf ct site shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions 
standards, or higher according t~ the following: 

./ Project Start, to December 31 , 20 II: All offroad diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 h shall meet Tier 2 offroad emissions standards. 
In addition, all construction quipment shall be outfitted with the BACT 
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Mr. George Hanson 2 September 30, 20 II 

devices certified by CARB Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve e issions reductions that are no less than what could 
be achieved by a Level 2 0 Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a 
similarly sized engine as dr ned by CARB regulations . 

./ January 1, 2012, to Decem~er 31 , 2014: All offroad diesel-powered 
construction equipment gre~ter than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 om'oad emissions 
standards. In addition, al j OnStiruction equipment shall be outfitted with 
BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve e . ssions reductions that are no less than what could 
be achieved by a Level 3 d ~esel lemissions control strategy for a similarly sized 
engine as defined by CARIf regulations . 

./ Post-January 1,2015: All orfroad diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. 
In addition, all constructioJ equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices 
certified by CARB. Any e4 issions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductiof s that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions cor trol lstrategy for a similarly sized engine as 
defined by CARB regUlatior s (i.e I " if project construction goes beyond 
anticipated schedule) . 

./ A copy of each unit's certi~ed tier specification, BACT documentation, and 
CARB or SCAQMD operaling permit shall be provided at the time of 
mobilization of each apPliC[ ble unit of equipment. 

./ Encourage construction co~tractLs to apply for AQMD "SOON" funds. 
Incentives could be providcld for i those construction contractors who apply for 
AQMD "SOON" funds. T~e "SPON" program provides funds to accelerate 
clean up of off-road diesel yehicles, such as heavy duty construction 
equipment. More information on this program can be found at the following 
website: http://www.agmdlgov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm 

For additional measures to reduce bff-J ad construction equipment, refer to the 
mitigation measure tables located t t the following website: 
www.agmd.gov/ceqalhandbookltmtigation/MM intro.html. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code s J tion 21 092.5, AQMD staff requests that the lead 
agency provide the AQMD with writt9n resronses to all comments contained herein prior 
to the adoption of the Final EIR. Furt er, sVaff is available to work with the lead agency 
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Mr. George Hanson 3 September 30, 2011 

to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan 
Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any 
questions regarding the enclosed comments. 

IM:DG 

RVCII08l6-0l 
Control Number 

Sincerely, 

/.. 1/ f!L?U. 
Ian MacMillan 
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
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Comment Letter H: Ian MacMillan, South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Response to Comment H-1 

Thank you for your comments, recommendations and mitigations. Additional mitigation 

measures recommended by the SCAQMD have been added to Table 3.2.3-8, as shown in 

Volume II of this FEIR. Text in Section 3.2.3 has been updated accordingly as shown in Volume 

II of this FEIR. These measures were recommended to further minimize or eliminate the 

Proposed Project‘s significant adverse air quality impacts in addition to the already identified 

mitigation measures within Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR, which already reduced impacts to a less 

than significant level. SCE and RPU have agreed to implement all of the SCAQMD-

recommended mitigation measures save for SCAQMD‘s suggested measure to ―encourage 

construction contractors to apply for AQMD ‗SOON‘ funds.‖ Such a measure is duplicative and 

would not reduce the significance level of an impact, nor is it an enforceable measure because it 

merely encourages contractors to apply for the funds. Specifically, there is no guarantee that 

applicants would receive SOON funds from SCAQMD even if applicants were to apply for 

them. The City cannot assume (for CEQA mitigation purposes) that SOON funding would 

actually be obtained. Additionally, the current SOON program announcement was only valid 

until June 5, 2012, per the SCAQMD‘s website 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/implementation/soonprogram.htm); currently, there is no additional 

information on availability of program funding beyond this date. Additionally, SOON program 

funding was intended to allow for engine repower and retrofit to meet EPA-Certified Tier 3 or 

Tier 4 standards. Mitigation measure AQ-19 for the Proposed Project already requires all internal 

combustion engines/construction equipment operating on the Proposed Project to meet EPA-

Certified Tier 3 emission standards or higher, such that any requirement to apply for SOON 

funding would be duplicative of measures that are already required. Accordingly, as the 

suggested measure is not enforceable and would not reduce significant impacts of the Proposed 

Project, it will not be implemented for the RTRP by the Lead Agency.  

 

The Lead Agency has reviewed the mitigation measures at the suggested website and determined 

that the mitigation measures as presented in the DEIR, with the addition of the mitigation 

measures as noted above, are sufficient to reduce or avoid significant air quality-related impacts 

with the exception of cumulatively considerable impacts during construction. With regard to 

those significant and unavoidable impacts, the City has adopted all feasible mitigation. The 

commenter does not identify any other specific measures that it believes the City should have 

adopted to further reduce this impact. Accordingly, no further response is required. 

 

Response to Comment H-2 

The Lead Agency will provide all commenting agencies a written response to comments, as 

required by CEQA Section 21092.5 (a). At least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental 

impact report, the lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on 

comments made by that agency which conform with the requirements of this division. 

 

 

  

http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/implementation/soonprogram.htm


STATE OF CALIFORNIA BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMIJNDG BROWN JR. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS - M.S.#40 
1 120 N STREET 
P. O. BOX 942874 Flex your power! 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 Be energy efficient! 
PHONE (9 16) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 653-9531 
TTY?11 

September 30, 2011 

Mr. George Hanson 
City of Riverside Public Utilities 
390 I Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside Transmission Reliabilit)C Project; 
SCH# 2007011113 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Aeronautics (Division), 
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to airport -related noise and safety impacts 
and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). The Division has technical expertise in the areas of airport operations safety, noise, 
and airport land use compatibility. We are a funding agency for airport projects and we have 
permit authority for public-use and special-use airpOlts and heliports. The following comments are 
offered for yow' consideration. 

The Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) proposal is for the construction and 
operation of new 230kV electrical transmission lines, 69kV subtransmission lines and two new 
substations. The project also includes improvements and upgrades to the existing electricity 
transmission system that, in addition to the new system components, will add transmission capacity 
to the City of Riverside Public Utility electrical system. Sections of the preferred routes of both 
the new 230kV transmission line and the new 69kV subtransmission line will be located in the 
Riverside Municipal Airport influence area and land use compatibility zones. 

The Environmental Analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) concluded that this 
project proposal is subject to an airport land use compatibility review by the Riverside Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC). The DEIR also identifies significant unavoidable impacts in the 
proposed project for which there are no mitigation measures proposed. The unavoidable impacts 
are due to the location of transmission line support structures that exceed the height restrictions in 
various compatibility zones in the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

If the ALUC determines that the proposed project is inconsistent with the airport land use 
compatibility plan, the referring agency shall be notified. The local agency may, after a public 
hearing, propose to overrule the ALUC by a two-thirds vote of its governing body after it makes 
specific findings. At least 45 days prior to the decision to overrule the ALUC, the local agency's 
governing body shall provide to the ALUC and Caltrans a copy of the proposed decision and 
findings. Cal trans reviews and comments on the specific findings a local govemment intends to 
use when proposing to overrule an ALUe. Caltrans specifically looks at the proposed findings to 
gauge their relationship to the overrule. Also, pursuant to the California Public Utilities Code 
(PUC) Section 21670 et seq., findings should show evidence that the local agency is minimizing 
" ... the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports 

"Ca/frans improves mobility aCrOSS California" 
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Mr. George Hanson 
September 30, 2011 
Page 2 

to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses." 

As pali of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grant assurances, if an airport sponsor receives 
federal funds for an airport, it is required that use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of 
the airport be restricted to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations. 

Additionally, PUC Section 21658 prohibits public utilities from constructing poles, towers, 
transmission lines and substations to a height which obstructs air navigation in accordance with 
Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 (FAR Part 77) unless tbe FAA has determined they do not 
constitute a hazard to air navigation. PUC Section 21659 prohibits structural hazards near airports. 

FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-2E "Operational Safety on Airports During Construction" should be 
incorporated into the project design in order to identify any permanent or temporary construction-related 
impacts (e.g. construction cranes, etc.) to the airport imaginary surfaces. This advisory circular is 
available at http: //www.faa.gov. TheF AA requires the filing oTa Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alteration (Form 7460-1) for certain project-specific activities in accordance with FAR Part 77 "Objects 
Affecting Navigable Airspace." Form 7460-1 is available on-line at 
https:l/oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaalexternallportal.jsp and should be submitted electronically to the FAA. 

The project should also be coordinated with airport staff to ensure that it will be compatible with 
future as well as existing airport operations. 

The protection of airports from incompatible land use encroachment is vital to California 's 
economic future . Riverside Municipal Airport is an economic asset that should be protected 
through effective airport land use compatibility planning and awareness. Any calculation oftbe 
feasibility of project alternatives must include any projected economic losses to the airport if the 
unavoidable impacts decrease tbe airport's capabilities, efficiencies or operations. Altbough the 
need for compatible and safe land uses near airports is both a local and State issue, airport staff, 
airport land use commissions and ailport land use compatibility plans are key to protecting an 
airport and the people residing and working in the vicinity of an airport. 

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Division with respect to airport-related noise, safety, 
and regional land use planning issues. We advise you to contact our District 8 office concerning surface 
transportation issues. If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 654-6223, or by email at 
philip _ crimmins@dot.ca.gov. 

c: State Clearinghouse, Riverside County ALUC, Riverside Municipal Airport 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California'" 
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Comment Letter I: Philip Crimmins, California Department of Transportation, 
Division of Aeronautics 

Response to Comment I-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment I-2 

Thank you for your comment and information regarding ALUC procedures. Following 

publication of the DEIR, the City met with ALUC to discuss the Proposed Project. Discussions 

resulted in certain specific project changes to reduce impacts within the Riverside Municipal 

Airport Influence Area and land use compatibility zones. One of these changes was to 

underground a section of the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line in the vicinity of the airport 

land use zones along Doolittle Avenue, between Jurupa Avenue and Morris Street. On April 12, 

2012, ALUC conducted a development review and determined that the proposal to establish 

69 kV subtransmission lines within the Riverside Municipal Airport Influence Area, as revised to 

place all portions within Airport Compatibility Zone A underground, is consistent with the 2005 

Riverside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. A copy of the entire ALUC 

Development Review determination is located in Attachment A of Volume I of this FEIR. Text 

has been modified in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 reflecting these changes in the Proposed Project, 

as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Ultimately, with this change in the Project, the significant 

impacts to land use and hazards identified in the DEIR will be avoided and no proposal to 

―overrule ALUC‖ is necessary or proposed. Please also refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and 

ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment I-3 

The commenter asserts that, if an airport sponsor receives federal funds or grants for an airport, it 

is required that use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport be restricted to 

activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations. The Proposed Project is 

compatible with these operations; please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment I-4 

The Proposed Project would not obstruct air navigation, in accordance with Federal Aviation 

Regulations Part 77 and the California Public Utilities Code. Please refer to Master Response 

#15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment I-5 

FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-2E will be utilized and consulted during final design of the 

Project as recommended by the commenter. Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and 

ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment I-6 

Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 
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Response to Comment I-7 

Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment I-8 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. See also Master Response #12 

regarding land use plan consistency and Master Response #15 regarding FAA and ALUC. 

 

Response to Comment I-9 

Thank you for your comment and guidance. Caltrans District 8 has provided RPU with 

comments on the DEIR (see Comment Letter ―C‖).  

  



Jane F. Anderson , President 
Kenneth J. McLaughlin, Vice President 
Kathryn Bogart, Director 
Robert "Bob" Craig , Director Community Services District 
Betty A. Anderson , Director 

Mr. David H. Wright, General Manager 
Riverside Public Util ities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

October 4,2011 

RECEIVED 

Gel 13 2011 

publiC Utilities 
Administration 

Re: September 13, 2011 Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Meeting 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

On September 13, 2011, you spoke on behalf of the Riverside Public Utilities, regarding 
the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. Some of Jurupa Community Services 
District's Board Members were in attendance at the meeting. 

We would like to clarify some statements that were made at the meeting: 

• Jurupa Community Services District does not receive Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD) water through the City of Riverside. We are 100% dependent on local 
groundwater sources. 

• All of our wastewater is not treated by the City of Riverside. The District 
discharges wastewater to 1) The City of Riverside Treatment Plant, 2) the Inland 
Brine Line; and 3) Western Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority. 

As always, we look forward to working with you on upcoming projects and invite you to 
call if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

General Manager 

c.c. JCSD Board of Directors 
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Comment Letter J: Eldon Horst, Jurupa Community Services District 

Response to Comment J-1 

Thank you for your comments and additional information regarding the Jurupa Community 

Services District and both water supplies and waste treatment; they have become part of the 

project record. Please also see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

  



Laura Roughton, Mayor. Verne Lauritzen, Mayor Pro Tern. Micheal Goodland, 
Council Member. Frank Johnston, Council Member. Brad Hancock, Council Member 

September 28,2011 

George Hanson, General Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Re: Public Records Act Request re Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

This letter constitutes a request to inspect and obtain copies of the docWllents specified 
here pursuant to the Califomia Public Records Act, California Govemment Code sections 
6250, et. seq. This request is made by the undersigned on behalf of the City of Jurupa 
Valley, and peliain to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the Riverside 
Transmission Reliability Project (the "Project"). The documents to which tlris reqnest 
pertains are identified as follows: 

I. Documents relevant to the "Project Altematives" analyzed in the DEIR. 

2. Documents relevant to the quantification of the current and future anticipated 
energy needs ofthe City of Riverside. 

3. Documents relevant to any existing and/or proposed electricity generation 
facilities within the City of Riverside. 

4. Documents relevant to any electricity energy conservation plans or 
requirements within the City of Riverside. 

5. Any and all agreements with SCE relating to the Project. 

6. Any and all agreements with consultants retained by the City for the Project. 

7. Documents relevant to any and all analysis of the "Eastem Route" referenced 
in theDEIR. 



8. Documents relevant to any and all analysis of the "Underground 230 kV 
Transmission Line" referenced in Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR. 

9. Documents relevant to the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District's analysis of the "Eastern Route" referenced in the 
DEIR. 

10. Documents relevant to the "June 2006 Siting Study" for the Project referenced 
in theDEIR. 

11. Information relating to intercOlmection with other electric utility providers. 

12. Copies of contracts with power providers to the City. 

13. Any and all relevant reports, papers, correspondence and similar produced by 
consultants, RPU staff or the City of Riverside staff. 

Please advise me of the time and date when I may inspect and arrange to obtain copies of 
the above identified public records at the Riverside Public Utilities offices or at any other 
location which you identify at which that process may occur. 

~yyours, 

~ 
. oy Stephenson, PE 

City of Jumpa Valley 
City Engineer 

cc; City Manager, Steve Harding 
Assistant City Manager, George Wentz 
City Attorney, Peter Thorson 

8304 Limonite Avenue. Suite M . IurtlDa Valley. CA 92509-5183. (951) 332-6464 

www.jurupavalIey.org 



City of Jurupa Valley 
Laura Roughton, Mayor. Verne Lauritzen, Mayor Pro Tern. Micheal Goodland, 

Council Member. Frank Johnston, Council Member. Brad Hancock, Council Member 

October 17,2011 

George Hanson, General Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
390 I Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

"On September 28, 2011, the City of Jurupa Valley sent to the Riverside Public Utilities a 
request for inspection and of documents under the Public Records Act, Gov!. Code 
Section 6250 et seq. Attached is a copy of that letter. 

Under Govt. Code Section 6253(c), Riverside Public Utilities is required to "promptly 
notify the person making the request" within 10 days from the receipt of that request, and 
allowing for the inspection of responsive documents. To date, the City has not received 
any response. We request your immediate notification of when we can inspect those 
responsive documents. 

We thank you for your anticipated prompt response. 

k:?-~~ ~- ====-------
/tStePhenson, P.E. 

City Engineer 

cc: City Manager, Steve Harding 
Ass!. City Manager, George Wentz 
City Attorney, Peter Thorson 

RS:tr 

8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite M, Jurupa Valley, CA 92509-5183, (951) 332-6464 
www.jurupavalley.org 
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Comment Letter K: Roy Stephenson, P.E., City of Jurupa Valley (September 28, 
2011) 

Roy Stephenson, P.E., City of Jurupa Valley (October 17, 2011) 

Roy Stephenson, P.E., City of Jurupa Valley (November 14, 2011) 

These letters contained public records requests for Proposed Project documents and do not 

present any comments requiring a response in this FEIR. The City of Riverside responded in a 

timely manner to make all documents available as requested. As such, no response is provided, 

as described in Master Response #1 regarding non-environmental issues. 
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Comment Letter L: Jensen Uchida, California Public Utilities Commission 

Response to Comment L-1 

This letter consisted of a request for information, and confirms the CPUC‘s role as a CEQA 

responsible agency for the Project‘s environmental review. The City of Riverside provided the 

CPUC with an unabridged copy of the confidential Cultural Resources Technical Report, as 

requested, following verification of archaeological credentials to ensure that confidential 

information was released only to authorized individuals, pursuant to federal and State law. No 

comments were provided. 

 

  



Jurupa Area 
Recreation and Park District 

4810 Pedley Road + Riven;ide, CA 92509 + (951) 361-2090 + Fax (951) 361-2095 

www.jarpcLorg 

CITY OF RIVERSIDE 
ATT: GEORGE HANSON, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

RE: RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 
COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Mr. Hanson: 

November 18, 20 II 

The Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District, JARPD, Board of Directors and staff have 
reviewed the State Clearinghouse Project No. 2007011113 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. It is our understanding that the project is 
proposing for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new approximately lO-mile 
double-circuit 230 kV overhead transmission line, two new 230 kV substations and five new 69 
kV transmission lines which are approximately II miles in length. It is also our understanding 
that the report provided to the Jurupa Park District also indicates that portions of the proposed 
project are planned for and within the Jurisdictional Boundary Lines of the Jurupa Area 
Recreation and Park District. It is the duty and in the best interest of the citizens of the Jurupa 
Valley to inform its residents that the project does have an adverse impact and affects the 
residents and the visitors to Park District faci lities and of its future planning for recreational 
activities, programs and facilities. It is also our understanding that the time period for which to 
comment on this subject has been extended to November 30, 20 I I. 

At a regular meeting, on September 6, 2011 , of the Board of Directors of the Jurupa Area 
Recreation and Park District, Resolution No. 2011-20 was unanimously passed in opposition of 
the proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. The report has also previously been 
reviewed in both Study Sessions and Regular meetings of the JARPD Board of Directors on 
August II, August 29 and September 6, of 20 II. It is the opinion of the Board and staff that the 
DEIR fails to identifY the Land Use and Planning Efforts of the Jurupa Valley as is now being 
reviewed by the City of Jurupa Valley, the JARPD and the County of Riverside. The I-IS 
Corridor and the Vernola Market Place Development are not identified as viable community 
projects for the Jurupa Valley and are clearly dismissed. A financial impact clearly is not 
recognized at all within the RTRP. In essence, the I-IS Corridor is simply a directional conduit 
for which to construct the RTRP. 

Board o f Directors 
Stephen Anderson .:. Brad Hancock .:. Robert M. Hernandez .:. Richard Lynch .:. Richard Marcher 

General Manager 
Dan Rodriguez 

Office Manager 
Emelyn Whittemore 
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COMMENTS - RTRP 
November 18,20 II 
Page 2 

The JARPD has a CFD that is one of the primary funding mechanisms to what is known as 
Vernola Park. The number of future housing units to the 1-15 corridor are to be diminished if the 
RTRP is to be set in place and consequently reducing the CFD revenue to effectively maintain 
and operate the park. The lines must be 50 feet from the freeway as required by Cal-Trans and an 
additional 50 feet from the housing units. The RTRP places a major defect in the housing plan by 
proposing that the power lines themselves add 50 feet of clear space. Thus, building space will 
be cut a minimum of 150 feet along the Western boundary. Similar cutting will occur along 
limonite (Southern boundary) approximately a quarter of the way over to the center of Veronla 
Market Place parking lot. The previous maps showed the lines cutting West on Bellegrave to 
avoid the ' hill ' built to accommodate the I-IS overpass. The RTRP forces the issue of the 
existing development plan to be redone. This causes a major concern and burden that is to be 
borne by the City of Jurupa Valley, JARPD and the development community. 

The JARPD is minimally considered in the RTRP and disregards the future planning efforts of 
the Park District. The RTRP must incorporate adopted land uses of the community for Trails and 
Open Spaces by JARPD. The JARPD has an adopted Trails Master Plan which has not been 
recognized within the RTRP. An approved negotiation package for park land identifies a ten acre 
block of land at the intersection of 68'h and Dana Streets which is now soured because of the 
proposed RTRP. According to the proposed RTRP, the land is now identified with two major 
towers that bifurcate the planned future park land and grossly impacts and limits community 
design for a park. This proposal will grossly decrease the property usefulness and its potential for 
adequate revenues to JARPD. With the mentioned comments, the DElR is deficient in outlining 
the impacts to parks, recreation, open space and trails. 

It is further noted that no mention of a study to discuss the effects of EMF's have been conducted. 
In many communities, this is a standard process and should not be ignored by the RTRP. No 
mention of affects to children and animals are included in the DEIR. Further, the residents of the 
Jurupa Valley will receive no benefit from the RTRP. The proposed RTRP will have a 
significant lesser impact if it utilizes the 'eastern route' through Riverside, (the Beneficiary), 
versus conveniently trying to justify use of properties of its neighboring communities, cities and 
districts. 

If you have any questions regarding this communique, please feel free to contact my office at 
anytime. 

Sincerely, 

J9~ /Ze~ 
DAN RODRIGUEZ, General Mllnager 
Jurupa area Recreation and Park District 

Attachment: 

XC: 

JARPD Board of Directors Resolution No. 2011-20 dated September 6, 20 II 

Board of Directors - JARPD 
City of Jurupa Valley 
Jurupa Unified School District 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2011- 20 

A RESOLUTION OF. THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE JURUPA AREA 
RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT OPPOSING ELEMENTS OF THE AGENCY 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY & NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON'S AND 
THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT (RTRP) 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District have 
Received a Copy of the Agency Notice of Availability & Notice of Completion of 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for Southern California Edison'S and the City of 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP), AND 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors has reviewed the RTRP at a Public Meetings on 
August 11,20 II, August 29,20 II and September 6,20 II to review the RTRP in a 
Public Forum and to obtain comments from for the General Public, AND 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors acknowledges the requirement to return comment to 
the City of Riverside Public Utilities Department as part of the Agency Review 
Process by Friday, September 30, 20 II, AND 

WHEREAS, the Board of directors has noted that the project will have an adverse effect to 
the environment and a direct impact to the planning efforts for park and recreational 
facilities, AND 

WHEREAS, Board of Directors has, on September 6,20 II and by Roll Call vote taken a 
position in opposition of the RTRP and with this Resolution will notify all Local and 
State Organizations of their concerns. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOL VED THAT THE Board ofDIRECTORS OF THE 
JURUPA AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT FINDS 

1. That the RTP has a negative impact to the opportunities available for future 
and present park and recreation purposes for the citizens of the Jurupa Valley 
and adjoining communities. 

2. That the cumulative negative impacts to the environment affect agriculture, 
recreational facilities, water quality improvements projects and negatively 
visually aesthetic designs. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2011-20 
Page 2 

3. That the proposed project has a negative impact to the future economic 
potential of the 1-15 Corridor and more specific the Vernola Market Place. 

4. That the proposed project has a negative impact to negotiations by and 
between property owners, developers and the Jurupa Area Recreation and 
Park District to obtain park lands necessary to improve the quality oflife 
issues regarding parks, recreation and trails. 

5. That the proposed project will decrease property usefulness, values and 
public revenues. 

6. That the proposed project will have less impact if it utilizes the "eastern 
route" through Riverside, the beneficiary, versus conveniently trying to 
justify use of the properties of its neighboring cities and districts. 

7. That the proposed project will have less negative impact if the transmission 
lines are placed underground. 

Resolution No 2011-20 was Adopted on the 6'h day of September 2011 at 4393 Riverview Drive, 
Jurupa Valley, California, on motion made by Directorffi-'\0\"'.::I)\ ) and seconded by Director 
Lhlj~ e<', . The undersigned, hereby certifies the foregoing Resolution No. 2011-20 was 
duly adopted by the Board of Directors of the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District. 

Following roll call votes: 

Lynch~~\.e Hernandez Pt-IC Anderson ~'-le 
• 

Marcher\?l'-\f Davies f\· .. [C' 

"'7'" ,. ,,1 t / /;' . / 7 /', {' 'I /< 
,/ ./ ./ /17 ?fLf t£~~ / " .R! l"-./ .' L/"/ I v··/ - ' , .. -... r/ 

ROBERT HERNANDEZ, President ,/ / 
Board of Directors / // 
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park Dhtric~ 

ecretary of the Board 

Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District 
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Comment Letter M: Dan Rodriguez, Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District 

Response to Comment M-1 

It is acknowledged that a portion of the Proposed Project would fall within the jurisdictional 

boundary of the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District. The Proposed Project would not 

physically impact existing Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District facilities and would not 

result in any significant and unavoidable impact to Park District facilities (see Section 3.2.14 in 

Chapter 3 of the DEIR in Volume II). Please also see Response to Comment M-3, below. 

 

Response to Comment M-2 

Thank you for your comment regarding the I-15 Corridor and Vernola Marketplace; it has 

become part of the project record. See Master Response #7, regarding social and economic 

impacts, and Master Response #13, regarding data collection. Please also see Response to 

Comment M-3, below, and Master Response #12, which explains why the Project will not result 

in any significant land use impacts. 

 

Response to Comment M-3 

The commenter‘s statement that ―building space will be cut a minimum of 150 feet along the 

Western boundary‖ of future planned housing units at Vernola Park is incorrect. A 100-foot-wide 

easement would be required for the proposed 230 kV transmission line ROW. The easement 

width is dictated by requirements for maintenance and safety, and for the swing of the 

conductors caused by wind (sometimes referred to as ―blowout‖).  

 

The commenter asserts that the Community Facility District (CFD) is a mechanism for the 

generation of funds that can be used to maintain Vernola Park. The City recognizes that this may 

be the case. However, many of the properties within the commenter‘s jurisdiction are currently 

undeveloped, and future development of those properties (if any) is speculative to forecast at this 

time. Moreover, the fees generated for the CFD by any future development improvements would 

be a function of the specific land-use type, size, and development intensity proposed—details 

that are not known and cannot be known today. Accordingly, the potential fees that could be 

generated by that future development, much less the potential impact that the proposed Project 

could have on those financial revenues (if any), are speculative to determine. CEQA does not 

require that lead agencies analyze the financial or economic impacts of their Projects unless 

those impacts result in a direct impact on the physical environment (see CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15145; Master Response #7). Here, the commenter does not provide any substantial 

evidence explaining how the Project might impact any specific housing or other developments, 

nor are any specific developments identified (other than the Vernola Marketplace as discussed 

below). Additionally, the commenter does not point to any substantial evidence explaining why 

it believes that every parcel along the Project alignment must be fully developed in order to 

provide sufficient funding to maintain Vernola Park, nor does the commenter cite to any 

substantial evidence showing that economic impacts (if any) would result in changes to the 

physical environment. Accordingly, the City‘s analysis is fully adequate and no further analysis 

is required. 

 

In addition, the proposed Project would now be re-routed generally adjacent to I-15, behind the 

Vernola Marketplace. Caltrans permits, such as encroachment permits or transportation permits, 

or other conditions would be obtained or met (setback areas) as required. See Response to 
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Comment P-114, along with Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, of the DEIR in Volume II for more 

information about this re-route. Ultimately, no potentially significant impact will result to the 

Vernola Marketplace as set forth in the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment M-4 

Trails were identified from the Jurupa Area Recreation Park District (JARPD) ―Plan Trails and 

Bikeway System‖ map as provided by Frank Guerrero, Assistant to the General Manager. 

Recreational trails were also considered from the Riverside County General Plan (Figure C-7, 

―Trails and Bikeway System‖) and the Jurupa Area Plan (Figure 7, ―Trails and Bikeway 

System‖). These trails are indicated on Table 3.2.14-2 of the DEIR, and potential recreation-

related impacts to trails are discussed on pages 3-310 and 3-311 of the DEIR. Accordingly, the 

land use and trail plans identified by the commenter were fully considered and analyzed in the 

EIR, and the EIR‘s conclusion that no significant impacts will occur from the Project is fully 

supported by substantial evidence in the record.  

 

Analysis of the JARPD future park site (associated with the proposed CV Project) was conducted 

subsequent to the NOP. At that time, the site was under review by Riverside County as Tract No. 

34202 (Amendment No. 2). The Tentative Map proposed at that time depicted single-family 

residences located within the park site identified by the commenter. Accordingly, it is unclear 

what ―package for parkland‖ the commenter is referring to, and no further response can be 

provided. Please also see Master Response #13 regarding data collection. Recreational uses that 

are compatible with the utility ROW and operational criteria, including trails and open space 

uses, are generally permitted within the ROW between tower/pole locations. 

 

Response to Comment M-5 

Contrary to the commenter‘s statement, an EMF study is not a ―standard process.‖ EMF is 

discussed in Master Response #6 and in greater detail in Section 5.3, Electric and Magnetic 

Fields, of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment M-6 

Please see Master Response #14, regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project, and Master 

Response #10b, regarding the ―Eastern Route‖ alternative referenced in the comment. 

 

Response to Comment M-7 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #2 

regarding vague and conclusory comments. Recreational impacts from the RTRP are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.14 of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment M-8 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Cumulative impacts as a 

result of the RTRP are disclosed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR. The only impacts that are 

cumulatively considerable are to air quality and hydrology. The commenter offers no evidence as 

to why it considers there to be cumulative impacts to ―agriculture, recreational facilities, water 

quality improvements projects and negatively visually aesthetic designs.‖ Accordingly, no 

further response is possible. See Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. 
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Response to Comment M-9 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #7 

regarding social and economic impacts. Additionally, please Response to Comment P-114, along 

with Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, of the DEIR in Volume II for information regarding the re-route of 

the Project around the Vernola Marketplace.  

 

Response to Comment M-10 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #2 

regarding vague and conclusory comments. Recreational impacts from the RTRP are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.14 of the DEIR. With respect to impacts on negotiation and financial potential of the 

I-15 corridor, please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment M-11 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #7 

regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment M-12 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response 

#10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment M-13 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response 

#10b regarding the ―Eastern Route‖ alternative and Master Response #10a regarding 

undergrounding referenced in the comment. 

 

Response to Comment M-14 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 
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Comment Letter N: Jensen Uchida, California Public Utilities Commission 

According to the commenter, this comment letter is superseded by the comment received on 

November 29, 2011, which has been designated as ―Comment Letter O‖ below. The comment 

letter dated November 29, 2011 included further comments and did not remove or change 

comments contained in Comment Letter N. Please refer to the Responses to Comment Letter O 

for the responses to the CPUC‘s CEQA comments. 

 

  



1

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Mulligan, Jack M. <jack.mulligan@cpuc.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2011 1:08 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: California Public Utilities Commission's revised comment letter
Attachments: CPUC01-#569617-v1-letter_to.DOC; Master Comments - 111129.docx

To whom it may concern, 
  
Please find the California Public Utilities Commission's revised comment letter and cover letter attached.  These 
documents were also sent to Mr. George Hanson, today, via overnight mail. 
  
Regards, 
 
Jack 
  
Jack Mulligan 
Staff Attorney 
California Public Utilities Commission 
(415)-703-1440 
jm4@cpuc.ca.gov 



569617 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA                                                                                                           EDMUND G. BROWN JR, Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3298 

 
 
 
November 29, 2011      VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL 

Mr. George Hanson 
Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA  92501 

Subject: Revised CPUC Comment Letter Regarding the RTRP Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

The attached letter contains the California Public Utility Commission’s (CPUC’s) 
comments on the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  This letter supersedes the previous comment letter 
sent to you on November 28, 2011.  

Please contact Mr. Jensen Uchida at (415) 703-5484 if you have any questions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jack Mulligan 
Staff Counsel  
 
Attachment 

 

cc:  George Hanson via email at RTRP@riversideca.gov   
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Date: November 29, 2011 

To: Jensen Uchida, California Public Utilities Commission 

From: Jeffrey Smith 

Subject: Review of the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Draft EIR 

On behalf of the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC), RMT, Inc. (RMT) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. This 
memorandum presents comments on the Draft EIR, which RMT recommends that the CPUC provide to 
the Riverside Public Utility (RPU). The public comment period on the Draft EIR ends at 5:00 P.M. on 
Wednesday, November 30, 2011. These comments in this memorandum identify areas of the Draft EIR 
that require clarification and/or present technical inaccuracies. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1. Page ES-2 and Figure ES-1. The figure shows the proposed 230/69 kV transmission line passing 

through Pedley Substation, but Pedley Substation is not listed in the accompanying text 
regarding substations that would require upgrades. Would the project result in the need for 
any upgrades to the Pedley Substation? Chapter 2 states that telecommunication upgrades 
would be required at this substation. 

2. Page ES-3 (Figure ES-1) and throughout most of the figures in the document. Most of the 
figures in the document should be revised to accurately show the boundaries of the City of 
Jurupa Valley. Figure ES-1 also labels the communities of Mira Loma, Glen Avon, Pedley, and 
Rubidoux, but does not indicate that these are not incorporated cities. Clarification of 
incorporated versus unincorporated cities would aid the reader in understanding the 
jurisdictional boundaries of local agencies. 

3. Page ES-9, Aesthetics Impacts. The summary implies that aesthetic impacts are limited to 
recreation users along the Santa Ana River Trail. A more accurate description would be to 
include that these impacts will result in a permanent effect to the users’ experience of the Santa 
Ana River National Recreation Trail, portions of the Santa Ana River Regional Park, the 
Agricultural Park, the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area, future use of Hole Lake as a trail staging 
area, and possibly the Limonite Meadows Park. 

4. Page ES-10, Table ES-2. The entry for hazards and hazardous materials refers to “the airport”. 
For clarity purposes, we recommend that this statement be amended to refer to the Riverside 
Municipal Airport.  

5. The executive summary implies that aesthetic impacts are limited to recreation users along the 
Santa Ana River Trail. A more accurate description would be to conclude that these impacts 
would result in a permanent effect to the users’ experience of the Santa Ana River National 
Recreation Trail, portions of the Santa Ana River Regional Park, the Agricultural Park, the 
Hidden Valley Wildlife Area, future use of Hole Lake as a trail staging area, and possibly the 
Limonite Meadows Park 

CHAPTER 1 – PURPOSE AND NEED 
No comments.  
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CHAPTER 2 – PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
1. Pages 2-27 to 2-31, Areas of Disturbance. The size of the areas of disturbance described in the 

text for locations 1, 5, 9, and 10 do not match Table 2.3-1. Thus, total disturbance area may be 
5.5 acres instead of 5.2 acres.  

2. Pages 2-64 and 2-65, Marshalling Yards. The Draft EIR indicates that there would be 
approximately two temporary marshalling yards that would each be approximately 2 to 
20 acres in size. The Draft EIR fails to indicate the potential locations for these marshalling 
yards, and is excessively vague on the number and size of these temporary yards. Without this 
information, the Draft EIR cannot identify the potential impacts of these marshalling yards.  

3. Pages 2-69 to 2-71, Access Roads and Spur Roads. The Draft EIR does not clearly differentiate 
between existing ROW and new ROW segments for the proposed 230 kV transmission lines. 
The Draft EIR also does not clearly identify the location of the proposed approximately 
7.5 miles of new access roads. Would private property need to be obtained through eminent 
domain to establish new ROW and access roads, and if so, where are these properties located?  

4. Page 2-70. "Wet crossings" and other work in water resources is mentioned, but the biological 
resources section (3.2.4) does not mention any in-stream crossings or work.  

5. Page 2-78, Land Disturbance. The Draft EIR states “69 kV subtransmission lines would be 
constructed within public road ROWs or heavily disturbed areas and are not expected to 
disturb any previously undisturbed areas or unpaved areas.”  While the areas may be 
previously disturbed or paved, it should be assumed that there would be some earthwork 
associated with the installation of the transmission lines including pole placement. This 
disturbance needs to be quantified and carried through the analysis of effects in Section 3. 

6. Page 2-78, Table 2.5-3. This table provides a summary of land disturbance activities for the 
construction of the new 230 kV transmission line, but similar tables are not provided for other 
aspects of the construction process, such as the installation of fiber optic cables, construction of 
new substations, improvements to existing substations, and construction of new 69 kV 
subtransmission lines. The Draft EIR should include either separate tables for each activity or 
one master table summarizing land disturbance activities for the entire project.  

Similarly, the Draft EIR should provide tables summarizing the construction time for each 
project element, the number of construction vehicle trips for each project element, and the 
number of employees and number and type of construction vehicles required for each project 
element. Much of this information is provided in the text, but a set of reference tables would 
greatly improve the clarity of the project description.  

7. Page 2-79, Section 2.5.3. The document specifies that, “approximately 12,090 cubic yards of 
overlying soil will be hauled off-site”. More detail is required regarding the number of truck 
trips associated with the removal or material, the duration and timing when material would be 
removed, and the location where the excess material would be utilized. This additional 
information should be included in the analysis of effects in Section 3, particularly air quality 
and GHG emissions, as well as traffic.  

8. Page 2-85 and Table 2.9-1. Change "waters of the States" to "waters of the U.S.”.  

The Santa Ana River is a navigable river, thus it would seem a permit under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act would be required. If this not the case for the project please explain the 
variance in the text.  
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CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Section 3.2.1 - Aesthetics 
1. Methodology. Draft EIR Section 3.2.1 Aesthetics and Appendix E provide an extensive 

explanation of a process used to evaluate visual resource impacts. The Draft EIR states that this 
process is based on the Bureau of Land Management Visual Resource Management System 
(VRM) and employs a visual contrast rating evaluation. There are a number of technical ways 
in which the impact methodology used varies from the VRM methodology and criteria it 
employs. Most of these are minor variations and are applicable to the project evaluation at 
hand. However, some steps employ criteria and logic that is not contained in the VRM system, 
are difficult to understand, and reflect on the objectivity of the analysis.  

One example of this logic is found in Table 10 of the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical 
Report that summarizes the inventory and analysis of scenic quality and visual integrity 
criteria. “Scenic Quality” attributes are used in the analysis only in relation to natural areas and 
parks while “Visual Integrity” is applied only to developed areas. There are seven factors used 
to evaluate the scenic quality of a landscape in the VRM system. These are land form, 
vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and cultural modifications. They are 
applicable to any characteristic landscape, from natural to developed areas. Visual integrity is 
not a term used in the VRM system. Factoring scenic quality and visual integrity out as 
separate evaluations and then equating them as in Table 16 of the Technical Report and the 
contained impact summary tables does not present a balanced evaluation. Within this context, 
it is difficult to understand why some parks are evaluated based on scenic quality while others 
are considered for visual integrity. It is difficult to understand with five golf courses in the 
study area why any one of them would be rated high in scarcity, rated high in ephemeral and 
non-visual conditions, and given an “A Class”. Given the study area in its entirety, it could be 
argued that the highest level of scarcity and most intact landscape should be reserved for the 
relatively natural landscape of the Santa Ana River Corridor.  

2. Photo Simulations. The purpose of photo simulations is to present a realistic image of pre- and 
post-project conditions. Upon examination, there is an accuracy challenge with using these 
images as photo simulations in the environmental document. It is industry standard to use 
imagery that simulates what the human eye sees, which is an approximately 50mm focal 
length. Traditionally, with an analog camera using 35mm film, a 50-55mm lens is used for 
photos to produce prints that would have no apparent wide angle or telephoto distortion.  

The baseline photos on which the simulations were made are wide-angle images presenting a 
perspective makes the facilities seem further away and smaller than would actually appear as 
viewed by the naked eye.  

Some of the simulations appear to have a distorted image (beyond the wide-angle base photo 
cited above) of the tubular steel poles (TSPs) that misleads the viewer further as to the 
potential impacts. The project description identifies the height of the TSPs to be between 95 
and 170 feet. Figure 3.2.1-14, for example, shows a TSP that, given the single story-residence in 
the image with a roofline approximately 15 feet above grade and at approximately the same 
viewing distance as the TSP, would appear to be about 45 to 60 feet high. 

3. Level of Detail. The mapping and description of the proposed transmission line routes and 
alternatives does not show tower locations nor provide a level of detail that allows field 
evaluation and verification.  
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4. Tower Design. The visual simulations show at least three different tower designs for the 230 
KV transmission line. Where lattice steel towers (LSTs) versus TSPs are to be located is not 
provided. 

5. Page 3-4, Scoping Issues. Three aesthetic scoping issues are not addressed in the Draft EIR. 
These issues include: 

• Consistency with the Riverside County General Plan (see also comment regarding page 3-17) 
• Proposed use of LSTs  versus TSPs 
• Whether proposed towers block views to distant mountains 

 
6. Page 3-17, Riverside General Plan Policies. This section identifies open space and conservation 

policies that affect visual resources. Policy LU 6.2 is specifically noted as not allowing public 
facilities within open space designations. Reference is made to Draft EIR Section 3.2.9 for the 
impact discussion. However, that section addresses only habitat impacts, omitting 
consideration of aesthetic impacts. The analysis is therefore not complete. An impact 
conclusion should be made about the visual effects of the transmission line through the 
General Plan zone relative to the policy. 

7. Pages 3-23 through 3-49, Photo simulations. Some of the simulations appear to have a distorted 
image of the tubular steel poles (TSPs) that misleads the viewer as to the potential impacts. The 
project description identifies the height of the TSPs to be between 95 and 170 feet. Figure 3.2.1-
14, for example, shows a TSP that, given the single story-residence in the image with a roofline 
approximately 15 feet above grade and at approximately the same viewing distance as the TSP, 
would appear to be about 45 to 60 feet high.  

8. Page 3-29, Figure 3.2.1-16, Photo Simulation Viewpoint 4. It is not clear why there are two 
separate lines and LSTs in this simulation. 

9. Page 3-55, 69 kV Transmission Lines. The analysis concludes that aesthetic impacts for all 
segments the subtransmission line sections would be less than significant. There are many 
instances where it may not be possible to substantiate this conclusion. 

The analysis states that there are no highly sensitive areas where 69 kV lines would be “out of 
scale or in contrast with the existing landscape to the extent where the landscape character 
would be substantially degraded, and impacts would be less than significant.” Figure 3.2.1-24, 
one of many figures cited, clearly illustrates proposed TSPs in a residential area that are more 
than three times taller than existing utility service lines. It is difficult to accept the conclusion. 
(Note: Figure 3.2.1-24 shows a distorted scale of the base image of the “proposed project” as 
compared to the “existing conditions” as evidenced by a size comparison of the vegetation 
behind the white-roofed structure (see also comment 2 regarding photo simulations). 

For many streets where the new 69 kV subtransmission line would be located, it is not clear in 
the project description on which side of the street the line is to be placed. It is implied from 
some of the simulations that existing utility lines would be combined with the new line, thus 
avoiding cumulative visual effects and reducing impacts. However, this collocation is not 
called out in the project description nor is it included as a mitigation measure.  

Another potential impact example that is not addressed relates to the relatively tall utility 
poles along Indiana Avenue that already exist for some distance on the south side of the street. 
If the new 69 kV subtransmission line is located on the north side of the street, a visual utility 
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canyon would effectively be created. If this is the case, then an impact determination of less 
than significant is questionable. 

10. Page 3-56, Wilderness Substation. This substation location is common to all alternatives. While 
user sensitivity is identified as high, the aesthetic impacts are described as moderate to less-
than-significant. The analysis states that: “Impacts would be reduced substantially with the 
installation of landscape screening.” However, landscape screening is not referenced in the 
project description or any specific mitigation measure. The conclusion of moderate to less-
than-significant impacts is therefore not valid. 

11. Page 3-57, Light and Glare. The analysis is dedicated to construction lighting. Though lighting 
environmental protection elements (EPEs) are included in the project description, light and 
glare EPEs should be referenced and a determination made that there is no significant impact.  

12. Page 3-57, Significant Unavoidable Impacts / 230 kV Transmission Line. The conclusion 
reached is that a significant visual impact would result from the 230 kV transmission line. 
Proposed EPEs consist solely of using materials and finishes to minimize reflected glare; and 
no other mitigation is proposed. No analysis was conducted nor mitigation proposed 
associated with the structure types, colors, and finishes that could be used to minimize the 
visual impacts relative to the site-specific characteristic landscape setting. An example is 
presented in Figure 3.2.1-23 where a tubular steel tower, if such a tower were technically 
possible in that location, might better mimic the form, scale, and color the palm trees present 
than the lattice tower structure shown in the photo simulation.  

Opportunities to combine or at least coordinate the proposed transmission line with existing 
facilities or to identify types and colors of transmission line structures to reduce visual 
complexity and avoid a cumulative effect of two parallel lines were not considered. Figure 
3.2.1-15 appears to present such a situation. However, Figure 3.2.1-23 illustrates that the 
proposed transmission line would include an underbuild of existing service lines even though 
this action is not included in the project description or as a mitigation measure.  

Section 3.2.2 – Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
1. Page 3-65, City of Riverside General Plan. The Draft EIR states, “The Proposed Project is not 

inconsistent with Agricultural Preservation – Proposition R and Measure C policies identified 
in the Rancho La Sierra Specific Plan.” This statement is made in the regulatory setting section 
of the analysis and should be moved to the impact assessment.  

2. Page 3-67, Environmental Impacts. The Draft EIR states, “from a CEQA perspective, impacts to 
designated Farmland of Local Importance are not considered significant for this Project, and 
consequently, do not require mitigation.” The EIR needs to provide reasoning for why these 
impacts are not significant in order for this statement to be valid.  

3. Page 3-68, Wildlife and Wilderness Substations. The Draft EIR states that the Wildlife and 
Wilderness Substations would be located on land classified as Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and states that the development of these two substations would have no impact 
on agricultural resources. The EIR does not explain why the conversion of land from Farmland 
of Statewide Importance to a utility use would have no impact on agricultural resources. 
Without further explanation, this assertion is invalid.  

4. Page 3-68, Optic Fiber Cable. The Draft EIR does not address the impacts of installation of optic 
fiber cable on agricultural resources.  
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Section 3.2.3 – Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
1. Pages 3-75 and 3-76, References. Check that all cited references appear in the References 

chapter.  CARB 2007 is the source for Table 3.2.3-1 and is cited in the preceding text, but does 
not appear in the References chapter. Similarly, there is a reference for the EPA cited in the 
NOx discussion on page 3-76, but there is no corresponding EPA listing in the References 
chapter.  

2. Pages 3-78 and 3-79, SO2 NAAQS. The 2010 change in SO2 National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) is not reflected in Table 3.2.3-2.   

3. Pages 3-80 and 3-82, Table 3.2.3-3. The entry in Table 3.2.3-3 for attainment designation for 
1-hour O3 does not match the text in the second paragraph on page 3-82.  

4. Pages 3-82 and 3-85, Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology. The Draft EIR uses 
LSTs for sites less than 5 acres in size instead of ISCST3 modeling, as the maximum daily 
disturbance would be less than 5 acres. This is a reasonable assumption; however, the guidance 
does not address linear construction projects as either a typical facility or a facility not covered 
by the approach.  The closest the guidance comes to addressing linear projects is to say that 
planned residential developments are covered. The Draft EIR should provide clear justification 
for using the LST methodology, and explain how this methodology is appropriate for this 
project.  

5. Page 3-83, Tables 3.2.3-5 and 3.2.3-6. Tables 3.2.3-5 and 3.2.3-6 are not introduced in the text. In 
particular, it is confusing why Table 3.2.3-6 is provided, although it becomes clear later on that 
the concentration-based LSTs are necessary because SCREEN3 modeling was ultimately used.  

6. Page 3-85, General Plan Conformance. The explanation of conformance of the project to the 
county and local general plans is weak.  The Draft EIR states that the project is consistent, but 
does not provide an explanation to support this conclusion. Was this conclusion made in a 
separate review?  

7. Page 3-85, LST Compliance. The Draft EIR states in the final paragraph on page 3-85 that the 
project must comply with LSTs, but earlier in report on page 3-82, the Draft EIR stated that use 
of LSTs is voluntary. The Draft EIR should be clear whether the lead agency is requiring the 
use of LST methodology.  

8. Page 3-89, Cumulative Impacts. The conclusions reached in regard to the cumulatively 
considerable criteria pollutant impact question are bizarre. The second paragraph in this 
impact discussion states that the project is consistent with general plans because it complies 
with AQMP requirements. The third paragraph simply assumes significance because there is 
no information that would allow a quantitative conclusion. However, if nearby projects are 
also in compliance with the AQMP, then, by the reasoning provided in the second paragraph, 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant 

9. Page 3-92, Table 3.2.3-15. The table lacks accounting for truck trips associated with delivery of 
material to the site(s) and removal of excess soils. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated 
with truck travel to and from the work sites should be included in the project estimates and 
analysis of impacts. 

10. Page 3-91 and 3-92. The analysis provided only accounts for direct GHG emissions. Indirect 
GHG emissions should also be addressed. 
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Section 3.2.4 – Biological Resources 
1. Pages 2-6, 3-18, 3-205, 3-241, 3-262, 3-301, 3-303, and 3-309. Other resource sections mention 

that the Project will cross the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area, but the biological resources section 
(3.2.4) does not mention this area. 

2. Page 3-96. There is a disconnect between "Links" in the Powers (2010) bio report and 
"segments" in the Draft EIR project description (Chapter 2). Please insert a few sentences or a 
table that equates the links to the corresponding segments, and then discard the reference to 
links. Links that were studied in the Powers bio report but not used in the final project 
description should also be mentioned here as dismissed. 

3. Page 3-97. There is no mention in methods about how jurisdictional water features were 
detected, enumerated, or analyzed. If this entire subject will be deferred to Section 3.2.8 
Hydrology and Water Quality, then state as such. However, some discussion of water 
resources must remain in this biology section. 

4. Pages 3-97 and 3-98. Throughout this section, there is inconsistent use of "sensitive species" and 
"special-status species." The two terms are not synonymous.  

5. Page 3-98, first full paragraph. If the CNDDB was re-queried in 2011, simply cite as such and 
do not revert to citing 2010. 

6. Page 3-98, third paragraph. Doesn't project construction have the potential to indirectly impact 
the habitat through erosion and sedimentation? Perhaps add, or refer to, the mitigation 
measure that implements an effective SWPPP and water quality protection. Refer the reader to 
Section 3.2.8. 

7. Page 3-99, first full paragraph. The meaning of the last sentence is not clear. What does 
"engage" mean? Intersect? 

8. Page 3-101/Figure 3.2.4-1. The habitat mapping figure is too coarse. The display of Criteria 
Cells not part of the project area is unnecessary and makes the alignment too small to view. 
This figure should be broken into at least 2 maps, similar to the Powers bio report ("Sensitive 
Species and Habitat" figures), but even the Powers bio report figures are almost impossible to 
read. This biology section of the Draft EIR has no figure that maps any special-status species 
from the field surveys or queries of the CNDDB. Consider providing two sets of figures:  one 
set that shows mapped vegetation types, Criteria Cells, and sensitive habitats; and another set 
that shows special-status species' occurrences. 

9. Page 3-105, Last full paragraph. Based upon the project description, project construction could 
cause erosion or sedimentation that could indirectly affect aquatic resources (before mitigation, 
such as an effective SWPPP). Is there a sufficient buffer between ground disturbance and 
aquatic resources? 

10. Page 3-106. The phrase "low-flow river limits" is non-standard terminology. Is the term 
supposed to mean Ordinary High Water Mark? Note that while this may delimit federal 
jurisdiction, the State's jurisdiction extends to the outer limit of riparian vegetation (the Stream 
Zone), which may extend well beyond the bank of the river. In general, this Draft EIR bio 
section has an insufficient discussion of the Stream Zone, waters of the State, and waters of the 
US including wetlands. 

11. Page 3-107, Table 3.2.4-1. This table contains the first mention of wetlands. Does this table 
correspond to the habitats mapped in the figure? Please provide greater detail on wetlands.  
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12. Page 3-109 to 3-110/Table. 3.2.4-2. Replace ‘Link’ designations with ‘Segment’ designations to 
conform to the Draft EIR Project Description in Chapter 2. 

13. Page 3-111 through 3-117. An impact determination should be made for each species. For 
several species including: Coastal California gnatcatcher, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, 
Southern grasshopper mouse, Stephen’s kangaroo rat, Northern red-diamond rattlesnake, and 
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail, an impact determination has not been made. 

14. Page 3-114, second full paragraph. Recommend citation of the mammal study.  

15. Page 3-114, third full paragraph. The statement is made that the Northwestern San Diego 
Pocket Mouse has no habitat in the study area, while the impact discussion on Page 3-133 says 
that the species is present along the 230kV transmission line route. 

16. Page 3-115. Define the acronym SKRHCP here, not later on page 3-124. 

The bat discussions provide CEQA significance determinations. The discussions of the other 
species do not give similar determinations. And, while it is largely a style preference, CEQA 
significance determinations are generally not presented in the Environmental Setting. 

The phrase “This would have a determination of less than significant” is vague and should be re-
written. 

Please check/confirm spelling of Crotalus exsul. 

17. Page 3-116. Recommend citation of DSF focused surveys/studies. 

18. Page 3-120, first paragraph. The word "converted" is vague; if the substation is fenced, 
graveled, and paved, state as such. 

19. Page 3-122. The Endangered Species Act and California Endangered Species Act do not 
prohibit the take of candidate species; these species may receive more scrutiny during agency 
review, but they have no legal status. 

There is no mention of the “Stream Zone” and protection of riparian zones in general. 

The applicant or their consultant, not CDFG, provides a description of the resources and 
submits a proposal for protection and mitigation. 

20. Page 3-124, first full paragraph. Second sentence is missing the word "it." 

21. Page 3-124, third full paragraph. This paragraph is contradictory, redundant, and misleading. 
As defined, it appears there are no short-term, direct impacts. Consider removing the impact 
duration from the definition of direct and indirect impacts.  

22. Page 3-125, first full paragraph, fourth sentence. Change "already insignificant impacts" to 
"already mitigated impacts." 

23. Pages 3-125 and 3-126/Table 3.2.4-4. It would be helpful if all vegetation types previously 
tallied are included, even if there are zero acreage impacts.  

Please indicate which of these vegetation community types would require mitigation under the 
HCP. 

24. Pages 3-126 and 3-127/Table 3.2.4-5/BIO-03. This discussion is contradictory. In the beginning it 
states that if special-status species are detected, project relocation will occur. Later it states that 
if owls are found, burrows may destroyed, as well as if rare plants are found, seed will be 
salvaged. This discussion needs to be re-written such that avoidance will be attempted, and 
then if not possible, compensatory mitigation implemented. There is also no mention of 
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generic pre-construction surveys for all special-status species. Thus, the pre-construction 
survey requirement is not adequately defined. Separate generic surveys from protocol/focused 
surveys. Consider splitting into two separate mitigation measures. For plants, mention that 
avoidance and project relocation will be attempted; then salvaging will be attempted. The 
Draft EIR analysis should also consider the option of transplantation.  

Specify that pre-construction surveys will be performed by a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist 
that has any necessary permits and whose qualifications are reviewed by USFWS and CDFG). 

25. Page 3-127, Bio-08. The mitigation measure states “All observed active nests will be avoided in 
compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act…”  The mitigation measure does not 
adequately define how active nests would be observed. Would pre-construction surveys be 
conducted during the nesting season? Consider adding bat species to this discussion and 
change the title to "Avoidance of Active Nests and Roosts." The MBTA is not the only 
applicable law; State laws also protect all bird nests. Re-title and rephrase BIO-08 such that 
both state and federal laws are included. 

26. Page 3-127/Table 3.2.4-5/BIO-06. The requirement for monitoring is vague.  

27. Page 3-127/Table 3.2.4-5/BIO-07. The phrase “The contractor would use overland access that crushes 
vegetation to maintain root structure” is confusing. Is this an alternative to grubbing? 

28. Page 3-128/Table 3.2.4-5/BIO-10. Change title to "Exclude All Construction Activities from 
Water Resources.” Wetlands are not the only sensitive aquatic resource. Again, there is no 
mention of the Stream Zone and the need for a Streambed Alteration Agreement if riparian 
vegetation is impacted.  

The discussion of potential impacts to approx. 0.5 acres of wetlands is unclear. Would the 
impact be temporary, permanent, or would there be no impact (before or after mitigation)? 
This measure currently states that, if impacts to wetlands cannot be avoided, additional 
mitigation would be implemented and Nationwide permitting would occur. As written, it is a 
deferral of analysis of effects and required mitigation.  

This mitigation section must specify steps for compliance with applicable permits (i.e., require 
a formal delineation, obtain Corps concurrence, etc.).  

29. Page 3-128/Table 3.2.4-5/BIO-11. It is unclear what “associated plant communities” refers to. 

30. Page 3-129. Table 3.2.4-2 states that several plant species have a moderate potential to occur in 
the project area. Yet this paragraph states that sensitive plant species are not expected to be 
present or impacted. If no special status plant species will be impacted, why is there a 
mitigation measure (BIO-03) that outlines seed salvage?  

This paragraph also argues that the MSHCP will adequately conserve habitat, but this is only 
true if the project proponent pays mitigation fees for impacts to plant species. Thus, this whole 
discussion is highly contradictory. It may also be a deferral of mitigation. Re-write to explain a 
several-tiered approach. The project will first try to avoid; if avoidance is not possible, then 
seed will be salvaged or plants transplanted; where appropriate, compensatory fees will be 
paid to preserve habitat under the HCP, etc... It is also highly doubtful that a single Project 
Biologist could be qualified as a botanist, a small mammal specialist, an ornithologist, etc.  Pre-
construction surveys must be performed by a qualified botanist. 

The final paragraph states that permanent loss of riparian areas may occur, but in the Project 
Impacts Table 3.2.4-4, it states that there will be zero permanent impacts. "Adjusting field 
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construction limits" is never explained. The construction footprint was already defined as the 
minimum area to build project features - how can the footprint be reduced even further? In 
general, there is a vague promise that all project features will be relocated away from sensitive 
resources, but there is no explanation of how this can be accomplished.   

31. Page 3-130. If riparian habitat is destroyed, a Streambed Alteration Agreement may be 
required. 

Note that MM BIO-09 does not mention anything about the operation and maintenance phase 
of the project. 

32. Page 3-133. There is no discussion of potential impacts to Stephen’s kangaroo rat, a federally 
listed species. Is there a potential impact to the species as a result of the 230kv Transmission 
line? 

33. Page 3-137. What is the total loss of riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural community?   
Does Bio-07 include mitigation for this loss of habitat? 

34. Page 3-138. The phrase "Wetlands of the U.S." is non-standard, and is not used by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers. This terminology is also used on Pages 3-139 and 3-223. Instead use the 
phrase "wetlands or other waters of the U.S.", or better yet, "wetlands and other jurisdictional waters" 
since this section consistently neglects waters of the State, which are different in scope than 
federal waters. 

There are contradictory statements about impacts, or lack of impacts, to jurisdictional water 
resources. It is unclear in the Draft EIR whether up to 0.5 acres of waters would be impacted, 
or that there would be no impacts.  

35. Page 3-139, second paragraph. This paragraph contains the first mention of vernal pools and 
fairy shrimp. It should be discussed earlier. Also remove reference to "riverine." 

An analysis of wetlands is not sufficient; non-wetland jurisdictional waters must be discussed, 
or it must be clarified with a statement that they do not exist within the project area. 

36. Page 3-140. Under the headings 230 kV Substations and 69 kV Substation Upgrades, and 69 kV 
Subtransmission Lines, the analysis refers to wildlife resources and "biological resources", but 
the threshold under consideration is impacts to wetlands and other waters. 

37. Page 3-142. Please state whether or not there are any applicable local or county tree ordinances. 

38. Page 3-142, first full paragraph. Has the Park and Open Space District given their consent? 
Otherwise, this may be a significant conflict. Note also that this conflict would not be avoided 
through a purchase, but mitigated by a purchase. State that the purchase of conservation lands 
elsewhere would compensate for the urbanization effect of the project in the Open Space. 

Section 3.2.5 – Cultural Resources 
1. The cultural resource environmental setting states that paleontological resources are likely to 

be found in geologic units consisting of Older Quaternary Alluvium, which are found along 
both the 69 kV subtransmission line and the 230 kV transmission line route. A figure showing 
the project footprint superimposed on a geologic map would be helpful to include in the 
setting, as it would orient readers to any sensitive units in the project area. 

2. Page 3-158. It is stated that a pedestrian field survey was conducted for the 230kV and 69kV 
transmission line routes. Was a pedestrian field survey also conducted for the Wilderness and 
Wildlife substations? 
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3. Page 3-160. The EIR states, “The record searches also indicate that a total of 314 cultural 
resource studies have been conducted within a one-mile radius of various 230kV and 69kV 
routes and substations currently or previously under construction.” Are portions of the project 
currently under construction, or are these different transmission lines and substations?   

4. Page 3-167, Table 3.2.5-2. MM CUL-02 references California Public Resource Code (CPRC) 
Sections 5097.91 and 5097.98 without specifically identifying the procedures outlined in these 
regulations. Impact discussion “d” references CPRC Section 7050.5 (which is actually 
California Health and Safety Code 7050.5), yet this regulation is not included in MM CUL-02. 
For the purposes of clarity and ease of implementation, MM CUL-02 should include all 
applicable regulations, as well as an explanation of the procedures to follow in the event that 
human remains are discovered during project construction.   

5. Page 3-170. The Draft EIR indicates that the 230 kV transmission line would cross in front of 
the Cantu-Galleano Winery. The document states that no visual impact would occur because 
“an existing power transmission line parallel to Wineville Road, on which the property is 
located is directly across the road from the winery and as a result, the visual integrity of the 
resource may already be compromised.” The distance of the proposed line (0.37 miles) and 
buildings surrounding the winery are cited as reasons why there would not be an impact to the 
historical integrity of the Cantu-Galleano Winery. However, the Draft EIR should assess the 
impacts of the existing transmission line and other existing buildings to determine the site’s 
existing integrity. The Draft EIR should then analyze whether the scale and scope of the new 
230 kV transmission line would further compromise the integrity of the site.  

6. Mitigation measures CUL-06 through CUL-08 address the recovery, cataloging, 
documentation, reporting, and curation of any fossils that may be discovered during the 
course of project construction. These mitigation measures indicate that the donation of 
resources be accompanied by financial support, but the measures do not identify the source of 
such financial support. These mitigation measures need to be amended to clarify the source of 
the financial support.  

7. Environmental Protection Element (EPE) CUL-05 indicates that an Unanticipated Cultural 
Resources Discovery Plan would detail procedures for “avoidance and mitigative data 
recovery” for cultural resources. However, no measures or language similar to that included in 
mitigation measures CUL-06 through CUL-08 regarding paleontological resources are 
specified in the Draft EIR that would similarly mitigate cultural resource impacts.  

Section 3.2.6 – Geology and Soils 
1. Page 3-179. The environmental setting section includes a very brief overview of regional 

geology and the project area’s susceptibility to geologic hazards, in particular, seismic hazards. 
However, the section only addresses some of the background conditions in the project area and 
region, and defers discussion of other conditions until the impacts analysis. As an alternative 
to this approach, and to provide an appropriate baseline against which post-project conditions 
can be compared, the Draft EIR should include a more robust geology and soils setting, one 
that is organized in parallel with the issues discussed in the impacts section. Topics to discuss 
include:  regional geology (surface and subsurface), seismic hazards, secondary seismic 
hazards (i.e., liquefaction, lateral spreading), landslide hazards, and soils-related hazards, 
including expansive soils, erosion, and subsidence. Information from the Earth Resources 
Technical Report should be cited appropriately, as should any other map or literature sources 
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that were consulted during preparation of the section. Soils information should be obtained 
from the applicable U.S. Department of Agriculture/Natural Resource Conservation Service 
(USDA/NCRS) soil survey(s), and information regarding specific soil types and properties 
should be presented in the setting section at a sufficient level of detail to support any soils-
related impact determinations. Information on site geology should be obtained from the 
applicable geologic map(s) and described in as much detail as necessary in the setting. Figures 
showing the project footprint superimposed on soils and geologic maps and indicating any 
potentially hazardous conditions would also be helpful to include the in the setting, as they 
would orient readers to any site-specific hazards in the project area.  

2. Page 3-180, Impact a). The Draft EIR states that that potentially significant liquefaction and 
slope stability hazards are present in several portions of the project area and could affect the 
proposed 230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission line facilities, as well as the 
existing and proposed substations. It concludes that impacts would be less than significant 
with incorporation of the recommendations from a site-specific geotechnical investigation; yet, 
the impact is ultimately determined to be less than significant. As the discussion is currently 
written, there is an implied commitment on the part of the City and Southern California Edison 
(SCE) to comply with the recommendations of the geotechnical study, but no specific and 
enforceable mechanism is required to be put in place to ensure that this commitment will be 
carried out by either party after the project is approved. This approach is confusing given the 
clearly defined assessment methodology that was laid out in Section 3.1.2. To remedy this 
issue, the Draft EIR should present implementation of the geotechnical investigation and 
preparation of the geotechnical report as a standard practice that has been incorporated into 
the project in order to reduce or avoid impacts, making it an Environmental Protection 
Element (EPE). If this is not a standard practice, then it should be presented as mitigation that 
serves to reduce adverse effects, and, accordingly, the impact determination should be 
modified from less than significant to less than significant with mitigation.  

3. Page 3-181, Impact b). There is no discussion included of ground disturbance associated with 
distribution line relocation. Identify the EPE’s that would be included to reduce soil erosion or 
loss of topsoil associated with this activity. This section should also include analysis related to 
soil erodibility, based upon the soil units present within the project area. The Earth Resources 
Technical Report included in Appendix B does not identify soils within the project site. No 
assessment of soils or potential erodibility can be made from the information provided. 

4. Page 3-181, Impact b). The Draft EIR states that a number of proposed project features would 
reduce the potential for erosion and topsoil loss from access road development. A number of 
construction-related activities and proposed features are listed that would reduce erosion 
during project construction and operation. Although most of the activities and features 
mentioned would certainly reduce the potential for erosion at some level (e.g., rehabilitation of 
roads and installation of drainage structures and retaining walls), at least one item on the list – 
grading – could potentially increase rather than decrease the level of erosion and topsoil loss. 
Site grading would result in large accumulations of loose soil that, if not properly stored or 
treated, could migrate into nearby water bodies via surface runoff. Since the project involves 
more than one acre of ground disturbance and will require implementation of a project-specific 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), reference should be made to the best 
management practices under the SWPPP that would be specifically designed to control erosion 
during the construction phase. All earth-disturbing activities, including those related to 
rehabilitation of the access roads and construction of the transmission line structures, 
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substations, and other features, will be subject to the measures contained in the SWPPP. 
Compliance with the SWPPP for all construction-related activities reduces the project’s 
potential for construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts and further substantiates 
a less than significant impact determination.  

Given the clearly defined assessment methodology that was laid out in Section 3.1.2, the Draft 
EIR should present the SWPPP as a standard practice that has been incorporated into the 
project in order to reduce or avoid impacts, making it an EPE. Since the SWPPP is directly 
relevant to the impacts discussed in the hydrology and water quality section, full discussion of 
the SWPPP EPE can be deferred until that section and can just be cross-referenced in the 
geology and soils section. 

5. Page 3-181, Impact C. The Draft EIR states that most of the transmission and substransmission 
routes would be located on Pleistocene-age alluvium and away from steep slopes, except along 
portions of the Santa Ana River. This is the first point in the section where geologic units are 
discussed. Because there is no prior discussion regarding the stability of Pleistocene-aged 
alluvium or other units in the project area, the Draft EIR provides no basis for determining the 
level of risk posed to the project by unstable geologic units. At the very least, this discussion 
should be supported by detailed characterizations of each geologic unit in the project area and 
perhaps a figure showing the project footprint superimposed on a geologic base map. To assess 
risks due to unstable soils, detailed soil characterizations and an accompanying map should be 
included for relevant soil units in the project area, based on information from the applicable 
USDA/NCRS soil survey(s). As noted in a previous comment, this information is best 
presented in the setting section, as it would provide an appropriate baseline against which 
post-project conditions can be compared.  

Existing setting information about the underlying geology in the area of the proposed Wildlife 
and Wilderness Substations and along the Santa Ana River should be augmented with site-
specific soils information, unless, as is currently implied, the proposed project structures in 
those areas would be constructed only on exposed bedrock. The impact discussion should be 
further expanded to discuss all of the components of the proposed project and should refer 
back to the initial characterizations of site soils and geologic units in the setting to substantiate 
the overall impact determination.  

Given the Draft EIR’s acknowledgement in impact discussion “a” that potential liquefaction 
and slope stability hazards are present in several portions of the project area, it is 
recommended that the preparer revisit the previous impact discussion and incorporate the 
same information and conclusions into impact discussion “c”. As was also noted for impact 
discussion “a” above, the discussion for impact “c” concludes that impacts would be less than 
significant with incorporation of the recommendations from a site-specific geotechnical 
investigation; yet, the impact is ultimately determined to be less than significant. As written, 
there is an implied commitment on the part of the City and SCE to comply with the 
recommendations of the geotechnical study, but no specific and enforceable mechanism is 
required to be put in place to ensure that this commitment will be carried out by either party 
after project approval. This approach is confusing given the clearly defined assessment 
methodology that was laid out in Section 3.1.2. To remedy this situation, the Draft EIR should 
present t implementation of the geotechnical investigation and preparation of the geotechnical 
report as a standard practice that has been incorporated into and project in order to reduce or 
avoid impacts, making it an EPE. If this is not a standard practice, then it should be presented 
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as mitigation that serves to reduce adverse effects, and, accordingly, the impact determination 
should be modified from less than significant to less than significant with mitigation. 

6. Page 3-182, Impact d). The Draft EIR states that soils are predominantly sandy with no 
expansive soils; thus, no substantial risks to life or property are anticipated. This statement 
appears wholly unsupported and conclusory because there is no prior information in the 
section about specific soil types occurring in the project area or the engineering suitability of 
those soils. At the very least, this discussion should be supported by detailed characterizations 
of each soil unit in the project area and perhaps a figure showing the project footprint 
superimposed on a soils base map. As noted in previous comments, this information is best 
presented in the setting section, as it would provide an appropriate baseline against which 
post-project conditions can be compared. It is generally not necessary to defer the 
characterization of site soils and the identification of potential soils-related hazards to the 
geotechnical investigation because this information is readily available and would likely be 
contained in the applicable soil survey(s) or in survey-derived GIS data. 

Given the clearly defined assessment methodology that was laid out in Section 3.1.2, the Draft 
EIR should present implementation of the geotechnical investigation and preparation of the 
geotechnical report as a standard practice that has been incorporated into and project in order 
to reduce or avoid impacts, making it an EPE. If this is not a standard practice, it should be 
presented as mitigation that serves to reduce adverse effects, and, accordingly, the impact 
determination should be modified from less than significant to less than significant with 
mitigation. 

7. Page 3-182, Significant Unavoidable Impacts. The significant and unavoidable impact 
discussion at the end of the geology and soils section seems unnecessary in light of the 
conclusion that that no significant and unavoidable impacts would occur. While it may be true 
that that a strong seismic event is unavoidable, the project’s incorporation of the design 
recommendations from the site-specific geotechnical study would help limit its exposure to 
strong seismic ground shaking and would reduce any adverse effects to a less than significant 
level. This issue was already addressed under impact discussion “a” and doesn’t need to be 
repeated. 

Section 3.2.7 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
1. Page 3-199, paragraph 4. The final sentence in this paragraph states, “The soil sample results 

and subsequent report confirmed the presence of dioxin/furan congeners in excess of the 
health-based screening level for the planned residential land use.” There are no residential uses 
proposed as part of this project. Please correct the error in this text.  

2. Page 3-201, Impact e). The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line 
would have a significant impact of the Riverside Municipal Airport land use zones, as the 
height of the subtransmission structures would exceed allowable heights. It appears that the 
exact placement of poles and other subtranmission line infrastructure would be determined 
subsequent to the completion of the CEQA process. It is possible that the exact placement of 
these structures could avoid the potentially significant safety hazards associated with 
exceeding these height limits; however, the determination of the impact significance level 
would not be refined until after the CEQA process is complete. Please provide an outline of 
how this issue will be resolved through the CEQA and permitting processes. It is unclear how 
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the Lead Agency can adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the creation of a 
potentially significant and unavoidable safety hazard.  

3. Page 3-201, Impact f). The Draft EIR states that, “No known private airstrips were identified 
within two miles of the Proposed Project area.” Is there a possibility that there are unknown 
private airstrips within two miles of the proposed project area? If not, then please remove the 
word “known” from this sentence, as it creates needless ambiguity.  

Section 3.2.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
1. Page 3-205, Methodology for Resource Inventory and Other Data Collection. The National 

Wetlands Inventory (NWI) was utilized to identify wetlands within the project area. The NWI 
is developed at a scale to be utilized in regional planning, the data is often inaccurate and 
incomplete. The NWI should not be utilized in project planning to determine impacts. A 
wetland delineation utilizing the 1987 Manual and Arid West Regional Supplement is required 
to determine potential impacts. In addition, a delineation would need to be conducted to 
determine the boundaries of, and potential impacts to waters of the state, including riparian 
areas. A determination of impacts to these resources cannot be made accurately utilizing NWI 
data. Because a wetland delineation has not been conducted and the actual boundaries and 
locations of wetlands and other water resources in indeterminate, the analysis associated with 
impacts to wetlands and surface waters in the Draft EIR is invalid. 

2. Page 3-206, Wetlands. Refer to comment 13. A wetland delineation needs to be conducted to 
identify wetland resources and habitats within the project site. 

3. Page 3-213, Hydro-01. In order to determine if a permit is required, a wetland delineation will 
need to be prepared in accordance with USACE minimum standards. Prior to conducting a 
wetland delineation, it cannot be determined that the project avoids wetlands, or that impacts 
would be less than 0.5 acre.  

4. Page 3-221, part (f). A determination of impacts to 404 waters cannot be made because a 
delineation has not been conducted, nor verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
agency that determines jurisdiction over 404 waters. The NWI cannot replace a wetland 
delineation. A wetland delineation needs to be conducted, and this section of the EIR updated 
to reflect the results of the wetland delineation. 

5. Page 3-226, Summary of Impact Determinations. It cannot be determined at this time that 
mitigation is not required. A wetland delineation needs to be conducted, impacts assessed, and 
then the need for mitigation may be determined. Should there be direct impacts to waters of 
the U.S., compensatory mitigation in order to achieve “no net loss” will likely be required 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

Section 3.2.9 – Land Use and Planning 
1. Page 3-239, Local Regulatory Setting. The first paragraph in this section fails to include the 

newly incorporated City of Jurupa Valley among the jurisdictions affected by the proposed 
project.  

2. Page 3-243, Specific Plans. The final sentence in this section states, “County specific plan 
policies applicable to the Proposed Project were not identified.” Why were Riverside County 
specific plan policies not identified? An assessment of compatibility with County specific plan 
policies cannot be made without identifying applicable policies.  
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3. Pages 3-247 and 3-252, Consistency. The Draft EIR appropriately states that the project would 
result in a significant land use impact due to the project’s inconsistency with the RCALUC. 
Please provide an outline of how this issue will be resolved through the CEQA and permitting 
processes. It is unclear how the Lead Agency can adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for a land use incompatibility that could result in an aircraft safety hazard. 

4. Page 3-249, Specific Plans and Neighborhood Plans. The Draft EIR states that city specific plan 
policies and neighborhood plans were not identified. Why were these plans and policies not 
identified? An assessment of compatibility with city specific plan policies and neighborhood 
plans cannot be made without identifying applicable policies.  

5. Land Acquisition. The project description states that land would be required to establish new 
ROW and access roads for the proposed transmission and subtransmission lines, but this issue 
is not addressed in the environmental analysis chapter. The land use discussion should 
identify where lands would need to be acquired for the project, and what the impacts would be 
to acquire these lands.  

3.2.10 – Mineral Resources 
No comments. 

3.2.11 – Noise 
1. Page 3-264, Wildlife and Wilderness Substations. The noise analysis needs to identify what the 

dBA sound levels would be at the edge of the substation properties, as well as at the property 
lines of the nearest residences. The Draft EIR concludes on page 3-271 that the distance to 
residences would attenuate noise impacts, but does not quantify the impacts. 

2. Page 3-264. The Noise Sensitive Receptors section in the environmental setting describes noise-
sensitive land uses, such as schools, nature and wildlife preserves, parks, and open space are 
that are used for recreation, as areas where excessive noise may adversely impact the 
designated use of the land. There is little mention of parks, preserves, or open space areas, 
however, in the analysis discussions for each of the proposed line segments and substations. 
The Draft EIR should not only consider these types of uses if the noise analysis, but also 
receptors such as trail users and people otherwise recreating in public parks who may be 
exposed to excessive construction-related or operational noise.  

3. Page 3-271, Impact a). The Draft EIR does not address the effects of noise from the Wildlife and 
Wilderness Substations on nearby protected habitat.  

3.2.12 – Population and Housing 
1. Page 3-277, Local Regulatory Setting. The Draft EIR states that, “SCE would be responsible for 

acquiring its own ROWs” for the proposed 230 kV transmission line, but does not indicate 
where the new segments of ROW would be located or what private properties would need to 
be acquired in order to create the new ROW.  

3.2.13 – Public Services and Utilities 
1. Page 3-290, Impact e). The Draft EIR states that, “The amount of water required for 

construction of the Proposed Project would be negligible.” The Draft EIR does not quantify the 
amount of water that would be required for dust suppression purposes during construction, 
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particularly during any earth moving activities associated with new access roads, or for 
construction of the two new substations. The Draft EIR needs to quantify all water used during 
construction, and then evaluate whether the project’s water needs would affect existing water 
supplies.  

2. Page 3-291, Impact g). The Draft EIR fails to quantify the volumes of soil, nonhazardous waste, 
and hazardous waste that would be produced during construction. Without quantification of 
volumes of waste, the conclusion that the project would have a less than significant impact on 
solid waste cannot be supported. 

3.2.14 – Recreation 
1. Page 3-297. Figure 3.2.1.4-2 needs to be improved. Because the graphic is confined to an 8.5 x 

11 page, quadrangles representing parks and recreation features in the project vicinity are 
difficult to make out at the current scale, and the labels are very hard to read. 

3.2.15 – Transportation and Traffic 
1. Page 3-313. Under the Setting discussion, the Draft EIR refers to Level of Service (LOS) 

standards on certain roadways. However, there is no mention of the existing calculated LOS on 
the various roadway sections that could be affected by the project construction. It would be 
helpful if the Draft EIR included a table listing the existing LOS on roadways that could have 
traffic lanes closed and/or disrupted by the construction process. This same table should 
include a separate column listing the LOS during the temporary closures.  

2. Page 3-314. To the extent that fixed route bus service operates on roadways that could have 
temporary lane closures, it would also be beneficial to have a bus route map provided in the 
Draft EIR section.  

3. Page 3-315. If there are specific LOS significance criteria, these should be included in the Draft 
EIR and used in the analysis section to calculate project traffic impacts.  

4. Page 3-316. The discussion of operation and maintenance impacts indicates that these activities 
“would not generate substantial vehicle traffic”. The Draft EIR should include an actual 
calculation of the typical daily trips generated by operations and maintenance activities. It is 
expected that the trip numbers are very low, and a calculation would clearly demonstrate the 
minimal effects of project operations and maintenance.  

5. Page 3-316. The 230 kV transmission line construction impacts appear to focus on the Vernola 
Marketplace shopping center area. Are there no other potential impact areas? Also, the Draft 
EIR is not clear regarding the impacts of the 230 kV transmission line construction versus 
construction of the 69 kV subtransmission line. It probably is not necessary to segregate the 
impacts of the two lines, but both lines should at least be mentioned within the context of the 
impact discussion.  

Also, the impact discussion indicates that Environmental Protection Elements (EPE’s) would 
“provide general protection but without specific mitigation, these temporary impacts would be 
significant”. However, it is not clear that these specific mitigation measures are cited in the 
Draft EIR.  

6. Page 3-317. The Draft EIR cites “No Impact” relative to LOS standards. However, there is no 
specific data to support this assertion. On Page 3-313, an LOS table would be helpful in 
identifying affected roadways and the relative impacts of the project construction.  
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7. Page 3-317. There is a reference to less than significant temporary construction impacts at the 
intersections of Wilderness/Jurupa and Van Buren/Jurupa. Assuming that these are the only 
intersections that would be affected by construction, the Draft EIR should clarify this point.  

8. Page 3-317. The Draft EIR indicates that the project’s operation and maintenance activities 
would not result in traffic impacts, as only service vehicles would be involved. It would be 
helpful for the Draft EIR to simply state the number of service vehicle trips that would be 
generated by the project. This would clarify for the reader the magnitude of traffic associated 
with operation and maintenance activities.  

9. Page 3-317. Although the Draft EIR acknowledges that roads may be damaged by heavy 
trucks, there is no specific data to indicate the magnitude of truck traffic relative to background 
traffic flows. It may not be necessary to conduct Traffic Index (TI) calculations on affected 
roadways. However, the Draft EIR should indicate whether the number of heavy trucks would 
represent a minimal increase in truck traffic, and as such, no measurable impacts would be 
expected, if this is indeed the case.  

10. Page 3.317, Impact c). Given that the exact placement of subtransmission line poles and other 
facilities is not yet known, and the fact that the proposed project is inconsistent with RCALUC 
regulations and would exceed various airport-related height limits, the Draft EIR cannot 
support a conclusion that the project would not result in changes in air traffic patterns and air 
traffic safety risks. The analysis indicates that the project would be in compliance with FAA 
height requirements, but ignores the conclusions in the hazards and land use sections 
indicating that the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line would create a significant and 
unavoidable impact to air traffic safety. The conclusion for Impact c) should be revised to state 
that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on air traffic patterns and air 
traffic safety.  

11. Page 3-318, Impact d). The Draft EIR concludes that the project would result in a less than 
significant impact with regard to the creation of substantial hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible use. The proposed 69 kV subtransmission line is incompatible with RCALUC 
regulations and would exceed various airport-related height limits, resulting in an air traffic 
safety hazard. The Draft EIR should therefore be revised to conclude that the project would 
have a significant and unavoidable impact in regard to substantial hazards.  

12. Page 3-320, Simultaneous Construction of the 230 kV Transmission and 69 kV Subtransmission 
Lines. The Draft EIR states that simultaneous construction or construction overlap of the 230 
kV and 69 kV components is “infeasible” due to permitting, procurement, land acquisition, 
agency coordination, mitigation implementation, and possible variance requirements. The 
Draft EIR then addresses the results of simultaneous construction of these two project 
elements. It would seem appropriate, therefore, to change the word “infeasible” to “unlikely”; 
if a simultaneous construction scenario is actually infeasible, then there would be no benefit to 
discussing and analyzing that scenario further.  

13. Page 3-320. The Draft EIR states that the project would not conflict with public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities. However, there are no specific discussions of these alternative modes of 
transportation. The Draft EIR should note which transit route roads would be temporarily 
closed or their capacity reduced, and confirm that public transit would be able to maintain 
service and schedules. Similarly, the Draft EIR should note where bike lanes and/or pedestrian 
facilities would be temporarily closed. 
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3.3 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
1. This section fails to identify the significant and unavoidable air traffic safety impacts described 

in both the hazards and land use section.   

CHAPTER 4 – CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
1. Page 4-16, Noise. The cumulative impacts discussion for noise lacked sufficient detail to arrive 

at a determination of no significant effect. Additional justification should be added.  

2. Page 4-18, Transportation and Traffic. To consider cumulative effects, the effects of other 
projects when combined with this project need to be considered. The analysis only considers 
the effects of this project. From the analysis a determination of no significant effect cannot be 
made, and additional justification is needed. 

CHAPTER 5 – ADDITIONAL TOPICS 
No comments.  

CHAPTER 6 – PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
1. Under CEQA, findings of overriding significance are to explain whether and why mitigation 

measures and project alternatives have been accepted or rejected. The analysis provided in the 
document pertaining to visual resources is not sufficient to do so. The information presented in 
Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report does not 
clearly establish that the proposed transmission line route avoids or substantially reduces any 
potential significant effects, minimizes environmental impacts, and is indeed the 
environmentally superior alternative. Information provided is lacking or is not structured in a 
way that allows a reasonable comparison of the preferred alignment with the alternatives.  

2. Page 6-42, Siting and Routing Alternatives, Limonite Route. This alternative route is missing 
the description of the alternative.  

3. It is concluded in the Draft EIR that impacts to aesthetic resources related to the preferred 230 
kV transmission line route are significant, cannot be mitigated, and will require a finding of 
overriding significance. As such, it is important that the alternatives analysis is sufficient to 
support this conclusion and clearly determine that the proposed transmission line route avoids 
or substantially reduces any potential significant effects, minimizes environmental impacts, 
and is indeed the environmentally superior alternative. The analysis seems to fall short of 
doing so. 

4. Appendix D: Siting Study. The alternatives analysis presented in Appendix D: Siting Study, 
identifies visually sensitive locations, users, and regulatory policies. However, a determination 
was made that visual resources considerations were so widespread that they did not 
significantly contribute to the identification of routing options and were therefore not used in 
the evaluation of alternatives. 

5. Undergrounding Options. A strong justification for not undergrounding sections of the 230 kV 
transmission line is provided. A significant aspect of the justification provided is the potential 
visual effects on existing vegetation due to construction activities, the effects of heat dissipation 
from the line on vegetation post construction, and limits on vegetation over the underground 
line to prevent root intrusion. The alternatives analysis only generically describes visual 
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impacts of undergrounding the transmission line and ultimately cites economics as a 
significant determining factor.  

It is not clear from that analysis if trenching as an underground alternative considered co-use 
of roadways and/or the trail system in the area to avoid impacts on vegetation, or if the 
assumption is that the transmission line ROW for an overhead line would necessarily have to 
be used and be separate from the transportation infrastructure. 

A key justification for not undergrounding all or sections of the transmission line is economics. 
While discussion of project-related economics damage is not required by CEQA, economics are 
often considered if the project causes physical damage. For example, if a roadway project 
eliminates access to a business area, and the resultant loss of taxes would reduce an agency's 
ability to maintain environmental protection, economic impacts would be discussed in an EIR. 
While not required by CEQA, public costs and revenues of a project may be analyzed 
concurrently with environmental review. However, no such concurrent analysis is provided. 

6. Page 6-66, 230 kV Transmission Line Routing – Van Buren Offset. The analysis only broadly 
describes the visual impacts of the Van Buren Offset Route alternative that does not allow a 
true comparison of effects equivalent to that prepared in Appendix B: Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources Technical Report. Further, Table 6.5-1 indicates that the impacts to aesthetics of the No 
Project alternative are “similar” to the Proposed Project. The table also lists impacts associated 
with the Van Buren Alternative as “increased”. It is not clear how these determinations could 
be made given the conclusion in the siting study that visual resources were not used in the 
sensitivity analysis of alternatives. 

7. 69 kV Transmission Lines. The analysis states that there are no highly sensitive areas where 
69 kV lines would be “out of scale or in contrast with the existing landscape to the extent 
where the landscape character would be substantially degraded, and impacts would be less 
than significant.” Figure 3.2.1-24, one of many figures cited, clearly illustrates proposed TSPs in 
a residential area that are more than three times taller than existing utility service lines. It is 
difficult to accept the conclusion. Figure 3.2.1-24 shows a distorted scale of the base image 
between the “proposed project” as compared to the “existing conditions” as evidenced by a 
size comparison of the vegetation behind the white-roofed structure.  

CHAPTER 7 – PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONSULTATION 
No comments.  

CHAPTER 8 – REFERENCES 
No comments.  

CHAPTER 9 – LIST OF PREPARERS 
No comments.  

APPENDIX B – TECHNICAL REPORTS 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report 
1. The introduction to the technical analysis states:  
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“This technical report was developed as a supporting document to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) required under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) for the Proposed Project. It includes analysis of environmental 
impacts associated with both the Proposed Project (sometimes referred to as the 1-15 Route 
or Build Option B) and the 230 kV Van Buren Offset Route alternative (sometimes referred 
to as Build Option A). The report was completed prior to refinement of the Proposed 
Project and may contain outdated component identification information (e.g., segment, 
line, link identifiers) that may differ in description in the DEIR.” 

As noted, the segments and link identifiers are somewhat different than that in the Draft EIR, 
making it difficult to readily confirm how the analysis contained in the Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources Technical Report pertains to the Draft EIR analysis and its conclusions.  

Traffic Technical Report 
2. Pages 28-29, 31. Tables 7 through 9 provide detailed information relative to each construction 

route in terms of whether the line would parallel or cross various roadways. It is not clear, 
however, where the construction would actually close and/or reduce available lanes on these 
roadways.  

3. Pages 37-38. Very detailed construction impact analyses have been distilled into “Sensitivity 
Values”. While these relative impact levels are helpful, it is recommended that specific impact 
locations be cited in terms of roadway closures or disruptions.  

4. Page 39. Table 13 provides a summary of impacts on different roadway classifications and 
alternative transportation facilities, but does not identify specific roads, transit facilities, or bike 
routes. This information is particularly important where certain facilities are identified as 
having “High Sensitivity” impacts.  

5. Page 46. Table 15 summarizes the relative roadway lengths that would experience Low, 
Moderate, and High impacts due to the 230 kV line’s construction. Again, specific roads or 
alternative transportation facilities are not discussed.  

6. Page 46. The discussion of employee trip generation should provide some basis of comparison 
that would clearly show that 117 daily trips would not be measurable when added to major 
routes in the area.  

7. Pages 52-53. Tables 16 and 17 summarize the relative roadway lengths that would experience 
Low, Moderate, and High impacts due to the 69 kV line’s construction. Again, specific roads or 
alternative transportation facilities are not discussed.  

8. Page 53. The 69 kV construction employment would only result in 63 daily trips. The relative 
increases on area roads would be minimal, and this should be stated within the context of 
existing major roadway volumes.  

9. Pages 55-57. The list of recommended specific mitigation measures provides an excellent 
summary of how traffic and alternative transportation facilities are to be maintained. However, 
there are no specific roadways mentioned in this listing.  

10. Page 58. Table 18 provides very specific intersection impact calculations relative to the Wildlife 
and Wilderness Substation construction. These impact calculations are a good example of what 
should be provided for other impacts associated with the 230 kV and 69 kV line construction. 
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Comment Letter O: Jeffrey Smith, RMT, Inc. and Jensen Uchida, California Public 
Utilities Commission 

Response to Comment O-1 

Contrary to the commenters‘ assertion, Chapter 2 of the DEIR does not state that upgrades would 

be required at the Pedley Substation associated with the RTRP. Although the telecommunication 

line would pass through Pedley Substation, no upgrades related to the telecommunication line 

would be required. 

 

Response to Comment O-2 

All maps in the DEIR have been updated, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, to clarify the city 

boundaries in relation to RTRP components.  

 

Response to Comment O-3 

Text in Table ES-2 was revised, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, to reflect impacts on the 

Santa Ana River Trail (SART), Santa Ana River Regional Park, Hidden Valley Wildlife Area, 

future use of Hole Lake, Limonite Meadows Park, and residential areas. Although the text has 

been revised to clarify analysis already provided regarding these impacts, the significance 

conclusion has not changed. 

 

The Agricultural Park site is not a public use recreational park; it is a hazardous waste site (see 

DEIR page 3-199).  

 

Response to Comment O-4 

Due to undergrounding of the 69 kV subtransmission line route near the Riverside Municipal 

Airport, as discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, in Volume II of this FEIR, the row in question 

has been removed from Table ES-2.  

 

Response to Comment O-5 

See Response to Comment O-3. 

 

Response to Comment O-6 

Undergrounding of existing local distribution in locations 9 and 10 has been removed as a 

necessary project feature. Undergrounding of existing distribution lines would not occur in these 

locations. Area of disturbance from undergrounding of existing local distribution has been 

reduced to 3.6 acres. Text in Section 2.3.5 has been updated with the most accurate information, 

as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. As the analysis captured the worst-case scenario, removal of 

these locations and associated reduction in ground disturbance do not result in new or additional 

significant impacts. 

 

Response to Comment O-7 

See Figure 2.5-1 for proposed locations of marshalling yards No. 1 and No. 2. Table 2.5-3 

indicates that marshalling yard No. 1 would be 15 acres and marshalling yard No. 2 would be 

four acres. 
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Text in Section 2.5.2, subheading Marshalling Yards, has been revised, as shown in Volume II of 

this FEIR, to clarify the number and size of the marshalling yards: 

 

Construction of the Proposed Project transmission lines would begin with the 

establishment of approximately two temporary marshalling yards located at strategic 

points along the route. RPU, SCE, or their contractors… 

 

Each yard would be approximately 2 to 20 acres in size, depending on land availability 

and intended use. Yard No. 1 would be 15 acres and yard No. 2 would be 4 acres in size. 

Preparation of the marshalling yards… 

 

Response to Comment O-8 

In response to comments seeking additional details of the Proposed Project design, including the 

location of access roads, Attachment D has been included within this FEIR. This map shows the 

proposed location of the 230 kV transmission line as well as other construction features 

including access roads, tower locations, and pulling and tensioning sites. The environmental 

impacts discussed within Chapter 3 of the DEIR were based on the design and location of the 

Project design features displayed on Attachment D. Private property acquisition to accommodate 

the 230 kV transmission line would be required, and is described on page 2-42 of the DEIR.  
 

With the exception of isolated sections of existing roads, the entire ROW and access roads would 

require new property/easement acquisition. The land disturbance calculations can be found in the 

Land Disturbance Table 2.5-3a in Chapter 2 of the DEIR. Although a preliminary Project layout 

has been developed, exact locations for access roads and spur roads would not be determined 

until final engineering, ROW survey, and environmental review.  

 

Response to Comment O-9 

The Proposed Project has been designed to span and avoid wetlands and riparian areas. Work 

limits for tower construction, tower footprints, and pull and tension sites would be in upland 

locations. Stringing of the conductor pull lines would be completed by helicopter in the vicinity 

of the Santa Ana River, and no entry to the river channel vegetated areas or open water by 

equipment is expected. There is no dredge or fill action expected from construction of the 

Proposed Project. Thus, no direct or indirect impact to wetlands or riparian habitat will occur as a 

result of the Proposed Project. If it is determined during final design of the Project that impacts 

to wetlands or riparian habitat may occur, a habitat assessment will be conducted, and if 

necessary, a formal wetland delineation. If it is determined that impacts to wetlands and/or 

jurisdictional waters cannot be avoided, SCE will consult with the USACE and/or CDFG and 

prepare the necessary permitting documentation. All permit conditions will be followed to ensure 

that impacts remain less than significant (see Hydrology section and mitigation measure 

HYDRO-01 and the Biology section and mitigation measure BIO-10). Neither the Biological 

Resources section nor the Hydrology section discusses in-stream work because none is presented 

as part of the Proposed Project. ―Wet crossings‖ is used as a reference to swales or other areas 

that might have intermittent surface run-off.  

 

Response to Comment O-10 

Table 2.5-3a has been updated, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, in Section 2.5.2 to present 

the expected ground disturbance from the construction of the 69 kV subtransmission line. The 
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information presented in this table was already incorporated into the impact analysis disclosed in 

the DEIR and does not affect the significance determinations made within the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-11 

Table 2.5-5 includes the ground disturbance estimates for the installation of the fiber optic 

cables. As discussed above in response to Comment O-10, ground disturbance estimates for the 

new 69 kV subtransmission lines have been incorporated into Table 2.5-3a. A new table (Table 

2.5-3b) has also been created to display the ground disturbance estimates for the new substations; 

there are no ground disturbing activities associated with the upgrades to the existing 69 kV 

substations. The information presented in these tables was incorporated into the impact analysis 

disclosed in the DEIR and does not affect the significance determinations made within the DEIR. 

 

Tables 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 summarize the vehicles and other equipment that would be required for 

the 230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission line, respectively. Similarly, Table 2.5-

4 summarizes the vehicle and equipment necessary for the fiber optics installations. A new table 

(Table 2.5-2a) that summarizes the new substations has been provided in response to this 

comment.  

 

Response to Comment O-12 

See Response to Comment O-11 above. Clarification of the number of anticipated truck trips has 

been added to Section 2.5.3, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. The information presented was 

incorporated into the impact analysis disclosed in the DEIR, including the air quality analysis, 

and does not affect the significance determinations made within the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-13 

The typographical error in Table 2.9-1 has been corrected as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 

Correction of this typographical error does not change the significance conclusions for the 

analysis. The Proposed Project would fully span the Santa Ana River. No bank or below-bank 

construction would occur. Because of the occurrence of other Waters of the U.S. within the 

Proposed Project corridor, a Section 404 permit is already listed in the table of potential permits 

and approvals. A Section 404 permit for the portion of the route spanning the Santa Ana River is 

not anticipated because there is no dredge or fill action expected from construction of the 

Proposed Project within the area of the Santa Ana River crossing. Please also refer to Response 

to Comment O-9. 

 

Response to Comment O-14 

The scenic quality evaluation, as adapted from the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) methodology, is not applicable to developed landscapes because the 

―cultural modifications‖ key factor evaluates developed features in their entirety as modifications 

to the natural landscape that are often a neutral or detracting feature (-4 score or 0 score on the 

cultural modifications component of the scenic quality evaluation) (please see Bureau of Land 

Management Manual H-8410-1: Visual Resource Inventory, Illustration 2 ―Scenic Quality 

Inventory and Evaluation Chart‖). Applying this key factor to a setting where architectural and 

developed features dominate because the entire landscape is already ―modified‖ allows the 

criteria to be tailored to the setting type. For example, in undeveloped landscapes, ephemeral and 

non-visual conditions such as wildlife sightings, waterfall sounds or other natural sounds or 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-78 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

conditions would be out of place and even disconcerting in a highly developed landscape. 

Conversely, cityscape sounds may positively contribute to a developed setting, but would be out 

of place and detracting in a natural setting. The characteristics of the architectural setting 

(architectural and landscape elements) can be evaluated in and of themselves as a whole rather 

than be compared against an ―intact‖ and ―natural‖ landscape. All archetypical natural Class A 

landscapes (e.g., Grand Canyon, Glacier National Park) evoke specific imagery that is 

completely different than highly organized, unique, or historic developed Class A settings (e.g., 

the Vatican, central Brussels) and warrants a separate, but sometimes similar, set of criteria for 

evaluation. 

 

Regarding golf courses being rated as 2 or 3 in scarcity (on a 1 to 5 scale in the physiographic 

region), these would rate as somewhat distinctive but not unique or rare in the region. A rating of 

4 or 5 would be rare or unique. No golf course was rated over 3 in scarcity. Similarly, only one 

golf course (Paradise Knolls) received a higher rating, with most of the others receiving a 1, 2 or 

3. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect in stating that these were rated ―high.‖ A Class A 

(developed, Visual Integrity) rating does not indicate a level of ―intactness‖ compared to a 

―natural‖ state, but the visual quality of the developed landscape. Evaluation of natural 

landscapes, as the commenter correctly identified as including the Santa Ana River Corridor, 

utilized ―Scenic Quality‖ criteria. Accordingly, the analysis of aesthetic impacts is fully 

consistent with available guidance, and the significance conclusions are supported by substantial 

evidence. 

 

Response to Comment O-15 

The tubular steel pole (TSP) that is closest to the viewer in Figure 3.2.1-14 is approximately 109 

feet tall. The foundation of this TSP is located at the toe slope of the river, which is out of view 

in this photo. The TSP is approximately 500 feet from the viewer, while the single-story 

residence in the foreground is approximately 195 feet from the viewer. While the TSP does seem 

to be fairly close to the same viewing distance as the single-story residence, it is in fact quite a 

bit farther away, thus making it appear shorter. Accordingly, the photos are in proper scale. The 

focal length of the photo used for this simulation was 28mm. Figures 3.2.1-14 and 3.2.1-21 

illustrate significant aesthetic impacts where the 230 kV transmission lines would be visible from 

residential areas, and where worst-case viewing conditions would occur.  

 

VP 4: This simulation consists of two photos that are stitched together. The focal length of both 

photos is 28mm. Using photos that are slightly wider-angled may give the perspective that 

objects are farther away from the viewer; however, proposed towers and poles are accurate in 

height and scale to objects within the photos. The relationship between the size of the photograph 

and the distance of the viewer observing the photograph is a very important aspect of 

representing ―naked eye‖ reality. While the use of 55mm photos would more precisely match the 

human eye in terms of perspective accuracy (25.4° field of view for a 50mm lens vs. 43.8° field 

of view for a 28mm lens) and is more often used as compared to a 28mm lens, the use of a wider 

angle lens is acceptable under industry standards and gives a broader landscape context to the 

image while preserving the height and scale of the Project relative to surrounding features. The 

simulations would need to be held at a specific distance to provide a precise representation of 

what is actually seen by someone with the naked eye, a variable that the Lead Agency has no 

control over (about five to nine inches, depending on the size of the simulation print and the 
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focal length; based on the National Research Council formula shown on page 251 of the 

Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects publication, 2007). 

 

Response to Comment O-16 

In response to comments seeking additional details of the Proposed Project design, including the 

location of access roads, Attachment D has been included with this FEIR. This map shows the 

proposed location of the 230 kV transmission line as well as other construction features, 

including access roads, tower locations, and pulling and tensioning sites, subject to final 

engineering design. The environmental impacts discussed within Chapter 3 of the DEIR were 

based on the design and location of the Project design features displayed on Attachment D. 

CEQA does not require the same level of detail for alternatives in comparison to the Proposed 

Project; therefore, preliminary design mapping has not been provided at the same level of detail 

as the Proposed Project, which includes tower locations and proposed access roads (CEQA 

Guidelines 15126.6(d)). Ultimately, however, the level of detail provided as to the alternatives 

was sufficient to enable meaningful environmental review and comparison of potential impacts 

among alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment O-17 

Figure 2.4-1 shows typical structures that would be utilized for the Proposed Project. Please see 

Attachment D, which illustrates the preliminary design provided by SCE. These maps show the 

locations of the structures, proposed access roads, pulling and tensioning sites, and marshalling 

yards. Exact structure designs and their locations may slightly deviate based on final engineering 

design. The visual simulations provided in the DEIR show lattice steel structures (LSTs) and 

tubular steel poles (TSPs) for the 230 kV Project component based on preliminary engineering 

and structural requirements and location. The LST or TSP structures, however, may be dead-end, 

medium or light angle, or tangent structures that vary in their visual attributes. The configuration 

of the conductor wires on the TSPs may also somewhat different. Preliminary engineering was 

based on conservative estimates regarding structure sizes and heights, and therefore represent the 

worst-case structure size and mass. Figures 3.2.1-14 and 3.2.1-21 illustrate significant aesthetic 

impacts where the 230 kV transmission lines would be visible from residential areas, and where 

worst-case viewing conditions would occur. Please see Table 2.4-1 in Chapter 2 in Volume II of 

this FEIR for additional detail. 

 

Response to Comment O-18 

Consistency with the Riverside County General Plan is included in Chapter 3, pages 3-239 

through 3-243, of the DEIR in Land Use and Planning (also see Response to Comment BBBB-

7).  

 

A plan consistency review was covered in the Land Use section in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. An 

inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal determination, not an 

aesthetic (physical) impact on the environment. Inconsistency with the plan alone does not 

mandate a significant aesthetic impact finding, but may factor into consideration of impact 

significance. Significant impacts are disclosed in the DEIR relative to aesthetics, including urban 

areas (DEIR, Section 3.2.1). However, compliance with C 25.2, LU 13.5, or LU 25.5 was not 

specifically addressed in the DEIR in either the Aesthetics section or Land Use section. Policy 
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JURAP 7.13 compliance was addressed in Land Use (pg. 3-243 of the DEIR). Please see Master 

Response #12 for a consistency analysis regarding agency policies. 

 

The Proposed Project will typically use TSPs for the 230 kV component except in areas where 

long spans or heavy angles are required. The Proposed Project will primarily use TSP structures 

due to several factors: 

 

1) Right-of-way width requirements for TSPs are reduced in urban areas. 

2) TSPs have a much smaller base footprint, which is why more transmission companies 

are considering the use of this type of tower in populated/urban areas, where space is 

more limited.  

3) TSPs are generally considered to be more aesthetically pleasing than lattice steel 

towers (LSTs) because they seem to have a more orderly, architecturally uniform 

structure.  

 

With regards to view blocking, views to the surrounding mountains may potentially be affected 

by the Proposed Project. The blocking of views toward the surrounding mountains is dependent 

of the location and type of structure used (LST vs. TSP), the viewing position, and the line of 

sight to the mountains. There are several hills surrounding the Jurupa Valley, along with the 

Santa Ana Mountains located to the south, and the San Gabriel Mountains located to the north. 

Generally, transmission lines do not tend to block views from specific viewpoints, but rather are 

visible or impede views while not specifically providing an opaque barrier. For example, 

although the conductors (i.e., wires) may be in view within a viewshed towards a mountain 

range, the view would not be blocked, and visibility of the mountains would remain; adverse 

affects would occur, but would not be significant (see significant visual impacts in Section 3.2.1 

of the DEIR). However, there are four locations where structures (i.e., LST or TSP) would 

potentially be in the direct sightline and partially blocking views towards the San Gabriel or 

Santa Ana Mountains from houses: 1) along Rutland Avenue/Bradford Street north of Jurupa 

Ave. directly south of the Santa Ana River; 2) Auld Street/Julian Drive also north of Jurupa 

Ave.; 3) Grulla Court/Viceroy Avenue north of Arlington Ave. on the south side of the Santa 

Ana River; and 4) 68
th

 Street north of the Santa Ana River. The exact location of structures and 

potential line of sight obstruction will not be known until structure spotting and final engineering 

is completed; however, worst-case potential impacts were fully analyzed in the DEIR, as analysis 

was conducted on structures and pole locations as shown on Attachment D to this FEIR. As 

stated in the DEIR, significant impacts on aesthetic resources would occur in these areas due to 

degradation of the scenic vistas of the Santa Ana River corridor and degradation of the visual 

character of the river‘s site and surroundings. The views to the distant mountains contribute to 

the appeal of these views, and effects of potential obscurement of the views to these mountains 

were considered as a worst-case scenario, but it is the vistas of river corridor directly adjacent to 

these observation points that make views scenic. Therefore, the conclusion and disclosure that 

aesthetic impacts in these areas would be significant remains valid because the impact is not 

based on distant mountain view interference, and DEIR recirculation is not required.  

 

Response to Comment O-19 

An amendment to General Plan Policy LU 6.2 was passed by Riverside County, and the revised 

policy language is included on page 3-240 of the DEIR. The Proposed Project was found 

consistent with this policy because, if General Plan Land Use Policy 6.2 and Section 18.2a of 
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Ordinance 348 are consistent, a public utility may be allowed in any zone with an approved 

Public Use Permit. The Proposed Project (230 kV transmission line component) would not be 

subject to such a permit in accordance with GO 131-D, under which any discretionary authority 

exercised by local jurisdictions would be preempted by the CPUC‘s decision on the Project. The 

Proposed Project would traverse lands that fall into Community Development, Rural 

Community, and Open Space-Water designations and, therefore, the Project would be consistent 

with the policy. Please see expanded discussion above in the introduction to Master Response 

#12. 

 

Response to Comment O-20 

See Response to Comment O-15. 

 

Response to Comment O-21 

The preliminary design for the Santa Ana River crossing provided by SCE utilized paired single-

circuit lattice structures (two, side by side, placed on each river bank). However, this design has 

been refined since the publication of the DEIR and is now proposed as a single double-circuit 

lattice structure in order to further reduce impacts. Refer to Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1 in Volume II 

of this FEIR for a simulation (Figure 3.2.1-16) and more detailed discussion of this Proposed 

Project change.  

 

Response to Comment O-22 

Regarding Figure 3.2.1-24, the existing distribution poles and lighting system currently existing 

in the view impose a strong vertical element streetscape, and contribute to the definition of the 

visual character. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the new structures are TSPs and that 

they are more than three times taller than the existing utility service lines. The simulation shows 

both new TSPs and wood pole structures, and the TSP on the left side of the simulation is less 

than two times the height of the existing pole. The spacing of the new TSP structures would be at 

such a distance, typically located only in areas that require more a more robust design, such as at 

angle points, that their increased size relative to the existing poles would not significantly affect 

the viewshed. Typically, the structures would be wood poles in residential areas, as shown by the 

two tangent middleground structures in the simulation. While these structures are significantly 

higher than the existing structures (less than two times the height of the existing structures), the 

materials and presence of the new poles typically located in the same sites as the existing 

structures would be similar to existing vertical, linear streetscape elements already installed, and 

would not strongly contrast with the existing infrastructure. Therefore, the conclusion is the 

same: The existing landscape character would be adversely affected, but impacts would not be 

significant, as stated on page 3-55 of the DEIR. The base photo for this simulation has a focal 

length of 48mm. Contrary to the commenter‘s assertion, the proposed conditions photo relative 

to the existing conditions photo is not distorted; vegetation clearing and trimming was performed 

for this simulation to account for additional ROW clearance required for the Project, which 

illustrates that some vegetation would be smaller in size after the Project is constructed. Also, the 

cobra head lights have been raised in elevation relative to the existing condition in the simulation 

for the new poles. These factors account for the apparent distortion between the two images. The 

new wood poles would be approximately 75 feet tall as compared to the existing poles, which are 

about 40 feet tall. 
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The Proposed Project description has been revised to describe where the 69 kV subtransmission 

line would be located relative to the street and existing distribution lines. In summary, there are 

three locations where the Project would require the construction of a new 69 kV subtransmission 

line on the opposite side of the road where distribution lines or other subtransmission lines are 

located and would remain in place: along Cypress Avenue between Chapel Street and Crest 

Avenue, along Jurupa Avenue between Martha McLean-Anza Narrows Park and Florence Street, 

and along Wilderness Avenue. In these areas, the new subtransmission pole spacing would be 

greater than approximately 150 feet. The distance between these new poles, up to about 300 feet, 

would be substantially greater than the distribution poles on the opposite side of the street, or the 

width of the street diminishes the impacts of the two lines, minimizing the potential transmission 

line ―canyon‖ effect. Section 2.3.2 of the DEIR describes the 69 kV subtransmission line 

construction as occurring either on new poles or underground within a duct bank, or adjacent to 

an existing line on existing or newly replaced poles; these configurations were fully considered 

in the analysis of environmental impacts. Accordingly, and contrary to the comment, the 

collocation was called out in Chapter 2, Proposed Project Description, as described above. 

 

The Indiana Street alignment would replace the existing transmission structures on the south side 

of the road, and would retain the visual character of the area due to the presence of the existing 

transmission line and the similar materials, location, and weak contrasts created by the rebuilt 

structures. Impacts on existing visual quality or character of the site and surroundings would not 

be significant. 

 

Response to Comment O-23 

Landscape screening of the Wilderness Substation is discussed in Chapter 2, page 2-46, of the 

DEIR and is a Project feature. The less-than-significant impact conclusion is thus supported by 

substantial evidence and remains valid. 

 

Response to Comment O-24 

Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, Environmental Impacts criterion d) has been revised, as shown in 

Volume II of this FEIR, to include the following:  

 

―Some minor light and glare would, on occasion, be created for a short time after dusk. 

However, because motorists, residences and other potentially sensitive receptors are not 

nearby, SART use times are during daylight hours, and the additional light would not cause a 

substantial increase in light or glare, the effects on day or nighttime views would also be less 

than significant due to the implementation of EPEs AES-02, AES-03, AES-05, and AES-08 

as described in Table 3.2.1-2 in the DEIR…‖ 

 

Response to Comment O-25 

The term ―underbuild‖ is used to describe a transmission or subtransmission line that is built 

under existing lines, using existing poles or structures as a support. There is no underbuild shown 

in Figure 3.2.1-23 in the DEIR, and the Proposed Project does not include underbuild. 

Consideration of combining the Proposed Project with existing facilities was done, but was 

determined not to be feasible with existing lines in the example cited, due to the voltages of the 

lines. Where tubular steel poles could be used, they were implemented as part of the Proposed 

Project; however, the use of steel lattice towers was necessary in many instances due to 
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engineering constraints of the 230 kV transmission line. Further, a discussion of the use of EPEs 

is present on page 3-58 of the DEIR and includes the lack of other mitigation measures that 

would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.  

 

Response to Comment O-26 

Text in the referenced section has been revised and moved to Section 3.2.2, Environmental 

Impacts, criterion b), as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Because this is an editorial change that 

simply moves information from one location of the EIR to another, this edit does not change the 

overall analysis of the Project‘s potential impacts, and the EIR‘s significance conclusions remain 

accurate. 

 

Response to Comment O-27 

The previous sentence states: ―Based on the CEQA Guidelines, the analysis considers whether 

the Proposed Project would result in impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (hereafter collectively referred to as Farmland).‖ CEQA does 

not include Farmland of Local Importance in its Appendix G checklist. However, for information 

purposes only, if these lands were analyzed for the Proposed Project, 0.5 acre of Farmland of 

Local Importance would be permanently converted as a result of the Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment O-28 

According to the City of Riverside Planning/Property Viewer (accessed March 23, 2012), the 

proposed Wildlife and Wilderness Substation site is located on lands zoned as ―Business and 

Manufacturing Park.‖ In addition, the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), 2004 Riverside County Important Farmland Map, 

classifies the site as Farmland of Statewide Importance. The DOC states that land designated as 

Farmland of Statewide Importance must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at 

some time during the four years prior to the mapping date (2004) in order to meet the 

requirements for this classification. This land, however, has not been under agricultural 

production for at least the City‘s 40-year ownership. Accordingly, the EIR‘s conclusion that no 

significant impact would occur to agricultural land as a result of the Substations‘ development is 

fully supported by substantial evidence. 

 

Response to Comment O-29 

Telecommunication cable installation would occur with transmission line construction, on 

existing structures or underground in a few isolated areas. Installation of a portion of new 

underground fiber optic line would occur adjacent to or within the proposed Wildlife and 

Wilderness Substation site designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance (see Response to 

Comment O-28 above). As previously discussed in this response, the DOC states that land 

designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance must have been used for irrigated agricultural 

production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date (2004) in order to meet 

the requirements for this classification. This land, however, has not been in agricultural 

production for at least the City‘s 40-year ownership. No other portion of the telecommunications 

cable would be installed on any land triggering a significant impact for conversion of agricultural 

resources as designated in the CEQA Guidelines. 
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Response to Comment O-30 

References have been updated, as shown in Chapter 8, Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-31 

Table 3.2.3-2 has been updated with the 75 CFR 35520, June 2, 2010 value of 75 parts per 

billion as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Peak construction emissions for sulfur dioxide would 

be in the range of 0.18% of the regional significance threshold. Updating this table does not alter 

the analysis or results. 

 

Response to Comment O-32 

Text in Section 3.2.3, Impact Assessment, has been corrected to say ―extreme‖ rather than 

―serious,‖ as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Analysis remains the same for this non-

attainment criteria pollutant. 

 

Response to Comment O-33 

The usage of the LST methodology upholds SCAQMD‘s environmental justice programs 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/ej/) and provides a quantitative framework for measurable emissions 

across sensitive receptors. The DEIR described the evaluation criteria, and the analysis followed 

a documented methodology for assessing the Proposed Project‘s Air Quality impacts against 

those criteria established by SCAQMD. No changes were made in the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-34 

Text in Section 3.2.3, Impact Assessment, has been modified to introduce tables appropriately 

and clarify their applicability. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-35 

As described within the DEIR in Section 3.2.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

CEQA criterion a), ―[t]he AQMP for the SCAB sets forth a comprehensive program that will 

lead the SCAB into compliance with all federal and state air quality standards. The AQMP 

control measures and related emission reduction estimates are based upon emissions projections 

for a future development scenario derived from land use, population, and employment 

characteristics defined in consultation with local governments. Accordingly, conformance with 

the AQMP for development projects is determined by demonstrating compliance with local land 

use plans and/or population projections (SCAQMD 1993, Pg 12-3).  

 

―The Proposed Project consists of the construction and operation of transmission and 

subtransmission lines, which are needed to serve the existing and planned electricity needs of the 

City of Riverside. The Proposed Project is consistent with the City of Riverside‘s General Plan 

2025 and the County‘s General Plan 2008 and will not obstruct implementation of the AQMP. 

Impacts are considered less than significant.‖ 

 

Response to Comment O-36 

Methodology in Section 3.2.3, Impact Assessment, Significance Threshold Criteria, has been 

clarified to indicate the Lead Agency‘s voluntary use of the LST approach to analyze localized 

impacts. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ej/
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Response to Comment O-37 

It is unknown if nearby projects are or would be in compliance with AQMP requirements. The 

DEIR states, ―It is too speculative to present an accurate estimate of emissions from all potential 

projects within the Proposed Project area, as specific project information is not available and 

potential construction schedules are likely to change‖ (DEIR page 3-89). Further, ―it can be 

assumed that one or more other projects will be in construction or will start operations and cause 

emissions that exceed regional thresholds for NOx and thus would be considered cumulatively 

significant with those of the Proposed Project‘s construction at some point‖ (DEIR page 3-89). A 

conservative approach was taken in order to capture impacts from a ―worst-case‖ scenario, and 

then potential cumulatively significant impacts were concluded, as appropriate. 

 

Response to Comment O-38 

The Air Quality Technical Report (Section 3.1) in Appendix B of the DEIR indicated that the air 

quality and GHG analysis accounted for haul truck trips as part of construction-related activities. 

Table 3.2.3-15 of the DEIR accounts for all construction-related activities, which included 

construction haul truck trips.  

 

Response to Comment O-39 

Text in Section 3.2.3, Impact Assessment: Greenhouse Gas Emissions criterion a) has been 

revised to address indirect GHG emissions as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. The significance 

determination did not change as compared to what was depicted in the EIR, and thus no 

recirculation of the EIR is required. See Master Response #4. 

 

Response to Comment O-40 

Biological Resources environmental setting and analysis were based upon habitat conservation 

plan areas, vegetation communities, and habitats across the entire Proposed Project area and did 

not indicate any park boundaries. Habitats that would occur within the Hidden Valley Wildlife 

Area were included as part of the analysis. See Figure 3.2.4-1. Parks, recreation, and preservation 

areas are discussed in Section 3.2.14. For clarification, a reference to the Hidden Valley Wildlife 

Area has been added to the description of environmental setting under Biological Resources. 

Analysis is not affected. 

 

Response to Comment O-41 

Links are defined in the text and a footnote at the bottom of Table 3.2.4-2. Links are sections of 

the proposed line that are routed between nodes or common points, and are separate and distinct 

from biological linkages. ―Segment‖ is a general term for any portion of the line distinguished 

for some functional or descriptive purpose. The term segment is used variously in Chapter 2 

(e.g., ―five new 69 kV transmission line segments‖; ―For ease of discussion and clarity, these 

proposed types of construction are described by specific segments‖; ―it is typically installed in 

segments up to 19,000 feet‖; ―The transmission line segment may pose a fire hazard‖). 

Additional clarifications have been added to Section 3.2.4, Methodology for Resource Inventory 

and Other Data Collection, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 
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Response to Comment O-42 

As described in the DEIR, water resources within the Proposed Project study area were 

inventoried and evaluated using GIS data obtained from government agencies, review of relevant 

studies and agency programs, agency consultation, and inspection of resources in the field. 

Jurisdictional waters and the methods used to identify, map, and analyze surface waters 

(including wetlands) are covered in Section 3.2.8. Aquatic habitats are discussed, where relevant, 

throughout Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources. Wetlands within a 2,000-foot habitat analysis 

corridor are listed in Table 3.2.4-1. Text in Section 3.2.4, Methodology for Resource Inventory 

and Other Data Collection, has been amended, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-43 

Clarification of these terms was made to Section 3.2.4, Methodology for Resource Inventory and 

Other Data Collection: Special-Status Species, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-44 

The CNDDB citation date in Section 3.2.4, Methodology for Resource Inventory and Other Data 

Collection, has been updated. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-45 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. The text in Section 3.2.4, 

Critical Habitat, has been modified to reflect implementation of water quality protection 

measures as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. As described there, implementation of a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Program for the Proposed Project (through mitigation measures MM 

GEO-02 and MM HAZ-03) would ensure that runoff, erosion, and sedimentation would not 

indirectly affect Critical Habitat.  

 

Response to Comment O-46 

―Engage‖ has been replaced with ―overlap‖ in Section 3.2.4, Environmental Setting. Revisions 

can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-47 

A more detailed map book indicating habitats and special-status species occurrences within the 

Project area has been provided in Attachment E to this FEIR. Special-status species occurrence 

locations (either based on CNDDB data or data collected for the Proposed Project‘s CEQA 

analysis) are shown. Although habitat was identified for a variety of species (as discussed in the 

DEIR), it should be noted that special-status species occurrence locations were only identified 

for burrowing owl and least Bell‘s vireo.   

 

Response to Comment O-48 

In the project location referenced, the structure would be sited at the edge of a tee box on 

developed ground at the Goose Creek Golf Club. Here construction would occur on the upland 

side of an existing berm; therefore, indirect erosion or sedimentation that could impact aquatic 

resources in or adjacent to the Santa Ana River would be unlikely, even in the absence of BMPs, 

environmental protection measures (see EPE GEO-02 and EPEs under Hydrology), and other 

mitigative elements. As discussed on page 3-139 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project would 
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include setback distances to riparian vegetation of 10 feet for all construction and 30 feet to 

wetland vegetation communities and drainages for refueling, thereby further avoiding direct or 

indirect effects to aquatic resources.  

 

Response to Comment O-49 

The text in Section 3.2.4, Regional Wildlife Movement Corridors, has been clarified. The 

Proposed Project would span the river channel and the riparian zone (entire stream zone). No 

disturbance or impacts would occur in this area. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this 

FEIR. Analysis of water resources is sufficient and complete and may be found in Section 3.2.8. 

 

Response to Comment O-50 

The wetlands in Table 3.2.4-1 are those falling within a 2,000-foot study corridor. Figure 3.2.4-1 

presents the 2,000-foot study corridor used for the proposed 230 kV transmission line. As 

discussed in the text, wetland habitats would not be affected by the Proposed Project. Greater 

details on wetlands were discussed in Section 3.2.8. 

 

Response to Comment O-51 

See Response to Comment O-41. 

 

Response to Comment O-52 

Text in Section 3.2.4, Sensitive Wildlife Species, has been revised to include impact 

determinations for all species regardless of likelihood of occurrence. Revisions can be seen in 

Volume II of this FEIR. Significance conclusions are unaffected. 

 

Response to Comment O-53 

The citation for the mammal study is included on page 3-115of the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-54 

The text states that the northwestern San Diego pocket mouse is present within evaluated 

transmission line corridors, not the Proposed Project‘s route. The text on page 3-114 is correct.  

 

Response to Comment O-55 

The text in Section 3.2.4, Sensitive Wildlife Species: Stephens‘ kangaroo rat, has been corrected. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-56 

Please see Response to Comment O-52.  

 

Response to Comment O-57 

See Response to Comment O-52. The phrase ―this would have a determination of less than 

significant‖ has been revised to provide clarification. 
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Response to Comment O-58 

The text in Section 3.2.4, Sensitive Wildlife Species: northern red-diamond rattlesnake, has been 

corrected. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-59 

The DSF study was cited on page 3-116 of the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-60 

The text in Section 3.2.4, 69 kV and 230 kV Substation Upgrades, has been clarified to state that 

sites with existing substations are fully developed. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this 

FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-61 

The text in Section 3.2.4, Regulatory Setting: California Endangered Species Act, has been 

corrected. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-62 

Effects to riparian habitats and their protection are discussed on pages 3-137, 3-139, 3-140, 3-

143 and 3-144 of the DEIR. Temporary and permanent project disturbances by habitat (including 

riparian zone) are shown in Table 3.2.4.4-4. Emphasis has been added to the text to increase 

clarity. 

 

Response to Comment O-63 

The text that the commenter is referring to is correct in the DEIR. As described there (DEIR page 

3-123), the CDFG ―shall determine whether the activity may substantially adversely affect an 

existing fish and wildlife resource. If the department [CDFG] determines that the activity may 

have that effect, the department shall provide a draft agreement to the entity within 60 days after 

the notification is complete. The draft agreement shall describe the fish and wildlife resources 

that the department has determined the activity may substantially adversely affect and include 

measures to protect those resources‖ (California Fish and Game Code 1603(a)). No changes were 

made to the text. 

 

Response to Comment O-64 

The text in Section 3.2.4, Regulatory Setting: Stephens‘ Kangaroo Rat HCP, has been corrected. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-65 

The paragraph on page 3-124 of the DEIR states, ―Direct and indirect impacts may be either 

long-term (permanent impacts) or short-term (temporary impacts during construction only).‖ 

Therefore, direct, short-term impacts are considered. The paragraph is not contradictory, 

redundant, or misleading. 
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Response to Comment O-66 

The text in Section 3.2.4, Impact Assessment: Mitigation Measures, has been clarified. Revisions 

can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-67 

Table 3.2.4-4 has been revised. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-68 

Adverse impacts to natural communities are not expected. Mitigation measures BIO-01 and -03 

describe the mechanisms for MSHCP compliance related to temporary and permanent impacts to 

natural communities.  

 

Response to Comment O-69 

Text in MM BIO-03 has been clarified by more clearly describing the sequence and requirements 

for focused breeding season and pre-construction surveys; avoidance of direct impacts through 

adjustment or relocation of project structures, access and spur roads, and temporary ground 

disturbance areas; closure or removal of active burrows that are unavoidable; and seed salvage 

from sensitive plant species that cannot be avoided. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this 

FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-70 

The text in MM BIO-03 has been clarified. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-71 

The description of MM BIO-08 has been clarified, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Since 

MM BIO-08 is specific to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (and bats are not birds) and a measure 

(MM BIO-03) already exists for conducting preconstruction surveys for sensitive species, the 

requested language has been added to mitigation measure BIO-03 to provide protection for bats 

as well as birds. 

 

Response to Comment O-72 

The language in this mitigation measure has been approved by the Western Riverside County 

Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) for MSHCP compliance. 

 

Response to Comment O-73 

Grubbing removes plant material; overland travel would not. Text in MM BIO-07 has been 

revised. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-74 

Text in MM BIO-10 has been revised per the comment. All project work would occur outside the 

riparian zone (or ―stream zone‖ as referenced by the commenter). A Streambed Alteration 

Agreement is already noted in mitigation measure BIO-10. Revisions can be seen in Volume II 

of this FEIR. The Proposed Project has been designed to span and avoid wetlands and riparian 

areas. Work limits for tower construction, tower footprints, and pull and tension sites would be in 
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upland locations. Stringing of the conductor pull lines would be completed by helicopter in the 

vicinity of the Santa Ana River, and no entry to the river channel vegetated areas or open water 

by equipment is expected. There is no dredge or fill action expected from construction of the 

Proposed Project. Thus, no direct or indirect impact to wetlands or riparian habitat will occur as a 

result of the Proposed Project. If it is determined during final design of the Project that impacts 

to wetlands or riparian habitat may occur, a habitat assessment will be conducted, and if 

necessary, a formal wetland delineation. If it is determined that impacts to wetlands and/or 

jurisdictional waters cannot be avoided, SCE will consult with the USACE and/or CDFG and 

prepare the necessary permitting documentation. All permit conditions will be followed to ensure 

that impacts remain less than significant (see Hydrology section and mitigation measure 

HYDRO-01 and the Biology section and mitigation measure BIO-10). 

 

Response to Comment O-75 

The 0.5 acre of wetlands analyzed in the text on page 3-138 consists of two distinct areas that fell 

within the boundaries of preliminary project footprints. One of these areas is mapped as a 

wetland but is actually under a parking lot; the second would be elevationally separated from 

project work areas. Details are provided on pages 3-221 and 3-222 of the DEIR. As stated, no 

impacts to wetlands are expected. Text in Section 3.2.8, Environmental Impacts, criterion f), has 

been clarified. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-76 

As described, the Proposed Project would not affect wetlands. If field conditions change 

sufficiently to require impacts to water resources and a resulting discretionary action (regulatory 

agency permit), the environmental analysis as performed in the DEIR would no longer cover the 

Project and additional CEQA review would be required. Therefore, as the Proposed Project 

would not affect wetlands, the steps for compliance with applicable permits have not been 

included. Please refer to Response to Comment O-74. 

 

Response to Comment O-77 

This term refers to plant communities associated with drainages, tributaries, or wetlands, as 

defined in text. 

 

Response to Comment O-78 

As indicated in the DEIR, Table 3.2.4-2 outlined the potential for species to occur within the 

Project area. The text referenced by the commenter does not state ―that sensitive plant species are 

not expected to be present or impacted‖ but rather that the Proposed Project is not expected to 

adversely affect protected plants or their habitats. Occurrence within work areas has a low 

likelihood based on habitats and quality of habitats. Mitigation measure MM BIO-03 provides 

enforceable guidance if a sensitive plant species is detected. 

 

Response to Comment O-79 

The discussion is not contradictory. Protocol level surveys, avoidance, salvage, and an MSHCP 

ITP implementation agreement through specific mitigation measures are all indicated on page 3-

129 of the DEIR. Specifically, the DEIR states:  
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―While the Proposed Project would cross habitats such as grassland, disturbed areas, and 

sage scrub, in accordance with MM BIO-03, preconstruction protocol-level surveys would be 

conducted during the appropriate blooming periods and any listed or sensitive plants would 

be flagged for avoidance by the Project Biologist. Implementation of MMs BIO-05 and BIO-

06 would require workers to be educated on appearance and locations of sensitive or listed 

species to aid in identification, and avoidance would be enforced by the Environmental 

Compliance Monitor. Additionally, the Proposed Project will comply with the MSHCP 

through MM BIO-01, which conserves habitat for sensitive plant species and adequately 

conserves habitat per the MSHCP ITP and Implementation Agreement.‖ 

 

MM BIO-03 addresses preconstruction surveys to ensure avoidance, setting work limits, and 

seed salvage in the event of an unanticipated find of sensitive plants. Protocol-level surveys 

would be, by definition, consistent with resource agency requirements. MM BIO-05 requires a 

WEAP program to include wildlife and vegetation sensitivity. MM BIO-06 calls for 

environmental compliance monitoring coordinated by a responsible Project Biologist. Finally, 

MM BIO-01 stipulates MSHCP compliance and remittance of compensatory fees.  

 

Response to Comment O-80 

Mitigation measures ensure that monitors will be qualified. Text in Table 3.2.4-5 has been 

clarified. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-81 

This EIR provides an assessment of potential environmental impacts associated with the 

Proposed Project and alternatives. The potential impacts were determined based on the 

engineering design, which, in turn, established the anticipated construction activities. Text in 

Section 3.2.4, Environmental Impacts criterion a), has been clarified to describe that final project 

design and adjustment of construction limits would result in no permanent impacts to riparian 

areas. 

 

Please note that all estimates of construction equipment and workforce, land disturbance, 

construction waste, schedules, etc. are based on current engineering data. The DEIR considered 

the impacts of all structure locations and all other temporary and permanent construction impact 

areas as shown in Attachment D to this FEIR. 

 

―Adjusting field construction limits‖ refers to methods by which avoidance measures included 

within the Environmental Protection Elements (EPEs) would be implemented (for example, see 

HYDRO-01). If sensitive resources are present, every effort would be made to adjust 

construction disturbance areas to avoid sensitive resources.  

 

Response to Comment O-82 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Mitigation measure BIO-

10 included mention of a Streambed Alteration Agreement. However, please note that all 

Proposed Project areas are anticipated to be outside the riparian zone. 
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Response to Comment O-83 

SCE would perform routine ROW and access road maintenance as part of Project operations, 

which is conducted on an annual and/or as-needed basis on the 230 kV transmission line portion 

of the Project and Wildlife Substation. ROW and road maintenance includes maintaining a 

vegetation-controlled corridor (to facilitate access and for fire prevention) and repairing and 

smoothing over washouts, eroded areas, and washboard surfaces as needed. ROW and road 

maintenance could include brushing (i.e., trimming or removal of trees and shrubs) 

approximately two to five feet beyond berms or roads‘ edges when necessary to keep vegetation 

from intruding into the roadway. ROW and road maintenance would also include cleaning 

ditches, moving and establishing berms, clearing and making functional drain inlets to culverts, 

repairing culverts, clearing and establishing water bars, and cleaning and repairing over-side 

drains, as well as the repair, replacement and installation of storm water diversion devices on an 

as-needed basis. 

 

Even though RPU is not subject to General Orders, RPU would perform routine ROW tree 

trimming, which is conducted on a bi-annual or as-needed basis, consistent with the requirements 

of GO-95 and GO-165. 

 

Response to Comment O-84 

No impacts to Stephen‘s kangaroo rat are expected because of lack of suitable habitat. No 

conservation habitat is present in the project area. There are no records of occurrence in the 

project area. Stephens‘ kangaroo rat is discussed on pages 3-115, 3-124, and 3-134 of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-85 

As discussed in Section 3.2.4 of the DEIR, final engineering and refining work limits would 

result in avoidance of sensitive natural communities by the Proposed Project, such that no 

permanent impact would occur to sensitive natural communities other than Southern 

Cottonwood/Willow Riparian, which would experience a permanent impact of 0.08 acre. This 

impact would be mitigated by habitat conservation through the MSHCP. Table 3.2.4-5 quantifies 

total potential habitat loss. 

 

Response to Comment O-86 

The terminology in Section 3.2.4, Environmental Impacts, criterion c) and Section 3.2.8, 

Environmental Impacts, criterion h), has been corrected to clarify waters considered. Revisions 

can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-87 

See Response to Comment O-75. Text in Section 3.2.8, Environmental Impacts, criterion f), has 

been clarified. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. No permanent impact to 

jurisdictional waters is anticipated. 

 

Response to Comment O-88 

There are no vernal pools in the Proposed Project area. They are mentioned in the CEQA 

question, so they were covered in the text following. The reference to Riverine areas was 
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removed because it is not relevant to this CEQA threshold. Riverine issues are addressed under 

CEQA criterion f) in Section 3.2.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment O-89 

Non-wetland jurisdictional waters are not expected to be impacted by the Proposed Project. Text 

in Section 3.2.4, Environmental Impacts, criterion c), has been clarified. Revisions can be seen in 

Volume II of this FEIR. See Response to Comment O-9. 

 

Response to Comment O-90 

There are no wetlands or other waters in or in proximity to these Proposed Project elements. The 

text is accurate, but additional clarification has been added to Section 3.2.4, Environmental 

Impacts, criterion c). Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. Please see Response to 

Comment O-75. 

 

Response to Comment O-91 

There are no applicable local tree preservation policies or ordinances. The DEIR states, under 

Section 3.2.4, Environmental Impacts, criterion e), that the Proposed Project would not conflict 

with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 

 

Response to Comment O-92 

Text in Section 3.2.4, Environmental Impacts, criterion e), has been revised to state that conflicts 

with local policies or ordinances would be less than significant with MSHCP compliance. Please 

also see Master Response #12.  

 

Response to Comment O-93 

Please refer to the maps included within the appendices of the Earth Resources Technical Report 

included within Appendix B of the DEIR for a map of the geology within the Proposed Project 

area. 

 

Response to Comment O-94 

A pedestrian survey of the Wildlife substation was completed by POWER Engineers, Inc. in 

2011; a survey of the Wilderness substation was performed by SWCA Environmental 

Consultants, Inc. in 2007 as part of a separate project. Results of these surveys are included in 

the Cultural Resources Technical Report in Appendix B of the DEIR. No archaeological sites 

were identified within the locations. 

 

Response to Comment O-95 

The commenter has misquoted page 3-160 of the DEIR, which does not refer to ―routes and 

substations currently or previously under construction‖ (emphasis added), but rather to ―routes 

and substations currently or previously under consideration‖ (emphasis added). The Proposed 

Project has not been approved. No portions are currently under construction. 

 

Response to Comment O-96 

Text for MM CUL-02 has been clarified. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 
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Response to Comment O-97 

The Cantu-Galleano Winery has been listed as a historic district in the NRHP since 2003. The 

district is along Wineville Road on Mira Avenue and includes eight buildings: 

 

 The original low-scale wood frame winery building (ca. 1900)  

 The large concrete block main winery building (1947-1949) 

 A board and batten barn (ca. 1900) 

 A small wood frame guesthouse (ca. 1930) 

 A wood frame bunkhouse/office (ca. 1920) 

 A concrete block vinegar shed/tank (ca. 1942) 

 A wood frame tasting room/workshop (ca. 1942, remodeled in 1976 and 1980) 

 A wood frame garage (ca. 1942). 

All of these buildings except the tasting room/workshop retain a high level of integrity.  

 

The Cantu/Galleano residence and two smaller homes were excluded from the district due to 

extensive alterations. Also, there are numerous modern storage sheds and garages for the 

winery‘s equipment that do not contribute to the district‘s historic character.  

 

The building complex is bordered on the west and south by a 160-acre parcel of agricultural 

land, but this land is not part of the National Register district. Rather, the area included within 

the boundary of the district totals only 1.8 acres in the northeast corner of the 160-acre parcel, an 

area that includes the eight buildings described above. 

 

The landscaping surrounding the buildings includes a variety of mature trees, lawns, and other 

plantings. Two-lane Wineville Road originally divided two portions of the winery building 

complex, but the road was vacated and realigned to miss this historic buildings. Today, 

Wineville Avenue is a five-lane road on the east side of the district; old Wineville Road serves 

only to provide access to the winery. 

 

Other than the 160 acres of agricultural land, the surrounding landscape has been substantially 

altered in recent years. Interstate 15 is 2,200 feet due west of the district. A Wal-Mart 

Distribution Center is 160 feet north of the district, and a truck parking lot is within 40 feet north 

of the district boundary. Other large warehouse buildings are 785 feet to the northeast, 170 feet 

to the east, 1,070 feet to the southeast, and 2,500 feet to the south, respectively. 

 

Along the southern edge of the agricultural parcel, 2,150 feet south of the district, is the existing 

SCE Mira Loma-Vista #1 transmission line, including a lattice structure. The northern terminus 

of the Proposed Project‘s 230 kV line would tap into the existing Mira Loma-Vista #1 

transmission line at this location and would not require a new lattice structure. 

 

Because of the existing nearby industrial development, the presence of an existing lattice 

structure for the Mira Loma-Vista #1 transmission line, and the fact that the Proposed Project‘s 

230 kV transmission line would use this existing lattice structure rather than a new one, the 
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Proposed Project would have no visual impact on the historic character of the National Register-

listed Cantu-Galleano Winery. 

 

Response to Comment O-98 

The sources of funding support will be either SCE or RPU based on the location of resources 

identified (i.e., in the 69 kV portion of the Proposed Project or the 230 kV portion of the 

Proposed Project). Therefore, Mitigation Measures CUL-06 through CUL-08 are appropriate as 

written and do not need to be amended. 

 

Response to Comment O-99 

MM CUL-05 as presented in the DEIR provides for the discovery of significant fossils. MM 

CUL-08, as revised and shown in Table 3.2.5-2 in Chapter 3 in Volume II of this FEIR, details 

additional information about monitoring and recovery as part of the paleontological mitigation 

program. 

 

Response to Comment O-100 

The ―Environmental Setting‖ subsection of Section 3.2.6 has been updated to include more 

information on regional geology, Proposed Project area geology, soils, and geohazards. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-101 

References have been added to Chapter 8, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-102 

A discussion of soil types and soil properties has been added to the ―Environmental Setting‖ 

subsection of Section 3.2.6, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-103 

Figures showing the Proposed Project area footprint superimposed on soils have been included in 

Section 3.2.6 (Figures 3.2.6-1 and 3.2.6-2), as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. The figures also 

highlight soil units with physical characteristics that may require evaluation as part of the 

geotechnical investigation under mitigation measure MM GEO-1 (Conduct a geotechnical study 

and incorporate recommendations into project design). Additionally, existing maps were 

included within the appendices of the Earth Resources Technical Report (Appendix B of the 

DEIR) that show the Proposed Project components superimposed on geologic units and geologic 

hazards within the Project area.  

 

Response to Comment O-104 

Environmental Protection Elements (EPEs) for geology and soils have been included per the 

CPUC‘s request. Conducting the geotechnical study when the Proposed Project is engineered 

during final design, as included in EPE GEO-1, would provide more accurate results of 

geological and soil conditions for the Project rather than during the EIR process, when the 

Proposed Project has been developed to only a preliminary design level. EPE GEO-1 (Conduct a 

geotechnical study and incorporate recommendations into project design) has been incorporated 

into the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment O-105 

Discussion of the disturbance acreage related to relocation of the distribution lines has been 

added under Section 3.2.6, Environmental Impacts, criterion b). The additional discussion does 

not modify the resulting less than significant impact level and no additional mitigation measures 

are necessary. Environmental Protection Element GEO-2 (development of a project-specific 

construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP]) will be implemented to address 

soil erosion and topsoil loss issues. Soil unit susceptibility to erosion by wind and water are 

identified in text, tables, and figures in Section 3.2.6, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-106 

A construction SWPPP will be prepared for the Proposed Project prior to the start of 

construction. In addition to EPE GEO-2 mentioned above, a reference to EPE HAZ-03 

documenting that a project-specific construction SWPPP would be prepared and implemented 

prior to the start of construction has been added to Section 3.2.6-1, under criterion b) of the 

Environmental Impacts subsection, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. These mitigation 

measures and EPE refer to the same SWPPP. The best management practices (BMPs) have not 

yet been defined to control erosion, since the site-specific SWPPP has not been prepared; 

however, typical BMPs include stabilization measures (e.g., preservation of existing vegetation, 

geotextiles, non-vegetative stabilization methods) for disturbed areas as well as runoff and 

sediment controls, such as straw wattles and silt fencing. A reference to the Construction 

Stormwater Program as noted in Section 3.2.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) is now also 

included. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. The reference to ―grading‖ has been 

removed. 

 

Response to Comment O-107 

See Response to Comment O-106. 

 

Response to Comment O-108 

Using information from the Earth Resources Technical Report, the ―Environmental Setting‖ 

subsection of Section 3.2.6 has been updated, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, to include 

more information on regional geology, Proposed Project area geology, soils and geohazards. The 

Project Area Geology subsection identifies the type of geologic unit (lithology and age) and the 

map unit symbol. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Tables and figures in connection with the soil characteristics and qualitative soil sensitivity 

associated with disturbance are included in Section 3.2.6, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-109 

The proposed Wildlife and Wilderness substations will be developed on ground identified as 

bedrock in the geologic maps used for this analysis. The impacts discussion in Section 3.2.6 in 

Chapter 3 thoroughly analyzes impacts due to both geologic and soils conditions for the entirety 

of both the 230 kV and 69 kV components of the Proposed Project. 

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-97 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment O-110 

Environmental Protection Elements are now included in the Proposed Project, as shown in 

Volume II of this FEIR, for geology and soils (see Table 3.2.6-1). EPE GEO-1 (Conduct a 

geotechnical study and incorporate recommendations into project design) has been incorporated 

into the Proposed Project. See also Response to Comment O-104. 

 

Response to Comment O-111 

A discussion of soil characteristics and potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Project has 

been incorporated in Section 3.2.6, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Tables and figures 

supporting the discussion have been developed and are also included as shown in Volume II of 

this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-112 

Environmental Protection Elements are now included in the Proposed Project, as shown in 

Volume II of this FEIR, for geology and soils (see Table 3.2.6-1). EPE GEO-2 (Conduct a 

geotechnical study and incorporate recommendations into project design) has been incorporated 

into the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment O-113 

This subsection has been removed from the Section 3.2.6. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of 

this FEIR. No significant and unavoidable impacts to geology were identified in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-114 

The soil report cited in the DEIR states, ―The soil sample results and subsequent report 

confirmed the presence of dioxin/furan congeners in excess of the health-based screening level 

for the planned residential land use.‖ There are no residential uses proposed as part of this 

Project. 

 

Response to Comment O-115 

Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment O-116 

No private airstrips were identified within two miles of the Proposed Project area. 

 

Response to Comment O-117 

The commenter incorrectly states that the analysis is invalid. The 0.5 acre of wetlands analyzed 

in the text on page 3-138 of the DEIR consists of two distinct areas that fell within the 

boundaries of preliminary Project footprints. One of these areas is mapped as a wetland but is 

actually under a parking lot; the second would be elevationally separated from Project work 

areas. Details are provided on pages 3-221 and 3-222 of the DEIR. As stated, no impacts to 

wetlands are expected. See response to comment O-9.  

 

Response to Comment O-118 

Please see Response to Comment O-117. 
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Response to Comment O-119 

Please see Response to Comment O-117. 

 

Response to Comment O-120 

Please see Response to Comment O-117. 

 

Response to Comment O-121 

Please see Response to Comment O-117. As no impacts to wetlands are expected, there would be 

no requirement for compensatory mitigation in order to achieve ―no net loss‖ pursuant to Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act. 

 

Response to Comment O-122 

This paragraph in Section 3.2.9, Local Regulatory Setting, has been corrected to include the City 

of Jurupa Valley among the jurisdictions affected by the Proposed Project. Revisions can be seen 

in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-123 

Section 3.2.9, Regulatory Setting, Specific Plans, has been revised to read, ―County-specific plan 

policies were reviewed, and no policies applicable to the Proposed Project were identified.‖ 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. All land use plans were reviewed, and all 

pertinent goals, policies, objectives, and standards were identified and presented in the DEIR 

except as noted in Response to Comment O-18. During the feasibility, siting, and DEIR 

development process, land use plans in the study area of the Proposed Project were 

systematically collected and reviewed for pertinent policies. Pertinent policies identified 

included those policies that, if the Proposed Project was constructed and operated, were 

determined to potentially conflict with ―any land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 

with jurisdiction of the project….adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect.‖ 

 

Response to Comment O-124 

Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment O-125 

There are no City of Riverside Specific Plan policies applicable to the Proposed Project. There 

are no applicable City of Riverside Neighborhood Plans crossed by the proposed 69 kV 

subtransmission lines. 

 

Response to Comment O-126 

The entire ROW and access roads outside of the ROW would require property/easement 

upgrades and/or acquisition. Environmental and land use impacts related to ROW acquisition 

have been fully addressed in their respective resource sections within Chapter 3 of the DEIR 

(e.g., impacts to farmland are addressed in Section 3.2.2; impacts to habitat are addressed in 

Section 3.2.4); and allowable uses within the ROW are described within Chapter 2 of the DEIR. 
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Acquisition of property is not considered an environmental impact in and of itself; rather, the 

DEIR considered the potential environmental impacts as a result of the construction of the 

Project within the ROW and the loss of some uses within the ROW. No dwellings or businesses 

would be displaced during the ROW acquisition process. 

 

The land disturbance calculations can be found in the Table 2.5-3a and Table 2.5-3b in Chapter 

2, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. A preliminary engineered Project layout was developed 

that included exact locations for access roads and spur roads; although final engineering could 

make minor adjustments, these were accounted for by the impact methodology, which included 

potential impacts within a study corridor and did not rely upon only specific or exact structure or 

road access locations. Therefore, minor adjustments in engineering design would not create 

additional or increased adverse impacts.  

 

Response to Comment O-127 

Text in Section 3.2.11, Environmental Setting; Noise Sensitive Receptors, has been clarified. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. As discussed therein, typical audible noise 

levels at the property line from the operation of the substations would range from 45 to 55 

dB(A). 

 

Response to Comment O-128 

Text in Section 3.2.11, Environmental Setting; Noise Sensitive Receptors and Section 3.2.11, 

Environmental Impacts, criterion a), has been clarified to include parks, preserves, and open 

space areas and associated receptors. The clarifying text includes additional discussion of those 

features that were already included in the analysis, and these clarifications do not modify the less 

than significant conclusion. No additional mitigation measures would be required. Revisions can 

be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-129 

Impact a) does address noise from the proposed substations. Text in Section 3.2.11, 

Environmental Impacts, criterion a), has been clarified to make this more apparent and to 

specifically address concerns about noise at habitats and residential areas. As stated there, noise 

levels would not be a significant impact to protected habitat areas around the substations. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-130 

See Response to Comment O-126. 

 

Response to Comment O-131 

No water would be used for dust abatement for the 69 kV portion of the Proposed Project 

because the 69 kV portion is either replacing poles with limited ground disturbance or is in 

existing paved/urban areas. The amount of water that would be used during construction of the 

Proposed Project would vary and is difficult to estimate without the benefit of a soil analyses, 

existing weather conditions at the time of construction, and other unknown factors. However, it 

is estimated that water usage during construction of new access roads and the 230 kV 

transmission line may require 40,000 gallons of water per mile per day. Construction of new or 
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expanded water or wastewater facilities would not be necessary to serve the Proposed Project, 

nor is it expected that new or expanded entitlements will be required. 

 

Response to Comment O-132 

LSTs typically require an excavated hole approximately 3 feet to 5 feet in diameter at 

approximately 20 feet to 45 feet deep; TSPs typically require an excavated hole approximately 3 

feet to 6 feet in diameter at approximately 20 feet to 40 feet deep. The excavated material would 

be distributed at each structure site, used to backfill excavations from the removal of nearby 

structures (if any), or used in the rehabilitation of existing access roads. Alternatively, the 

excavated soil may be disposed of at an off-site disposal facility in accordance with all 

applicable laws. The air quality, greenhouse gas, and traffic analyses in the DEIR assumed that 

haul trips for off-site disposal would occur, and accounted for those trips and emissions in order 

to provide a worst-case scenario analysis. Finally, solid waste resulting from construction of the 

RTRP would represent only a small fraction of the total landfill capacity available in the region 

such that no potentially significant impact would result to waste disposal facilities. 

 

Response to Comment O-133 

Figure 3.2.14-2 is not presented on an 8.5 x 11 page, as the commenter states, but on an 11 x 17 

page, which allows for the display of more detail as the commenter is requesting. No revisions to 

the figure were made.  

 

Response to Comment O-134 

A specific roadway Level of Service (LOS) analysis was only conducted for the Van 

Buren/Jurupa and Wilderness/Jurupa intersections as it relates to construction of the Wildlife and 

Wilderness substations. During initial Project planning, the Wilderness Avenue/Jurupa Avenue 

intersection and the Van Buren Boulevard/Jurupa Avenue intersection were identified by RPU as 

areas of concern for potentially significant traffic impacts based on assumptions of 

hauling/delivery truck and employee vehicle routes to and from the new substation construction 

sites. Hence, RPU determined that a specific LOS analysis was warranted at these two locations 

because they would be the worst-affected locations and any impacts to other areas would 

necessarily be less. Roadways were identified from the sensitivity analysis where temporary lane 

closures would likely occur during construction. The sensitivity analysis, which was described in 

the Traffic Technical Report and added to Section 3.2.15 of the DEIR, took into account all 

roadway types that would be crossed by the Proposed Project (dirt and private roads, collectors, 

arterials, highways, bicycle routes, railroad corridors, public transportation routes, school bus 

routes). A list showing the roadways that would experience temporary lane closures during 

construction is now included in Section 3.2.15, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-135 

Table 5 within the Traffic Technical Report (included in Appendix B of the DEIR) includes bus 

routes within the Proposed Project area. Figure 3.2.15-1 has been added to Section 3.2.15, as 

shown in Volume II of this FEIR, showing the bus routes of the Riverside Transit Agency from 

their January 8, 2012 system map. 
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Response to Comment O-136 

According to the Traffic Technical Report in Appendix B of the DEIR, LOS ―C‖ is the minimum 

acceptable LOS standard for the study area jurisdictions. The traffic study evaluated the potential 

for impacts for major roadways (the study roadway segment points) where LOS ―D,‖ ―E,‖ and 

―F‖ conditions could be caused or worsened by the Proposed Project. RPU determined that a 

specific LOS analysis of the Wilderness/Jurupa and Van Buren intersections was needed to 

evaluate potential construction traffic impacts. The results of that LOS intersection analysis 

indicated that the projected LOS at the intersections during construction would remain 

unchanged from current conditions. The Van Buren Boulevard/Jurupa Avenue intersection 

would be LOS ―D‖ with or without the Proposed Project. The Wilderness Avenue/Jurupa 

Avenue LOS would be ―C‖ with or without the Proposed Project.  

 

The sensitivity analysis, which was described in the Traffic Technical Report and added to 

Section 3.2.15 of the DEIR, took into account all roadway types that would be crossed by the 

Proposed Project (dirt and private roads, collectors, arterials, highways, bicycle routes, railroad 

corridors, public transportation routes, school bus routes).  

 

Response to Comment O-137 

Operation and maintenance of the Proposed Project would involve periodic inspections. 

Maintenance of the transmission lines would be performed on an as-needed basis, and could 

include maintenance of access roads and erosion control measures. Given the intermittent nature 

of operations and maintenance activities, daily trips by service vehicles would vary; however, 

eight vehicle trips per year were estimated by RPU for the 69 kV subtransmission line 

maintenance and operations. Two vehicle trips per year were estimated by SCE for the 230 kV 

transmission line maintenance and operations. Any impacts to area transportation facilities or 

resources during the operation and maintenance period are expected to be short-term in nature 

and therefore insignificant in terms of transportation network operations.  

 

Response to Comment O-138 

The sensitivity analysis, which was described in the Traffic Technical Report and added to 

Section 3.2.15 of the DEIR, took into account all roadway types that would be crossed by the 

Proposed Project (dirt and private roads, collectors, arterials, highways, bicycle routes, railroad 

corridors, public transportation routes, school bus routes). Limonite Avenue in the vicinity of the 

Vernola Marketplace area was identified to have potentially high temporary traffic impacts 

during construction based on the sensitivity analysis for the 230 kV transmission line. For the 

69 kV subtransmission line, two sections of Tyler Street (between Magnolia Avenue and 

Highway 91; between Mull Avenue and Cook Avenue), a section of Indiana Avenue between 

Harrison Street and Gibson Street, and a section of Gibson Street between Indiana Avenue and 

the railroad tracks were identified to have potentially high temporary traffic impacts during 

construction based on the sensitivity analysis. These roadway sections were included in the 

traffic analysis; however, because the analysis was done based on transmission or 

subtransmission links, the names of the roads were not labeled. The names and locations of these 

roadway sections have been clarified, and the text has been revised in Section 3.2.15. Revisions 

can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. The DEIR captures traffic impacts related to both the 

230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission lines. 
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Response to Comment O-139 

The DEIR identifies specific transportation mitigation measures, as described in Table 3.2.15-2, 

in the sentence immediately following that referenced by the commenter (page 3-316 of the 

DEIR). Table 3.2.15-2 is immediately above the subject section on the same page. Please also 

see Master Response #2. 

 

Response to Comment O-140 

LOS impacts were calculated for the Wilderness/Jurupa and Van Buren/Jurupa intersections out 

of concern by RPU that LOS ―D,‖ ―E,‖ and ―F‖ conditions could be caused or worsened by the 

Proposed Project. The results of that LOS intersection analysis indicated that the projected LOS 

at the intersections during construction would remain unchanged from current conditions. The 

Van Buren Boulevard/Jurupa Avenue intersection would be LOS ―D‖ with or without the 

Proposed Project, so the existing condition would not be worsened by the Proposed Project. The 

Wilderness Avenue/Jurupa Avenue LOS would be ―C‖ with or without the Proposed Project. 

Please see additional text to clarify this analysis in Section 3.2.15, Environmental Impacts, 

criterion b), in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

A review of the Riverside County Transportation Commission Congestion Management Program 

(CMP) Update (December 2011) showed that none of the roads on the CMP system that are 

experiencing deficiencies (i.e., LOS ―F‖) are located in the Proposed Project area. As noted in 

the CMP, the intent of the CMP is to more directly link land use, transportation, and air quality, 

thereby prompting reasonable growth management programs that will effectively utilize new 

transportation funds, alleviate traffic congestion and related impacts, and improve air quality. 

CMP system roads are those designated as State highways and principal arterials. The text has 

been revised to reflect this. The section also includes text to indicate that to reduce potential 

traffic congestion, lane closures necessary for the Proposed Project would occur during off-peak 

travel periods (outside of the 6 a.m. to 9 a.m. timeframe and 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. timeframe), 

as feasible. If construction activity needs to occur during peak travel periods for some reason, it 

is likely to be for a short duration and the impacts would remain less than significant. 

 

Response to Comment O-141 

Text has been added to Section 3.2.15 to clarify. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this 

FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-142 

Given the intermittent nature of operations and maintenance activities, daily trips by service 

vehicles would vary; however, eight vehicle trips per year were estimated by RPU for the 69 kV 

subtransmission line maintenance and operations. Two vehicle trips per year were estimated by 

SCE for the 230 kV transmission line maintenance and operations. 

 

Response to Comment O-143 

Although Project-wide haul trips were calculated for air quality analysis, construction truck 

traffic trips have not been calculated for 230 kV transmission and 69 kV subtransmission line 

construction. This is because of the linear nature of the Proposed Project and the fact that work 

truck activities would be distributed over the project area and not concentration (in either 

numbers or duration) in any one location. Truck trips were calculated for the Wilderness and 
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Wildlife substation construction and added to Section 3.2.15. Revisions can be seen in Volume II 

of this FEIR. In Chapter 2, Tables 2.3-2, 2.5-1, and 2.5-2 provide equipment estimates for the 

distribution line relocation, construction of the 230 kV transmission line, and 69 kV 

subtransmission line, respectively.  

 

Response to Comment O-144 

Subsequent to the release of the DEIR, RPU consulted with the Riverside County Airport Land 

Use Commission regarding Proposed Project compatibility with airport operations. Based on 

those consultations, RPU will place a section of the 69 kV subtransmission line underground to 

be consistent with airport land use compatibility zones and remove potential hazards to aircraft. 

Accordingly, the impact analyses of resource categories affected by this Proposed Project change 

were revised in the FEIR to reflect this Proposed Project change. The impact determination of 

―Less Than Significant Impact‖ was not changed. Please also see Master Response #15.  

 

Response to Comment O-145 

See Response to Comment O-144. 

 

Response to Comment O-146 

The word ―infeasible‖ was changed to ―unlikely‖ in Section 3.2.15, Environmental Impacts 

criterion f). Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-147 

Table 3.2.15-1 has been added, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, and identifies the roads, 

trails, and bus transit routes that would likely experience temporary closure or lane reduction as a 

result of the 230 kV transmission line and the 69 kV subtransmission line construction. The final 

design of the Proposed Project may result in the addition or removal of roads, bus routes, and 

trails that could be affected by construction. With the exception of access-controlled freeways, 

bicycles are permitted on all roads in California. Bicyclists would experience lane closures or 

lane reductions when sharing the road with motorists. The Traffic Management Plan (EPE 

TRANS-03) that would be developed during final design would include coordination on 

temporary closures with transit agencies as well as agencies responsible for pedestrian facility 

and bike lanes. This coordination would be an element of the Traffic Management Plan. This 

information has been added to this Section 3.2.15, Environmental Impacts criterion f). Impacts 

would be less than significant. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment O-148 

Please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment O-149 

Section 4.2.11 of the DEIR (cumulative analysis for noise) states that in evaluating past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable actions within 0.25 mile of the Proposed Project‘s ROW, only two 

projects (the Jurupa Community Service District groundwater wells and pipeline projects) have 

the potential to occur simultaneously with the Proposed Project‘s construction. This would occur 

in an area of commercial and agricultural land uses. Proposed Project noise impacts would be 

short-term and localized to segments under construction. Although schedules of past, present, 
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and reasonably foreseeable actions are undeterminable, the probability of either or both these two 

projects co-occurring with the Proposed Project in any one location is diminishingly small. The 

analysis is sufficiently detailed, and the conclusion of ―no significant effect‖ is justified. 

Furthermore, the commenter provides no suggestions for what other information should have 

been included in the analysis. 

 

Response to Comment O-150 

As described in Section 4.2.15 of the DEIR (cumulative analysis for transportation and traffic), 

cumulative impacts would occur if the Proposed Project and cumulative projects would create 

impacts resulting in a permanent reduction of capacity (LOS) on the area roadways or result in 

changes to air traffic routes of airports. No potentially co-occurring past, present, or reasonably 

foreseeable projects would have the potential to create impacts resulting in a permanent 

reduction of capacity (LOS) on the area roadways or result in changes to air traffic routes of 

airports. This is because the operational characteristics of the Proposed Project would require 

maintenance personnel to travel as needed to make repairs to the lines or substations; any 

increases in traffic would be negligible and would not result in any substantial increases in traffic 

or effects on capacity of roadways as would, for example, a retail, commercial, or industrial 

enterprise where there would be a steady and/or peak traffic flow. Cumulative traffic impacts 

would likely occur if the Proposed Project and other cumulative projects located adjacent to the 

route segment or substation were under construction simultaneously. Such impacts would be 

short-term and localized to the locations of construction activity. Because of the short duration of 

any such overlap, and the fact that the Proposed Project is not anticipated to generate substantial 

vehicle traffic, cumulative impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable or 

significant. The determination of ―no significant effect‖ is justified. Text has been clarified, as 

shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Additionally, please refer to Master Response #15 (FAA and 

ALUC issues). 

 

Response to Comment O-151 

The DEIR and supporting technical reports (Appendix B) clearly establish that the Proposed 

Project avoids or substantially reduces any potentially significant environmental effects and 

minimizes environmental impacts compared to the other routes investigated. CEQA does not 

require that the Proposed Project is the ―environmentally superior‖ alternative, but does request 

the identification of the environmentally superior alternative. As described in Section 6.6 of the 

DEIR, the Proposed Project is considered the environmentally superior alternative among the 

alternatives other than the No Project alternative. Effects to aesthetics are also discussed for all 

alternatives. Descriptive comparisons are made to the Proposed Project (see pages 6-30, 6-40, 6-

43, 6-44, 6-46, 6-47, 6-49, 6-63, 6-67 and 6-102 of the DEIR). Table 6.5-1 presents a summary 

of impacts for alternatives for all resources (including Aesthetics). Analysis of visual resources 

presented in the DEIR and appendices is sufficient; however, full analysis across resources is 

considered in the document. Also please see Response to Comment O-25 for information related 

to potential mitigation measures available to reduce significant impact to aesthetics. 

 

Response to Comment O-152 

The Limonite route is now described in Section 6.4.4, Limonite Route, and shown on Figure 6.2-

3, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. 
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Response to Comment O-153 

Please refer to Response to Comment O-151 above.  

 

Response to Comment O-154 

The comment did not identify any alleged deficiencies in the alternatives analysis conducted for 

the Siting Study. Visual resources were considered in the Siting Study, but the results did not 

show comparisons or a level of differences between the identified corridors at the level of detail 

that was utilized during the siting process. The visual resources portion of the siting study 

identified potential high-sensitivity viewsheds (designated scenic roads, parks and recreation 

areas, residential land use designations, etc.), and then buffered those areas to 0.5 mile with a 

High Avoidance designation. The results of the study did not show a granularity or difference 

between the corridors that was used to identify potentially superior routes at this early stage of 

siting based on the existing data available and widespread occurrence of highly sensitive 

viewsheds within the Project study area (e.g., residences, high avoidance areas). Please refer to 

Section 4.2.2 of the Siting Study (Volume II, Appendix D of the DEIR), which states that ―most 

of the study area is located in a High Avoidance Level designation. Visual resources do not 

significantly contribute to the identification of routing options at this level of detail, and 

therefore the visual resource sensitivity map was not used in producing the Composite 

Sensitivity Map.‖ 

 

Response to Comment O-155 

The CPUC comment confirmed that a strong analysis of undergrounding was provided in the 

DEIR. Please see Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment O-156 

Please see Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding. With regard to alternatives 

analysis, an assumption was made for analysis purposes of potential impacts from the 

underground alternative to consider the underground alternative in the same general location as 

the overhead alignment. The commenter is correct that co-use of some rights-of-way such as 

trails, roadways, or other linear and compatible features to an underground 230 kV transmission 

line is theoretically possible to reduce impacts to vegetation. However, such an assumption 

overlooks the fact that there would be large segments of the 230 kV transmission line alignment 

for which no existing right-of-way is available. Accordingly, significant impacts to vegetation 

would still be expected in those areas. Moreover, collocating the lines within existing rights-of-

way would not reduce impacts to resources such as air quality, greenhouse gases, and cultural 

resources. Further, impacts to traffic and transportation and utilities are expected to be greater 

through co-use of existing rights-of-way. 

 

Response to Comment O-157 

Please see Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding and Master Response #7 regarding 

economic and social impacts. 

 

Response to Comment O-158 

The Siting Study was completed in 2006 as a means of identifying large corridors in order to 

identify more specific routes that could be studied in detail within the EIR. The Siting Study was 
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not an impact analysis process but rather it used readily available data that was used to identify 

the sensitivity of that data to the construction and operation of a 230 kV transmission line. This is 

described on page 1 of the Executive Summary of the Siting Study document contained in 

Appendix D of Volume II of the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-159 

See Response to Comment O-158. Comparative analysis and information for evaluation of the 

Van Buren Offset Alternative (Alternative 2) is provided in the DEIR and Visual Technical 

Report (Appendix B). The Visual Resources Visual Technical Report includes comparative 

impact data in the Impact Summary Table in Appendix B of the report. This data is summarized 

in Table 6.5-1 cited by the commenter. Also, please see discussion with regards to the 

comparative analysis in Response to Comment O-162 below. 

 

Response to Comment O-160 

See Response to Comment O-22.  

 

Response to Comment O-161 

See Response to Comment O-22.  

 

Response to Comment O-162 

―Link-level‖ analysis was the primary approach in the Aesthetic and Visual Resources Technical 

Report. The links and segments are clearly depicted in Appendix A of the technical report and 

Figures 2.3-3 and 2.3-4 of the DEIR. The route comparisons contained within the technical 

report are applicable for the Proposed Project, the Van Buren Alternative, and the 69 kV Route 

Segments carried forward in the DEIR. Although the link and route identifiers may have changed 

from the time of the technical report analysis, the data and analysis of the DEIR routes are 

contained in the report, and the conclusions remain the same. For example, Appendix A of the 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report shows that the Proposed Project consists of 

Links Ax, D, I, Ja, and Jb with associated impact analysis data shown in Appendix B of the 

report and described in Section 6.1 of the report. Similarly, the Van Buren Alternative is 

presented in the map, impact discussion, and the table, as are the 69 kV alternatives. Therefore, 

the conclusions and analysis contained in the technical report is directly applicable to the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment O-163 

The roadways shown on Tables 7, 9 and 10 would likely experience temporary lane closures for 

construction of the 230 kV transmission line and the 69 kV subtransmission lines (Table 8 shows 

the roads for the Van Buren Route, which is no longer under consideration).  

 

Section 3.2.15 (Transportation and Traffic), under the ―Environmental Setting‖ heading, now 

includes a new Table 3.2.15-1 listing roadways, bus routes, and bicycle facilities where 

construction of the 230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission lines would occur either 

parallel to and/or across these facilities and would likely create temporary closure or lane 

reduction. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. Changes to the Traffic Technical 

Report were not made. 
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Response to Comment O-164 

Section 3.2.15 (Transportation and Traffic), under the ―Environmental Setting‖ heading, now 

includes a new Table 3.2.15-1 listing roadways and bicycle facilities where construction of the 

230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission lines would occur either parallel to and/or 

across these facilities and would likely create temporary closure or lane reduction. Revisions can 

be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. Changes to the Traffic Technical Report were not made. 

 

Response to Comment O-165 

Section 3.2.15 (Transportation and Traffic), under the ―Environmental Impacts‖ for criterion a), 

now includes a new Table 3.2.15-6 that documents the roads anticipated to have high traffic 

volumes during construction based on the sensitivity analysis conducted. No transit 

facilities/routes or bike routes are anticipated to experience high temporary traffic volumes. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. These additions are merely clarifications to the 

analysis that was conducted to identify potential impacts. The clarifications would not result in 

changes to the impact identified in the DEIR and would not require additional mitigation 

measures to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. Changes to the Traffic 

Technical Report were not made. 

 

Response to Comment O-166 

Please see Response to Comment O-165. Link ―H‖ of the 230 kV transmission line preferred 

route was also identified as having high sensitivity impacts; however, this link was removed 

from consideration for routing of the Proposed Project or Alternatives in order to avoid impacts. 

Changes to the Traffic Technical Report were not made. 

 

Response to Comment O-167 

According to Exhibit 4-1D (2011 Level of Service on CMP System in North Western Riverside) 

in the 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management Plan, peak hour volumes of arterials in 

proximity to the proposed 230 kV transmission line route are: 

 

 Limonite Avenue between I-15 and Etiwanda Avenue: 2,181 

 Limonite Avenue between Etiwanda Avenue and Bain Street: 2,263 

 Limonite Avenue between Bain Street and Van Buren Boulevard: 1,185 

 Limonite Avenue west of I-15: 1,748 

 Van Buren Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and California Avenue: 3,305 

 

In the transportation and traffic analysis, the DEIR presents 117 as the peak number of 

construction employees. This number of construction workers would not contribute substantially 

to vehicle trips on these roads. The additional trips would increase use of these arterial sections 

less than 5%.  

 

This information has been added to Section 3.2.15 (Transportation and Traffic), under the 

―Environmental Impacts‖ for criterion b), as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Changes to the 

Traffic Technical Report were not made. 
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Response to Comment O-168 

Please see Response to Comment O-165. Changes to the Traffic Technical Report were not 

made. 

 

Response to Comment O-169 

According to Exhibit 4-1D (2011 Level of Service on CMP System in North Western Riverside) 

in the 2011 Riverside County Congestion Management Plan, peak hour volumes of arterials in 

proximity to the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line routes are: 

 

 Limonite Avenue between Bain Street and Van Buren Boulevard: 1,185 

 Van Buren Boulevard between Arlington Avenue and California Avenue: 3,305 

 Van Buren Boulevard between Magnolia Avenue and Highway 91: 3,964 

 Van Buren Boulevard between Highway 91 and Mockingbird Canyon Road: 3,179 

 

An additional 63 peak hour trips by construction workers would not contribute substantially to 

vehicle trips on these roads. The additional trips would increase use of these arterial sections by 

approximately 1.5% to 5%. 

 

This information has been added to Section 3.2.15 (Transportation and Traffic), under the 

―Environmental Impacts‖ for criterion b), as shown in Volume II of this FEIR. Changes to the 

Traffic Technical Report were not made. 

 

Response to Comment O-170 

Section 3.2.15 (Transportation and Traffic), under the ―Environmental Impacts‖ for criterion b), 

now includes a new Table 3.2.15-5 that documents the transportation infrastructure where 

mitigation measures would be applied for both the 230 kV transmission line and the 69 kV 

subtransmission lines. Mitigation measure MM TRANS-01 was updated to include residential 

streets and roadways with specific access needs (fire station, hospital/medical facility, and school 

bus). Mitigation measure MM TRANS-04 was added to address bus transit route mitigation. 

Mitigation measure MM TRANS-05 was added to address Class I and Class II bicycle facilities 

mitigation. Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. Changes to the Traffic Technical 

Report were not made.  

 

Response to Comment O-171 

During initial Project planning, the Wilderness Avenue/Jurupa Avenue intersection and the Van 

Buren Boulevard/Jurupa Avenue intersection were identified by RPU as areas of concern for 

potentially significant traffic impacts based on assumptions of hauling/delivery truck and 

employee vehicle routes to and from the new substation construction sites. Hence, RPU 

determined that a specific LOS analysis was warranted at these two locations. The table was 

added, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, as Table 3.2.15-6. 

 

No additional LOS analysis on the 230 kV transmission line or the 69 kV subtransmission line 

routes were conducted. No revisions to the Traffic Technical Report were made. 
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November 29, 2011 

VIA MESSENGER AND EMAIL (RTRP@RIVERSIDECA.GOV) 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, California 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project - Comments on 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

The City of Jurupa Valley (the "City") has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ("DEIR"), State Clearinghouse No. 2007011113, dated August 1,2011, which 
was prepared in connection with the proposal of the City of Riverside Public Utilities 
Department ("RPU") and Southern California Edison ("SCE") to construct and 
operate the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project ("Project" or "RTRP"). As 
stated in the DEIR, this Project would include a new 230 kV overhead transmission 
line, new 69 k V overhead subtransmission lines, two new substations, and upgrades 
at four existing 69 kV substations. This Project would occur partially within the 
City's jurisdictional boundaries, and the City'S interests in this matter include 
ensuring that the proposed Project does not adversely impact the City of Jurupa 
Valley and its residents, businesses, or visitors. 

Based on the numerous comments set forth below and attached hereto, the City 
believes that the DEIR fails to comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et seq.), and the 
State of California Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (14 Cal. 
Code Regs §§15000 et seq.) Accordingly, the City requests that RPU suspend any 
further consideration of the Project until a DEIR that fully discloses and analyzes the 
potential impacts of the Project, fully considers feasible alternatives (including 
alternative locations and alternative technologies), and fully complies with all other 
CEQA requirements has been prepared and recirculated for public review and 
comment. The City objects to any further action by the City of Riverside or RPU on 
the Project until the necessary and proper environmental review has been completed. 
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Due to the significance of this Project to the City of Jurupa Valley, the City retained 
experts to assist in the review of the DEIR. Peter Lewandowski, a Principal at 
Environmental Impact Sciences, has provided comprehensive comments on the 
DEIR. Mr. Lewandowski's comments are attached as Exhibit A, and are 
incorporated by reference. Mr. Lewandowski's curriculum vitae is included at the 
end of his comment letter. 

The City requests and expects that responses to each comment, whether in this letter 
or the exhibit attached hereto, will be provided in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088. 

As explained below and in the attached comments, the City believes that the DEIR is 
fundamentally flawed and fails to conform to the requirements of CEQA, including 
CEQA's public disclosure mandates. Specifically, the City provides the following 
comments on the deficiencies in the DEIR: 

Failure to Include the City of Jurupa Valley 

It is apparent from reviewing the DEIR that RPU and its environmental consultant, 
POWER Engineers, did very little to update the DEIR upon the incorporation of the 
City of Jurupa Valley on July 1,2011. As a result, the DEIR contains several 
factually inaccurate statements, and omits any meaningful analysis relating to the 
City. 

Inaccurate Environmental Setting 

Although the proposed 230kV line alignment runs directly through the City, the 
environmental setting discussion in the DEIR does not mention the City at all (see 
page 2-2), nor is the City mentioned elsewhere where the setting is addressed (see, 
e.g., pp. 3-17; 3-183; 3-239; 3-279). Beyond simply omitting references to the City, 
the DEIR is plainly inaccurate when it states that "the Proposed Project would be 
located only on lands within the County of Riverside and the cities of Riverside and 
Norco." (DEIR, p. 3-14.) Furthermore, several critical graphics have not been 
updated to reflect the City's corporate boundaries, thus providing the reader with 
incorrect information. (See DEIR Figures 2.3-2, 2.3-3, 6.2-1, 6.2-2, 6.2-3, 6.4-1, and 
6.6-1; Table 3.2.7-2.) The DEIR will not be adequate as an informational document 
until it accurately describes the Project's physical location, jurisdictional boundaries, 
and localized impacts, including direct and indirect impacts to the City of Jurupa 
Valley. 
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Failure to Include the City as a Responsible Agency 

Table 2.9-1 in the DEIR purports to list all of the potential permits and approvals that 
the Project requires, but nowhere in the table is the City of Jurupa Valley listed. The 
table states that the Project requires an encroachment permit from the County of 
Riverside, as does text on page 3-239 ("SCE would still be required to obtain all 
ministerial building and encroachment permits from local (Riverside County and the 
cities of Riverside and Norco) jurisdictions"). The DEIR omits critical information 
by failing to state that an encroachment permit now would be required from the City 
of Jurupa Valley, given that the applicable land is now within the City's boundaries. 
The City also does not appear to be listed as a responsible agency anywhere else in 
the DEIR, in violation of CEQ A Guidelines section 15124(d)(1) (A) (EIR shall 
include a "list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision
making"). 

In short, it is clear from the DEIR that the City and its residents and businesses are 
non-entities with respect to RPU's environmental review. As a result of the DEIR's 
omission of critical information, the document hinders rather than assists the public in 
understanding the environmental ramifications of the Project, denies the public 
meaningful opportunities to participate in the CEQA process, and is fatally flawed 
such that it cannot be relied upon by decisionmakers. 

The DEIR Does Not Adequately Explain Why the City of Riverside, and not the 
California Public Utilities Commission, is the Lead Agency 

The DEIR states that the "City of Riverside is the Lead Agency for the CEQA 
process." (DEIR, p. ES-l.) Yet, it is unclear why the City of Riverside is the lead 
agency given its lack of discretionary authority over the Project. 

Under CEQA, a "lead agency" means "the public agency which has the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant 
effect upon the environment." Public Resources Code § 21067. According to the 
DEIR, the only permit required from the City of Riverside is a ministerial grading 
permit (Table 2.9-1, p. 2-85) and no potential permits or approvals are required from 
RPU. The City of Riverside's lack of discretionary authority over the Project is 
confirmed elsewhere in the DEIR: "no local discretionary permits or local plan 
consistency evaluations by Riverside County ALUC or the City of Riverside are 
required for SCE's proposed 230 kV transmission line" (p. 6-88); "the County and 
cities would have no jurisdiction over these Proposed Project components, and the 
proposed 230k V transmission line and Wildlife Substation would therefore be exempt 
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from local land use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting" (p. 3-239). 
Moreover, the OEIR states that the City of Riverside does not have final review 
authority over the design of Project elements, and instead the CPUC will review both 
the 69kV and 230 kV components of the Project. (OEIR, p. 3-181.) 

Instead, it appears that under the California Public Utilities Commission's ("CPUC") 
General Order No. 131-0, the CPUC is properly the lead agency for this Project. 
Section XIV B of the General Order states that "Local jurisdictions acting pursuant to 
local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects, distribution 
lines, substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the 
Commission's (CPUC] jurisdiction." Section IXV of the General Order then declares 
that "for all issues relating to the siting, design and construction of electric generating 
plant or transmission lines ... the Commission will be the Lead Agency under CEQA, 
unless a different designation has been negotiated between the Commission and 
another state agency consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15051 (d)." (Emphasis 
added.) 

Given the City of Riverside's and RPU's lack of discretionary authority over the 
Project, and given the clear requirements ofCPUC General Order No. 131-0, the 
OEIR fails to sufficiently explain exactly why the City of Riverside and not the 
CPUC is the lead agency for this Project. 

This Environmental Review Process Constitutes Impermissible Post Hoc 
Rationalization 

The law is clear that "before conducting CEQA review, agencies must not 'take any 
action' that significantly furthers a project 'in a manner that forecloses alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review for that public 
project." Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood, 45 Ca1.4th 116.138 (2008); see also 
CEQA Guidelines § 15004(b )(2)(B). Here, it is apparent that significant action has 
been taken in furtherance of this Project, thus rendering this environmental review 
process nothing more than post hoc rationalization on the part of the City of Riverside 
and RPU. 

The OEIR acknowledges that "(d]uring the June 14,2006 California Independent 
System Operators (CAl SO) Board of Governors meeting, SCE was directed to build 
the RTRP (including 230 kV transmission line interconnection and other elements) as 
soon as possible .... " (OEIR, p. ES-l; emphasis added.) 
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In response, and according to its own Minutes (January 20, 2006, Agenda Item 4) 
RPU already has "approved the preferred option to build a new 220 kV source and 
move forward with Phase 1." At that same meeting, RPU awarded a $1,000,000 
contract to POWER Engineers for preparation of the Project's environmental 
documents, with the expressed expectation that "Upon successful completion of 
PHASE 1, Phase 2 work, including the detailed design, easement acquisition, material 
procurement, and construction management, would be included in a separate 
agreement with Power Engineers that would be brought back to the Board for 
approval." Thus, it is apparent that the City of Riverside and RPU are determined to 
move ahead with the Project regardless of what the environmental review process and 
public input reveal about the Project's significant adverse impacts. 

This same post hoc rationalization carries through the DEIR itself, as demonstrated 
most notably in the DEIR's failure to analyze any alternative alignments for the 
proposed 69kV transmission lines, and selective claims of problems with 
undergrounding lines. 

The City of Riverside and RPU have irrevocably committed themselves to the 
approval of this Project prior to completion of the environmental review process, in 
clear violation of the law. 

The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Project's Environmental Justice Impacts 

The DEIR states that the areas of controversy related to the Project include "Potential 
impact to property values of primarily residential property" and "Health effects of 
electric and magnetic fields, particularly to children and animals." (DEIR, p. ES-4.) 
Yet, despite this clear indication of concern from the public, the DEIR fails to include 
any significant discussion of the Project's environmental justice impacts. Beyond the 
cursory discussion of electric and magnetic fields ("EMF") currently included in the 
DEIR (pp. 5-3 to 5-6), the DEIR should include a comprehensive analysis of the 
distribution of EMF risks and electricity benefits. The DEIR should analyze whether 
there is a disparity in median income between residents along the proposed routes and 
the income of residents where the bulk of the power is used, and should analyze 
whether the risk is concentrated on only a few in the City of Jurupa Valley while the 
benefits accrue to all electricity users in the City of Riverside. Furthermore, the DEIR 
should analyze alternative routes that specifically are designed not to place a 
disproportionate burden of impacts on communities whose residents do not receive 
any benefits from the Project. 
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What little analysis the DEIR does contain of EMFs is wholly inadequate. The DEIR 
states: 

"'No-cost and low-cost' measures to reduce magnetic fields will be 
incorporated into the design of this project in accordance with the 
California EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities. These 
measures will be documented in the Field Management Plan for the 
Proposed Project. The Field Management Plan will be filed as an 
appendix to the Proposed Project's Application for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) filed with the CPUC. The 
CPCN and the Field Management Plan will be available for public 
review prior to approval by the CPUC." (DEIR, p. 5-6.) 

This constitutes both deferred analysis and deferred mitigation. The DEIR does not 
provide any description of the potential "no-cost and low-cost" measures to reduce 
EMFs, does not explain how they would be selected, does not explain what entity 
would ensure that they are implemented, and does not demonstrate how effective they 
would be in reducing exposure to EMFs. 

It is not sufficient for an EIR to promise that future documents will reveal to an 
apprehensive public critical components of a project. The DEIR must contain this 
analysis in order to fully disclose the Project's impacts and to provide the public with 
a meaningful opportunity for comment prior to any approval of the Project. 

The DEIR is Premised Upon a Project that is Neither Stable nor Finite 

"An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an 
informative and legally sufficient EIR." County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 
Cal.App.3d 185 (1977). The DEIR fails in this regard, as it is based upon a project 
description that varies from that described in the Notice of Preparation, and which is 
still in flux. 

The Notice of Preparation states that the Project includes "[uJpgrades to eight existing 
69kV substations within the City of Riverside: RERC, Mountain View, Harvey 
Lynn, Freeman, Riverside, La Colina, Springs, and Orangecrest." (NOP, p. 6; 
emphasis added.) But, the DEIR states that "upgrades would be required atfour 
existing RPU 69kV substations .... The four existing 69kV substations within the 
City that would require upgrades are Harvey Lynn, Mountain View, Freeman, and 
RERC." (DEIR, p. 2-27 (emphasis added); see also p. 2-4.) The DEIR does not 
present any explanation for this discrepancy and inconsistent project description. 
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It is also apparent from several sections of the DEIR that the exact locations and 
designs of key project elements are still unknown. For example, the DEIR states that 
submittal of various FAA-related notices only would occur "when final design of the 
Proposed Project is completed and the precise location of all Proposed Project 
structures are known." (DEIR, p. 3-200.) Similarly, the DEIR states that based on 
the results of future geotechnical investigations, "some minor structure location 
adjustments may be required." (DEIR, p. 3-182.) Future geotechnical and seismic 
investigations also would determine the final design of both the 69kV and 230 kV 
elements of the Project. (DEIR, p. 3-181.) 

If the location and designs are not yet known with certainty, the DEIR cannot claim to 
accurately and adequately disclose all potential adverse impacts, including impacts to 
biological resources given that the acreages of impacted habitat might change. The 
DEIR's promise to "incorporate recommendations from the geotechnical study into 
the final design" (p. 3-182) is not sufficient, and amounts to nothing more than 
deferred analysis that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to understand 
and comment on the Project's impacts. 

The DEIR must be revised to include a complete and accurate project description, and 
must adjust its analysis accordingly. 

The DEIR's Environmental Analysis is Flawed in Several Critical Respects 

The Aesthetic Impacts Analysis is Flawed 

Noticeably absent from the DEIR is any analysis of the Project's visual impacts and 
accompanying direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts along the 1-15 Freeway 
corridor, including the potential creation of visual and socioeconomic blight due to 
the 230k V transmission line. By focusing exclusively on views of the natural 
environment, the DEIR has impermissibly ignored the significance of individual 
viewscapes (as measured by number of viewers), observers' perceptions of human 
environments, and viewers' reactions to the proposed new visual stimuli. The DEIR 
must be revised to include this analysis. 

In addition, several of the baseline photographs are old, and it is not clear that they 
accurately reflect the existing environment - or even that they did at the time of the 
second Notice of Preparation (November 18, 2009), which the DEIR claims is the 
baseline. For example, the photograph for Viewpoint 10 was taken more than four 
years ago, in June 2007 (Figure 3.2.1-18). Likewise, the photograph for Viewpoint 
11 also was taken in June 2007 (Figure 3.2.1-19), which is nearly 2 \12 years before 
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the baseline that purportedly was used. The use of old photographs calls into 
question the accuracy of the DEIR's conclusions with respect to the Project's 
aesthetic impacts. 

The Agricultural and Forestry Resources Analysis is Flawed 

The DEIR acknowledges that the Project would result in the permanent conversion to 
non-agricultural use of Prime Farmland (0.7 acre), Unique Farmland (0.7 acre), and 
Farmland of Statement Importance (0.1 acre). (DEIR, p. 3-67.) The DEIR then 
proceeds to make findings that have no place in an impartial environmental review 
document, and which instead are the in the purview of the Project decisionmakers. 
For example, the DEIR states that agricultural easements and the purchase of 
mitigation credits as potential mitigation are not feasible because "the City finds that 
such easements and credits do not actually avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate, 
or compensate for the permanent loss of agricultural lands .... " (DElR, p. 3-67.) 
How can the DEIR preparers purport to know what the City's decisionmakers will 
conclude? The DEIR is required to fully consider all potentially feasible mitigation, 
and the DEIR preparers may not substitute their judgment for that of the 
decisionmakers on questions of policy. 

The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis is Flawed 

The DEIR's determination regarding potential construction-related emissions and air 
quality impacts rests in large part on Table 3.2.3-10. It is unclear whether the 
numbers in this chart are accurate, however, because they are predicated on a 
construction schedule that is assumed to start in August 2012 and be completed in 
July 2013. (DEIR, p. 3-87.) A start date of August 2012 not only appears wholly 
unrealistic given that the comment period on the DEIR does not even close until 
November 30,2011, but also is inconsistent with other portions of the DEIR; the 
construction schedule listed on page 2-51 states that the CPUC is not even anticipated 
to issue the Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity until December 2012, 
and the text on page 3-277 states that construction is anticipated to begin in December 
2013. How can the project commence prior to issuance of this Certificate? This 
DEIR's repeated lack of clarity as to the Project's time frame not only demonstrates 
the lack of a finite project description, but calls into question the reliability of the air 
quality analysis that is based on this construction timeline. 
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The Biological Resources Analysis is Flawed 

The DEIR acknowledges that field surveys of certain biological resources, such as the 
protected burrowing owl, are "only valid for one calendar year." (DEIR, p. 3-96) 
But, the DEIR then improperly proceeds to rely on baseline conditions from 2007 for 
determining impacts to the burrowing owl. (DEIR, p. 3-96.) The DEIR fails to 
justifY its use of outdated baseline information, and instead compounds the error by 
impermissibly deferring additional analysis: "Additional presence/absence surveys 
(Phase II, Phase III) for western burrowing owl will be conducted when the Proposed 
Project is submitted to RCA for review .... " (DEIR, p. 3-96.) By deferring any 
analysis of actual impacts until after project approval, the DEIR deprives the public 
and decisionmakers of a true understanding of the Project's impacts. 

Yet, despite deferring actual analysis of impacts to burrowing owls, the DEIR 
somehow concludes that the Project "is expected to result in potential temporary 
impact to this species during construction, but is not expected to result in direct 
impact." (DEIR, p. 3-113.) Not only is this sentence unclear (are there impacts or 
not?), but the basis for the conclusion is doubtful given that no current field studies 
have been done. 

The DEIR then proceeds to declare that the Project will permanently adversely impact 
occupied foraging or breeding habitat, but fails to quantify the area of permanent 
impact or provide any other description of it. This plainly fails as information 
disclosure: How much habitat will be impacted? Where is it located? What 
mitigation is necessary and proposed? 

The DEIR similarly uses outdated data to determine impacts to other biological 
resources, at times even relying upon studies that were conducted approximately five 
years ago in 2006. (DEIR, pp. 3-96,3-97.) The DEIR contends that this use of 
outdated data is sanctioned by the California Department of Fish & Game and the 
United States Fish & Wildlife Service (DEIR, p. 3-97), but even that claim is based 
on consultation occurring in March 2010, nearly 1 ~ years before the DEIR was 
released. 

The DEIR's failure to use current data, and its impermissible deferral of analysis 
related to the actual impacts of the Project, renders the DEIR inadequate with respect 
to biological resources. 
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The Land Use and Planning Analysis is Flawed 

It is undisputed that Jurupa Area Plan Policy 7.13 "discourage[ s] utility lines within 
the river corridor. If approved, lines shall be placed underground where feasible and 
shall be located in a manner to harmonize with the natural environment and amenity 
of the river." (DEIR, p. 3-242.) The DEIR largely evades this policy by stating, in 
conclusory terms, that undergrounding of the transmission lines is not feasible, and 
therefore concludes that the Project is consistent with the policy. (DEIR, p. 3-243.) 
This is akin to a circular argument. The DEIR uses its own unsupported conclusion 
that undergrounding is not possible as the basis for its conclusion that the Project is 
consistent with applicable land use policies, and fails to perform any further or in
depth consistency analysis. 

More is required. The DEIR must evidence a good faith attempt to analyze the 
Project's consistency with all applicable land use policies, and to perform that 
analysis in a complete manner. 

In addition, the DEIR impermissibly defers analysis and mitigation of impacts by 
failing to include the consistency evaluations that the DEIR acknowledges are 
required by the FAA and Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission. (DEIR, 
p.3-200.) As a result, these analyses are not included in the CEQA process and there 
is no meaningful opportunity for public review of them prior to the City of 
Riverside's and RPU's action on the Project. Thus, in the case of aircraft navigation 
safety, the DEIR has deferred analysis and imposed no binding obligation on the City 
of Riverside, RPU, or SCE to take any necessary actions to mitigate potential impacts 
resulting from the Project's stated inconsistency with airport and aircraft related 
safety plans (p. ES-IO). 

The Population and Housing Analysis is Flawed 

One example from this section suffices to demonstrate the lack of clarity that 
permeates the DEIR. On page 3-277, the DEIR states: "As a result of construction of 
the Proposed Project, popUlation is estimated to temporarily increase by 774 
persons." Only one page later (3-278), the DEIR unequivocally states that the 
"population increase is based on standard statistics and not caused by the Proposed 
Project." This does not make any sense. Either the purported population increase is 
caused by the Project or it is not. And, even if the analysis is based on statistical 
assumptions, those assumptions result from Project activities. 
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The DEIR must be revised to correct this and other unclear statements in the DEIR, 
and must present a reliable analysis of Project imp~cts. 

The Recreation Impacts Analysis is Flawed 

The Recreation section of the DEIR both fails to fully disclose adverse impacts 
caused by the Project and fails to demonstrate that the proposed mitigation would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. Accordingly, the DEIR is deficient. 

The DEIR acknowledges that "construction and operational activities could 
potentially disrupt access to established recreational facilities/areas or otherwise 
disturb activities in such areas." (DEIR, p. 3-309.) Despite this unequivocal 
statement, the DEIR classifies these impacts as less than significant. This is less than 
candid, and represents an attempted end-run around CEQA's information disclosure 
mandates. 

In addition, there is no support for the DEIR's conclusion that proposed mitigation 
will reduce impacts to less than significant. The DEIR proposes mitigation that 
would require coordination of golf course hole and driving range closures, scheduling 
of construction to avoid heavy use periods, and posting of notices prior to closure. 
(DEIR, p. 3-309 [MM REC-Ol].) The DEIR fails to explain how any of these three 
items actually will reduce the impact of closures to less than significant. The DEIR 
thus omits a critical component of CEQA analysis - the linkage between the proposed 
mitigation and the level of significance after mitigation. 

The Transportation and Traffic Analysis is Flawed 

As with the Recreation section, the Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR 
fails to provide any support for its conclusion of less than significant after mitigation. 
The DEIR acknowledges that construction of the 230kV transmission line "would 
create temporary impacts along approximately 0.4 miles of the transmission line route 
at Limonite Avenue and the Vemola Marketplace shopping center parking lot south 
of Limonite Avenue." (DElR, p. 3-316.) The DEIR then concludes that absent 
specific mitigation, "these temporary impacts would be significant." (Jd.) But, it is 
unclear how the mitigation that the DEIR proposes actually would reduce impacts to 
less than significant, as claimed. 

For example, the DEIR includes a mitigation measure that requires keeping one lane 
open in each direction of traffic flow, but it is unclear how the DEIR can thus 
conclude that this would maintain the same level of service along the straight road 
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alignments. (DEIR, p. 3-316.) Absent an actual analysis, how is it certain that the 
mitigation effectively will ensure that the traffic LOS remains the same? Likewise, 
absent an actual traffic management plan, it is unclear how or why the DEIR 
concludes that restricting vehicle operations to designated work areas would 
minimize closures as crossing points. The DEIR must include support for its claims 
that the mitigation will reduce adverse impacts to less than significant. 

In addition, the DEIR evades a full analysis and disclosure of impacts by summarily 
stating that the "Van Buren Boulevard/Jurupa Avenue intersection would be LOS 'D' 
with or without the Proposed Project, so the existing condition would not be 
worsened by the Proposed Project." (DEIR, p. 3-317.) This statement ignores the 
issue. While the LOS may remain the same, the Project would be contributing to a 
degradation of the intersection's circulation and time delay. The DEIR must explain 
what the Project's contribution to this downgrade would be, and analyze the potential 
for the Project to create to a cumulative impact in this regard. 

The Alternatives Analysis is Flawed 

The DEIR impermissibly truncates its discussion of several potential alternatives, and 
declines to consider them for further review in the DEIR. Most notably, this occurs 
with respect both alternate technologies (undergrounding) and alternate routes. 

The DEIR repeatedly admits that undergrounding of the Project's lines could reduce 
adverse impacts (see, e.g., p. 3-168) and, in the case of aesthetic impacts which are 
significant and unavoidable, could reduce those impacts to less than significant. 
(DEIR, p. 3-53.) Yet, the DEIR fails to fully analyze this mitigation, and instead 
rejects from further analysis the possibility of undergrounding some or all of the 
transmission lines. The DEIR does this without any support, including any 
disclosure of actual expenses or economic analysis of the costs of undergrounding 
even some portions of the lines. CEQA does not permit this summary rejection of an 
alternative on the grounds of economics; see Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors, 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact that an alternative may be more 
expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible"). In addition, this summary rejection wholly ignores the fact that industry 
trends have been towards undergrounding; indeed, Pacific Gas & Electric's Jefferson 
-Martin Project, which began construction in 2005, included approximately 10 miles 
of underground 230kV XLPE cable. The DEIR should fully consider the possibility 
of undergrounding parts of the transmission line. 
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In addition, the DEIR should actually analyze more than one alternate route for the 
230kV line, and should analyze some other routes for the 69kV line. Currently, the 
DEIR dismisses from further consideration the Eastern Routes for the 230kV line, 
largely on the basis that additional permits would be required, including some from 
federal agencies. This is not a basis for rejecting an alternative from consideration or 
declining to undertake an analysis of it. And, the DEIR does not even attempt to 
consider a "range of reasonable alternatives" (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6( c)) for the 
69kV lines; no other routes beyond the Project are considered at all. 

The alternatives analysis in the DEIR is fundamentally flawed, and does not evidence 
a good faith effort to consider alternatives that potentially would have fewer 
significant adverse impacts than the Project does. 

The DEIR is So Fatally Flawed That Recirculation is Required 

CEQA requires that an EIR be recirculated when "significant new information is 
added to the EIR" prior to certification of the document. See CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15088.5. "Significant new information" includes a disclosure that the "draft EIR 
was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded." ld. 

The City contends that for all of the reasons discussed above - not the least of which 
is the DEIR's utter failure to recognize the City of Jurupa Valley in any meaningful 
respect - the DEIR's inaccuracies and omissions constitute a serious and significant 
failing of the process, and run counter to CEQA's mandate that an "EIR is to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and 
considered the ecological implications of its action." CEQA Guidelines, § 15003( d). 

The City therefore objects to any further action on the Project until the necessary and 
proper environmental review has been completed and the public has been provided a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on the new EIR. 

Very truly yours, 

Peter M. Thorson 

12774-0012\141 0353v I.doc 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Jurupa Valley (Jurupa Valley or City) wishes to extend its appreciation to the City of 
Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU or Lead Agency) for providing the City with a copy of 
the "Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project, SCH 
No. 2007011113" (DEIR or Draft EIR), dated July 2011. As proposed, the "Riverside 
Transmission Reliability Project" (RTRP or Proposed Project) includes, but is not limited to, 
construction of approximately 10 miles of new 230 kilovolt (kV) transmission line (TIL) and about 
11 miles of new 69 kV subtransmission line, construction of new substations, and improvements 
to existing substations. As indicated by the City of Riverside, the proposed improvements, 
inclusive of both transmission and subtransmission components "will be treated as a single 
project" (http://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkdb/DocView.aspx?id=50630&page=18&dbid=O). 

A substantial portion of the physical improvements associated with the RTRP, including the 
installation and operation of new high-voltage transmission lines (HVTL), would occur within the 
corporate boundaries of the City. However, as indicated in the DEIR, "the County [of Riverside] 
and cities would not have jurisdiction over these Proposed Project components, and the 
proposed 230 kV transmission line and Wildlife Substation would therefore be exempt from local 
land use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting" (p. 3-239). As a result, absent 
meaningful opportunities for early participation in the environmental review process and 
retention of discretionary authority over those aspects of the RTRP which are located within 
Jurupa Valley, the City perceives the Proposed Project as an infringement upon local 
sovereignty and self-determination. 

None of the comments presented herein are neither intended as indictments of any actions or 
activities of the City of Riverside, RPU, or any other party nor are they intended to dissuade 
those entities from their continued efforts to faithfully advance the interests of their constituents, 
provide critical infrastructure, promote economic development, improve the quality of life, and 
promote business interests within the City of Riverside. Through the presentation of these 
comments, the City seeks to raise certain issues with regards to the planning and entitlement 
processes associated with the Proposed Project. Because of our many shared interests and 
commonalities, as a new municipality in the Inland Empire, Jurupa Valley would like to formulate 
a cooperative, progressive, and respectful relationship with its neighbors. The need for 
cooperation and effective communication is particularly evident when regional and subregional 
issues are at hand and when broader solutions may be called for. The issues of energy 
consumption, conservation, and reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are the types 
of issues that would traditionally transcend jurisdictional boundaries. 

Within the comment period established by the "Notice of Completion" (NOC), as extended by 
the Lead Agency, the City has neither had the time nor the resources to undertake an 
independent siting analysis of a 230 kV transmission route through Jurupa Valley nor is it the 
City's obligation to do. Similarly, in a broader context, the Jurupa Valley City Council (City 
Council) has not yet ascertained whether it could support a new 230 kV alignment within the 
City which did not directly benefit the City and its residents and, if it could support such 
alignment, where in the City that alignment should be located and under whose authorizing 
jurisdiction such alignment should be permitted. The City is not, however, adverse to meeting 
with representatives of the City of Riverside, RPU, the Southern California Edison Company 
(SCE), the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or Commission), or others to discuss 
right-ot-way (ROW) possibilities, environmental concerns, and other issues but believes that any 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 1 

sbennett
Text Box
P-26

sbennett
Line



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

such discussions need to be premised on the consideration of a wider range of ROWand other 
reasonable alternatives than now presented in the DEIR. 

As presented, there exists an inherent unfairness in asking Jurupa Valley to shoulder the 
environmental and economic detriments of a project sponsored by an adjoining municipality in 
which it will not receive any corresponding environmental, economic, or energy-based benefits. 
Jurupa Valley was not provided the opportunity to participate in the environmental scoping 
process and, as indicated in the DEIR, the City will be denied any say in the Proposed Project's 
approval or conditioning. As evidenced in the DEIR, routing options for the proposed HVTL 
where never seriously considered through other municipalities. 

As stipulated in Section 15083 of the Guidelines, "[p]rior to completing the draft EIR, the lead 
agency may also consult directly with any person or organization it believes wi" be concerned 
with the environmental effects of the project. Many public agencies have found that early 
consultation solves many potential problems that would arise in more serious forms later in the 
review process. This early consultation may be called scoping." The DEIR states that the 
Proposed Project lies, in part, "in the Cities of Riverside, Norco, and Jurupa Va"ey" (p. ES-1) 
and U[i]ncorporated City of Jurupa Valley as of July 2011" (p. 3-233). As such, by its own 
admission, the Lead Agency was aware of the City's incorporation and likely interest in the 
Proposed Project. However, as indicated in the DEIR (e.g., p. 7-4), except as initiated by the 
City following the DEIR's release, no public meetings have been held at any location within the 
City (or in the near vicinity of the City) following the City's incorporation, no formal or informal 
solicitation of pre-circulation comments was requested from the City (p. 7-5), no agency or 
elected official briefings were held either with Jurupa Valley staff or with the City's advisory or 
decision-making bodies (pp. 7-6 and 7-7), no "packets" were distributed to the City (p. 7-6), no 
representations of the City were invited to participate in the "technical advisory committee" 
(TAG) (i.e., "Representatives included county and municipal agencies that have administrative 
jurisdiction in the Proposed Project area," p. 7-5), and no TAC meetings (pp. 7-5 and 7-6) have 
been held following incorporation. As such, for all intents and purposes, until receipt of the 
"Notice of Completion" (NOC) in August 2011, the City was excluded from participation in any 
scoping activities initiated by the Lead Agency involving the Proposed Project and its 
accompanying CEQA documentation. 

The City was formally incorporated on July 1, 2011, prior to the release of the DEIR on August 
1, 2011. As a result, because no pre-circulation environmental notice was provided after that 
date and prior to the Lead Agency' release of the NOC, the City was not able to comment on 
either the January 2007 "Notice of Preparation" (NOP1) or the subsequent November 2009 
"Notice of Preparation" (NOP2) and was not invited to participate in any scoping activities that 
may have been undertaken by the Lead Agency prior to the release of the DEIR. Although a 
late entry in the environmental process, the City appreCiates RPU's attendance at a "community 
workshop" scheduled by the City at the request of its constituents on September 13, 2011 but 
notes that the workshop was the result of the City's own initiative and neither that of the City of 
Riverside nor RPU. 

As indicated in the DEIR, since 2007, "RPU and SCE [have] conducted an iterative process of 
alternative route refinement, data collection, and inter-agency consultation to respond to 
concerns and avoid environmental effects" (p. ES-1). The City has not been a participant in that 
process and has not previously been provided an opportunity to present comments to the City of 
Riverside or RPU with regards to the RTRP, its potential environmental effects, reasonable 
mitigation measures, and possible alternatives. Prior to July 2011, the City's lack of prior 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 2 

sbennett
Text Box
P-26

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-27

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-28

sbennett
Line
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participation is understandable in light of the City's recent incorporation. As such, the City 
cannot fault the Lead Agency for lack of notification before that date; however, the Lead Agency 
had an affirmative obligation to correct that defect prior to the release of the DEIR. 

Incorporation shifted local government responsibility for the unincorporated area that is now the 
City from the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors to the newly established 
City Council. The resulting change is not solely jurisdictional but constitutes a fundamental shift 
in political and policy-based perspective. Reasons for the City's recent incorporation include, 
but may not be limited to, the City's desire to give the community greater control over land-use 
planning decisions; create a politically-accountable governing body; capture, increase, and 
preserve local revenues; pursue local policy goals; and support and improve local public 
services. Independent of whatever position may have been espoused by the County of 
Riverside (County) and County staff with regards to the Proposed Project, the City is an 
independent entity and has yet to be provided a Lead Agency-sponsored, CEQA-based forum 
to address those physical changes now being proposed within our community. 

Prior to incorporation, those lands now comprising the City where located in unincorporated 
Riverside County. Any previous statements, comments, or communiques from the County to 
RPU with regards to the proposed RTRP should not be construed as indicative of the policy or 
position of the City. Based, in large part, on the identified transmission alignment within Jurupa 
Valley, the significant and substantial failings of the current environmental impact report (EIR) to 
serve as an informational document for informed decision making, and the Lead Agency's 
election not to conduct pre-circulation consultation with the City, the City is unable to support the 
RTRP in the manner and location now proposed. 

Although newly incorporated, the City recognizes its obligations under the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as codified in the Public Resources Code (PRC), 
and the Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Guidelines), as codified in Chapter 3 in Title 14 of the California Code or Regulations (14 CCR), 
and has endeavors to submit comments to the Lead Agency within the time period established 
by the Lead Agency. As indicated in the NOC, the stated comment period commenced on 
August 1, 2011 and concludes on September 30, 2011. In response to the City's request, the 
Lead Agency agreed to extend that comment period for an additional 60 days, concluding on 
November 30, 2011. These comments have been submitted to the Lead Agency within the time 
period and are intended to constitute a part of the Proposed Project's CEQA documentation. 

CEQA mandates that each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the 
environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so (Section 
21002.1 [b], CEQA). Since actions in one community can and often do "spill over" and, either 
positively or negatively, affect the environment and quality of life in outlying areas, the 
comments raised herein relate not to the autonomy of the City of Riverside's actions but to the 
implications of the Lead Agency's actions on the City and its varied constituents. 

Based on the staffing and administrative constraints faced by all newly incorporated 
municipalities and the absence of opportunities for early consultation, these comments should 
be seen as preliminary in nature and may not reflect the totality of environmental, 
socioeconomic, and other issues attributable to the RTRP that warrant analysis under CEQA. 
Due to the voluminous nature of the DEIR and the very limited time that the City has had to 
review it, further review and/or discovery may disclose additional issues that the City may deem 
important to raise during the remainder of the CEQA process, whether before the Lead Agency 
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or other "responsible agencies" (14 CCR 15381). The City and its constituents accordingly 
reserve the right to present such additional issues as may be revealed during the course of 
further review, including pursuit of intervenor status with the CPUC and receipt of intervenor 
compensation (pursuant to Section 1801-1812 of the Public Utilities Code [PUC]) with regards 
to the issuance of the required "Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity" (CPCN) for 
the "approval and construction of the 230 kV transmission line and sUbstation" (p. 2-85). 

With regards to the proposed HVTL, the City is concerned that "[r1esidential areas are located 
less than 1 00 feet from the route" and "there are a few residential areas near Limonite Avenue 
that are more than 100 feet from the proposed line route" (p. 3-76). The City is also concerned 
that implementation of the Proposed Project and/or one or more of the alternative alignments 
might also result in direct and/or indirect adverse impacts to existing City residents, landowners, 
and businesses (e.g. "The Van Buren Offset Alternative would result in the removal of several 
residential structures," p. 6-102). Those residents and affected properties potentially located 
outside the proposed ROWand neither benefiting from any mitigation or being offered any 
compensation will be directly and indirectly impacted and subjected to increased health and 
safety risks, altered views, diminished property valuation, forfeiture of development 
opportunities, and reduction in the quality of their lives. It is unclear whether those parties 
(including both owners and tenants) received any direct notice of the Proposed Project and 
were provided an opportunity to submit comments in response to NOP1, NOP2, and the NOC. 

Based on the limited opportunities presented to Jurupa Valley by the Lead Agency, the City has 
been able to only focus on certain environmental and socioeconomic consequences of the 
Proposed Project. As a side note to its own constituents, this limited focus is not intended to be 
an affront to any of the unaddressed interests of the City's residents, landowners, and business 
community. It is the City's hope that those interests will be expressed through the active 
participation of others in this CEOA process. The City may elect to avail itself of those 
comments should discussions with the Lead Agency with regards to the Proposed Project need 
to be presented at a separate and subsequent forum. 

In the preparation of these comments, the City has sought to use typical writing conventions 
(e.g., utilization and application of parenthesis and bracketing). Use or application of those 
writing conventions, as well as the use of headings, capitalization, and punctuation herein, are 
presented to facilitate communication and for convenience purposes only and should not be 
construed as limiting the nature or broader relevancy of the City's comments. Similarly, the 
organization of these comments should neither serve as an artificial constraint to the Lead 
Agency's obligations under CEOA nor limit the nature of the Lead Agency's responses thereto. 

Although a specific comment may be raised under a certain section or under a certain heading, 
each comment should be construed as having broader application and relevancy with regards to 
the Proposed Project, the project's potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental and 
socioeconomic effects, and the Lead Agency's CEOA requirements. For example, as more 
thoroughly described herein, confusion exists as to the identity of the CEOA "lead agency" (e.g., 
City of Riverside and/or Riverside Public Utilities). In recognition of that confusion, the term 
"Lead Agency," as used herein, should be broadly construed to refer to both the City of 
Riverside and RPU independent of which or both of those entities is serving in that role. 
Similarly, whether explicitly identified in the DEIR or tangential thereto, reference to the 
"Proposed Project" and/or the "RTRP" herein is intended to be inclusive of all subtransmission, 
transmission, substations, and other physical improvements associated, both directly and 
indirectly, with those electrical systems identified in the DEIR, whether localized or regional in 
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nature, inclusive of new construction and renovation, remodeling, and retrofitting, the real 
property located thereupon, and all associated maintenance and upkeep activities associated 
therewith independent of the permitting agency. 

Except where otherwise noted, excerpts and page references cited herein are with regards to 
the DEIR and are intended to be illustrative and not exhaustive. The City's misidentification of a 
page reference or citation (presented solely for the convenience of the Lead Agency) or 
typographic or other unintended errors should not be used as an excuse by the Lead Agency 
not to fully respond to the issues and concerns expressed herein. Highlighting has been used 
occasionally herein for emphasis purposes. Although certain text is highlighted, the use of that 
notation is not intended to limit the application or relevancy of other corresponding text that is 
not comparably illustrated. 

2.0 RECIRCULATION REQUIRED 

Pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the Guidelines, a lead agency is required to recirculate a 
previously circulated EIR when "significant new information is added to the EIR" after release of 
the NOC but before certification. New information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the 
EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantive adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project proponents have declined 
to implement. "Significant new information requiring recirculation includes, but is not limited to, 
a disclosure that: (1) a new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that 
reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation 
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
environmental impacts of the project but the project's proponents decline to adopt it; and (4) the 
draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadeguate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded" (emphasis added). 

As specified in Section 15064(c} of the Guidelines: "In determining whether an effect will be 
adverse or beneficial, the Lead Agency shall consider the views held by members of the public 
in all areas affected as expressed in the whole record before the lead agency." Because the 
Lead Agency failed to notify, solicit comments from, or otherwise involve the City in the CEQA 
process prior to the release of the DEIR, the City was deprived the opportunity to present 
information germane to the Proposed Project and its potential environmental impacts (e.g., 
locally-held environmental values, alternative threshold standards, other project alternatives, 
and feasible mitigation measures). Because it has negated meaningful opportunities for local 
participation, the Lead Agency's omission of the City constitutes a serious and significant failing 
and substantiates the need to recirculate the DEIR. 

As stipulated in Section 15125 of the Guidelines, "[a]n EIR must include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project." In Save our Peninsula 
Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001), the courts have affirmed that 
"accurately identifying the baseline conditions is the first step in the process of determining the 
significance of the project's potential environmental effects." In Amador v. EI Dorado County 
Water Agency (1999), the courts have noted that "[w]ithout an appropriate baseline description, 
an adequate analysis of a project's (County of impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives 
"becomes impossible." 
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Although not disclosed in the DEIR, on June 9,2011, SCE petitioned the CPUC (Energy 2590E) 
and, on June 15, 2011, the CPUC granted SCE's "Revision to SCE's Index of Communities to 
Include Reference to the City of Jurupa Valley (anticipated effective 07/01/11 }." Even as a 
result of that formal acknowledgement, there appears little evidence that the Lead Agency 
sought to update the pre-release version of the DEIR to reflect the incorporation of the City on 
July 1, 2011. For example, although the new 230 kV transmission alignment traverses Jurupa 
Valley, the environmental setting includes no reference to the City (e.g., "The 230 kV 
transmission line element of the Proposed Project would be located within the City of Riverside, 
the City of Norco, and the unincorporated County of Riverside," p. 2-2; "the Proposed Project 
would be located only on lands within the County of Riverside and the cities of Riverside and 
Norco," p. 3-14; "The 230 kV transmission line alternatives are located primarily in 
unincorporated areas of Riverside County," p. 3-17; "The proposed 230 kV transmission line 
and Wildlife Substation are located in unincorporated Riverside County and/or the Cities of 
Riverside and Norco," p. 3-239; "Jurisdictions in the Proposed Project area include Riverside 
County and the cities of Riverside and Norco. SCE transmission elements of the Proposed 
Project [1-15 Route] would be predominately located on unincorporated lands in Riverside 
County," p. 3-279; and "[Proposed] Project components would be located on lands within the 
County of Riverside and the cities of Riverside and Norco," Appendix B, p. 17). In addition, 
important graphics have not been updated to illustrate the City's corporate boundaries (e.g., 
Figures 2.3-2, 2.3-3, 6.2-1, 6.2-2, 6.2-3, 6.4-1, and 6.6-1) and to reflect the project's physical 
relationship thereto. 

None of the technical studies presented in Appendix B (Technical Reports) in the DEIR 
identifies the existence of the City or addresses the potential environmental consequence of the 
Proposed Project upon Jurupa Valley. For example, the "Land Use Technical Report" (Power 
Engineers, June 2010) includes no reference to the City and was not subsequently augmented 
after the City's incorporation and prior to the release of the DEIR. 

As indicated in the DEIR, the input of "public and elected official interest was very important to 
the consideration of routing alternatives" (emphasis added) (p. 6-42) and at least one alternative 
(Le., Bain Street) was eliminated based on "public opposition" (p. 6-46). However, for all intents 
and purposes, although a substantial segment of the Proposed Project is located within the 
City's corporate boundaries, the City, its residents, landowners, and business community are 
non-entities with regards to the Lead Agency's environmental review. While the timing of the 
City's incorporation may have been inconvenient for the Lead Agency, the scheduled 
incorporation was approved by the voters on March 8, 2011, substantially in advance of the 
release of the DEIR on August 1, 2011. The Lead Agency, therefore, had ample time to revise 
the administrative draft (screen check) DEIR prior to the posting of the NOC to include reference 
to and analysis of project-related and cumulative impacts on Jurupa Valley. Because the Lead 
Agency elected not to do so, there now exists substantive factual and material errors in the 
DEIR, thus denying the affected public meaningful opportunities to participate in the CEQA 
process and hindering an understand the Proposed Project's potential extraterritorial impacts. 

The Lead Agency has sought to apply an erroneous baseline, thus resulting in factual and 
analytical errors in the DEIR. As indicated in the DEIR: "For the purpose of this DEIR, and 
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15124(a) [sic]), 
the baseline conditions used to determine the impacts associated with the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives are the on-the-ground, physical environmental conditions that existed in the 
Proposed Project area in Fall of 2009 ... Additional data were collected beyond the fall of 2009, 
during development of this DEIR, to increase the accuracy of baseline conditions, augment 
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information, respond to scoping comments, update existing data with survey results, or update 
the environmental setting to reflect recent changes in land uses within the Proposed Project 
area" (emphasis added) (p. 3-2). With regards to the City's incorporation and the consequences 
thereof, no such "update" is presented in the DEIR. 

As further indicated in the DEIR: "Although CEOA Guidelines Section 15125 states that the 
baseline conditions are 'normally' those that exist at the time the NOP is released (here, 
November 2009) [sic], CEOA permits a lead agency to select a different baseline for analysis 
purposes if that baseline is supported by substantial evidence" (emphasis added) (p. 3-96), 
explicitly stating that a governmental agencies "opinion constitutes substantial evidence 
supporting the City's [of Riverside] baseline determination" (p. 3-97). As such, the Lead Agency 
itself acknowledges that certain post-NOP release date events may predicate the need to alter 
the date and/or description of "baseline conditions" (e.g., "data from July 2010 is presented 
because it represents the most recent and accurate data available," p. 3-79; "Focused surveys 
for Delhi-Sands flower loving fly habitat were conducted in 2006, 2007, 2010, and 2011," p. 3-
96; 'To gather more complete information on the most refined proposed routes, noise 
measurements were collected along the 230 kV and 69 kV proposed routes in February, 2011," 
p. 3-261). Because it constitutes a substantial physical change and has substantive 
ramifications with regards to the Proposed Project's environmental analyses, the City believes 
that Jurapa Valley's incorporate constitutes "substantial evidence" warranting the selection of a 
"different baseline." 

Pursuant to Section 15151 of the Guidelines: an EIR must provide a degree of analysis and 
detail about environmental impacts that will enable decision makers to make intelligent 
judgments in light of the environmental consequences of their decisions. The sufficiency of the 
EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible (see Kings County Farm Bureau v. 
City of Hanford [1990]). The Lead Agency must make a good faith effort at full disclosure of 
environmental impacts. In order to accomplish this requirement, it is essential that the project is 
adequately described and that existing setting information is complete (see County of Inyo v. 
City of Los Angeles [1977]). Decision makers and other stakeholders need to fully understand 
the implications of the choices that are presented relative to the Proposed Project and to 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives thereto (see Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of University of California [1988]). In this case, the DEIR fails to provide 
sufficient and accurate information about the environmental setting to allow for informed 
decision making. 

As indicated in Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982), an EIR is 
"an environmental 'alarm bell' whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials 
to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no return" (emphasis 
added). The DEIR's failure to disclose and address impacts to and upon the City prevents the 
document from providing such forewarning. As a result, among other defects, this EIR will not 
be adequate until the project's physical location, jurisdictional boundaries, and localized impacts 
are fully described and the analysis of the Proposed Project's direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts revised to explicitly address Jurupa Valley. 

The City is an entity to the same extent as are its residences, landowners, and businesses. 
Even to the extent that it can be argued that the City was not incorporated prior to the release of 
NOP1 and NOP2, the Lead Agency cannot knowingly release a deficient document (14 CCR 
15020). Incorporation constitutes a substantive "change in the project or environmental setting" 
(14 CCR 15088.5). The absence of any meaningful analysiS of project-specific and cumulative 
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environmental and socioeconomic ramifications of the Proposed Project on the City effectively 
"deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect" (14 
CCR 15088.5). The totality of comments presented by the City provides substantial evidence 
supporting the need for the recirculation of the DEIR. 

3.0 LEAD AGENCY AND RESPONSIBLE AGENCY ISSUES 

3.1 Lead Agency Status 

There is substantial confusion as to the identity of the CEQA lead agency. As indicated in 
NOP1 (January 23, 2007): 'The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department will be the Lead 
Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project" (NOP1, p. 1). 
However, NOP1 also states that "[tJhe City of Riverside is the lead agency" (emphasis added) 
(NOP1, p. 2). NOP2 (November 18, 2009) states "the City of Riverside will be the Lead Agency 
in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project" (NOP2, p. 1) and "RPU will prepare a Draft EIR" (NOP2, p. 1). NOP1 and 
NOP2 appear to make a clear distinction between the "City of Riverside Public Utilities 
Department" and the "City of Riverside," thus suggesting that the two bodies constitute 
autonomous governmental entities, each independently and separately processing statutory 
authority to entitle the Proposed Project. 

The NOC fails to explicitly identify which agency is serving as CEQA lead agency but notes that: 
(1) "The City of Riverside will hold a formal hearing with the City Planning Commission" (NOC, 
p. 2); and (2) "Comments should be addressed to" the "City of Riverside Public Utilities 
Department" (NOC, p. 2). Again, the project's documentation draws a distinction between those 
entities but states or otherwise infers that the "City Planning Commission" is the advisory and/or 
decision-making body of the "City of Riverside Public Utilities Department" for the purpose of 
environmental and land-use entitlements. As indicated on the City of Riverside website: 
"Established in 1895, Riverside Public Utilities is a consumer-owned water and electric utility 
governed by a Board of nine community volunteers" (http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/admin
executive.asp). It, therefore, appears that the RPU's "Board [of Public Utilities]" and the "City [of 
Riverside] Planning Commission" are separate governing bodies. 

Under the description of "agencies, permits, and approvals," NOP2 identifies two distinct "local 
agencies" from whom "permits and approvals would be obtained." As indicated therein, those 
local agencies include: (1) 'The City of Riverside Public Utilities (CEQA Lead Agency) [a] CEQA 
compliance [bJ Approval to construct the proposed project"; and (2) "Riverside County [a] 
Crossing and encroachment permit for County road [b] Land and Water Conservation Fund 
conversion agreement [c] Compliance with Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan" (emphasis added) (NOP2, p. 4; see also NOP2, p. 8 and DEIR, Table 2.9-1, 
p. 2-85). Adding to this confusion, the DEIR states that "RPU would be the owner/operator of 
the 69 kV subtransmission line" (p. 3-277) and states that the Proposed Project includes the 
"RPU-owned Wilderness Substation" (p. 2-5). 

As specified in Section 15002(i) of the Guidelines: "CEQA applies in situations where a 
governmental agency can use its judgment in deciding whether or how to carry out or approve a 
project. A project subject to such judgmental controls is called a 'discretionary project.'" 
Pursuant to Section 15124(d)(1) of the Guidelines, the project description "shall" contain a "list 
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of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision-making" and a "list of permits 
and other approvals required to implement the project." As indicated in the DEIR, no "potential 
permits and approvals" are identified as being required from RPU and only a ministerial "grading 
permit" is required from "Riverside City Public Works Department" (Table 2.9-1, p. 2-85). Either 
the project description is incomplete or neither RPU nor the City of Riverside have discretionary 
authority over the Proposed Project. 

The DEIR is also contradictory. As indicated therein, "the County [of Riverside] and cities would 
not have jurisdiction over these Proposed Project components, and the proposed 230 kV 
transmission line and Wildlife Substation would therefore be exempt from local land use and 
zoning regulations and discretionary permitting" (p. 3-239) and "the proposed 69 kV 
subtransmission lines and Wilderness Substation are exempt from Title 19 of the City of 
Riverside's Municipal Code" (pp. 3-250, 3-254). If so exempt, then the Proposed Project would 
also appear to be exempt from the City of Riverside's "grading permit" requirements. The DEIR 
does not explicitly state whether the "Riverside City" grading permit constitutes a discretionary 
or ministerial action. 

As defined in Section 21067 of CEQA: '''Lead Agency' means the pubic agency which has the 
prinCipal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect 
upon the environment." As further noted in the DEIR: (1) "no local discretionary permits or local 
plan consistency evaluations by Riverside County ALUC [Airport Land Use Commission] or the 
City of Riverside are required for SCE's proposed 230 kV transmission line" (p. 6-86); and (2) 
"local review is not required for SCE facilities" (p. 6-86). Based on these excerpts and assuming 
their factuality, it can be reasonably concluded that the City of Riverside "would not have 
jurisdiction over the Proposed Project" (e.g., no discretionary permits or approvals are required 
from the City of Riverside). 

As indicated under Agenda Item 4 (Approval of the New Energy Point-of-Delivery Project, 
Additional Appropriation, and Consulting Engineering Services - Work Order 642975) of the 
Official Minutes of the Board of Public Utilities' January 20, 2006 meeting, the Board of Public 
Utilities has already awarded a design-build contract to Power Engineers, Inc. (Power 
Engineers) for the proposed project; therefore, RPU and not the City of Riverside would likely be 
the contract entity responsible for the project's construction. 

RPU is identified as the "Project Proponent" (pp. ES-5 and 3-126). However, NOP2 states that 
the RTRP "is a joint project between RPU and SCE" (emphasis added) (NOP2, p. 1). As 
indicated in the DEIR: "RPU and SCE" are identified as "co-proponents for the Proposed 
Project" (p. 6-2). As such, although critical to an understanding of the Proposed Project, the 
DEIR is not internally consistent with regards to the identification of the "project proponent." 

It is evident that Power Engineers prepared the DEIR under contract to RPU and for the RPU 
(e.g., "RPU has retained the firm of Power Engineers, Inc. to assist in the development of the 
EIR," NOP2; see also DEIR title page). To the extent that RPU is the "project proponent" and/or 
the "applicant" (14 CCR 15351) and was also responsible for the preparation of the project's 
CEQA documentation, a greater level of scrutiny (and a greater obligation upon the Lead 
Agency) is required with regards to demonstrating the EIR's independence and objectivity. 
Similarly, since Power Engineer has both a design-build contract for the design and construction 
of the Proposed Project and was tasked with the preparation of the EIR, reasonable questions 
arise whether a privately-owned firm with a vested economic interest in the Proposed Project's 
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construction should be the same firm responsible for the preparation of the project's CEQA 
documentation and the formulation of environmental mitigation. 

In Friends of La Vina v. County of Los Angeles (1991), the courts have stated that "CEQA [shall] 
'be interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment 
within the reasonable scope of the statutory language' [Citation]. Implicit in the requirement that 
the agency exercise independent review, analysis, and judgment when using EIR materials 
submitted by an applicant's consultant is a heavy demand for independence, objectivity, and 
thoroughness. Moreover, this standard pursues the prescription that an EIR be 'a document of 
accountability' [Citation]." 

"The lead agency must independently participate, review, analyze and discuss the alternatives 
in good faith" (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford [1990]). "So Significant is the role 
of lead agency that CEQA proscribes delegation" (Planning and Conservation League v. 
Department of Water Resources [2000]). 

As specified under Section 21082.1 of CEQA, the EIR must be prepared "directly by, or under 
contract to" the lead agency (see also 14 CCR 15084[a]). To the extent that they constitute 
separate and distinct entities, it is evident that RPU (in its role as both applicant and developer) 
contracted for the EIR's preparation. However, there exists no evidence that the City of 
Riverside played any role therein. As noted in Chapter 9 (List of Preparers) in the DEIR, six 
representatives of RPU, four representatives of SCE, twenty representatives of Power 
Engineers and no representatives of the City of Riverside are included among the "list of 
preparers" (p. 9-1). 

In Friends of La Vina v. County of Los Angeles (1991), the courts noted that "[i]f there is any 
doubt regarding whether a public agency may lawfully direct a developer to prepare his own 
EIR, it is dispelled by Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors [Citation]. In Friends of 
Mammoth, the Supreme Court ruled that CEQA is to be interpreted to achieve the maximum 
environmental protection that can be achieved within the reasonable scope of the statutory 
language. Here it is not merely well within the scope of the statutory language that the public 
agency, and not the applicant for the public agency's approval, bears the responsibility of 
conducting the environmental study; it is plainly stated in mandatory language. Clearly, a study 
conducted by a public agency charged with protection of the public interest and not in a position 
of conflict of interest is more likely to achieve the purposes of CEQA than a study conducted by 
paid consultant of the applicant. The point need not be belabored, but needs to be clearly in 
mind since it demonstrates the rationale for the wording of the statute. Friends of Mammoth and 
all the similar cases following Friends of Mammoth are further reason to find that respondent 
may not comply with CEQA by directing the applicant to conduct his own environmental study 
and to prepare his own EIR." 

Section 15084(e) of the Guidelines notes that "[b]efore using a draft prepared by another 
person, the lead agency shall subject the draft to the agency's own review and analysis." In 
Friends of La Vina v. County of Los Angeles (1991), the courts further noted that the "[t]he 
'preparation' requirements of CEQA and the Guidelines 'turn not on some artificial litmus test of 
who wrote the words, but rather upon whether the agency sufficiently exercised independent 
judgment over the environmental analysis and exposition that constitute the EIR.'" Absent from 
the DEIR is any evidence that the City of Riverside conducted an independent review of the 
DEIR other than "rubber stamping" the DEIR delivered to it in its totality. The full extend of the 
City of Riverside's independent "review and analysis," if any, needs to be fully documented. 
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Clarification is, therefore, needed with regards to the precise identity of the CEOA lead agency, 
the relationship between the City of Riverside and RPU, the autonomous powers and 
statutory/regulatory authority of those distinct entities, and the existence of any project-related 
discretionary actions that may be required from the City of Riverside and RPU. Throughout the 
DEIR, the Lead Agency makes a distinction between the "City of Riverside" and "Riverside 
Public Utilities." The City of Riverside City Council is the decision-making body for the City of 
Riverside and, assuming that the City of Riverside in the CEOA lead agency, would be charged 
with the responsibility of certifying the EIR. In contrast, the "Board of Public Utilities" (e.g., "The 
Board of Public Utilities sets policy for RPU," p. 1-3) is the decision-making body of the RPU. 
Assuming that the City of Riverside City Council and the RPU Board of Public Utilities are 
separate and autonomous entities, it appears that the City of Riverside City Council and not the 
RPU's Board of Public Utilities is asserting CEOA lead agency status. From the information 
presented, it is not possible to ascertain the precise identity of the CEOA lead agency and/or the 
decision-making body tasked with the certification of the EIR. 

Similarly, based on this confusion, it is not possible to discern which agency (e.g., City of 
Riverside, RPU) and what entity (e.g., City of Riverside Planning Commission, City of Riverside 
City Council, Board of Public Utilities) is tasked to certify the final EIR and make requisite 
findings as required under CEOA and the Guidelines and, if so certified, to what agency and 
what entity that decision is appealable. 

Referencing the "Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report - City of Riverside 
General Plan 2025 Program, State Clearing House Number 20040211108" (July 2007) (FPEIR) 
(http://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkdb/Browse.aspx?startid=38872&row=1 &&dbid=O): "The 
City of Riverside is the primary distribution provider for electricity in the entire City. Riverside 
Public Utility is a municipally owned electric utility and as such maintains electrical facilities and 
infrastructure within the City. Southern California Edision (SCE) serves electrical customers 
outside of the City [of Riverside] limits ... Southern California Edision is a regulated electrical 
unity which maintains electrical facilities and infrastructure within the Sphere [of Influence] areas 
and a very small portion of the City [of Riverside]. It provides service to customers within a 
50,000 square mile area of central, coastal, and Southern California, including western 
Riverside County. The California Independent System Operator operates 500 kV and 220 kV 
transmission lines, which travel east to west throughout the County of Riverside. These lines 
are part of the Western United States electric transmission system which ties the entire region 
together and brings power from many areas to Riverside County" (emphasis added) (FPEIR, 
Volume II, pp. 5.16-16 through 5.16-18). 

The FPEIR makes a clear distinction concerning RPU's and SCE's organizational statutes, 
jurisdictional responsibilities, geographic service area, and facility operations. The FPEIR 
further acknowledges that RPU's facilities serve only the City of Riverside while SCE's facilities 
are part of the nationwide bulk power system. By asserting CEOA lead agency status, the City 
of Riverside appears to be stating that it has planning and permitting responsibilities and 
jurisdictional control over all or portions of the "Western United States electric transmission 
system." The City believes that clearly is not the case and, based on the proposed 
improvements to the "Western United States electric transmission system" identified in the 
DEIR, statutory and regulatory authority over SCE's bulk power system appropriately vests with 
the CPUC (and neither with the City of Riverside nor with RPU). 

The RPU states that the 69 and 230 kV improvements associated with the RTRP are "a single 
project" (http://aquari us. riversideca. gov /clerkd b/DocView .aspx?id=50630&page= 18&dbid=O). 
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NOP2 states that the RTRP "is a joint project between RPU and SCE" (NOP2, p. 1). The OEIR 
notes that RPU and SCE are "the co-proponents of the Proposed Project" (p. 6-2) and "[b]oth 
RPU's and SCE's systems are proposed for expansion under the Proposed Project" (pp. 3-278 
and 3-288). 

SCE is a regulated utility, operating in accordance with the rules and regulations of the CPUC. 
The CPUC has issued rules relating to the planning and construction of electric generation and 
transmission, power, and distribution line facilities and sUbstations in California. Those rules, 
detailed in "General Order No. 131-0" (GO 131-0), specify CEQA requirements associated with 
the issuance of permits for electrical facilities. Section I in GO 131-0 states that "except as 
specifically provided herein, no electric public utility, now subject, or which hereafter may 
become subject, to the jurisdiction of this Commission, shall begin construction in this state of 
any new electric generating plant, or of the modification, alteration, or addition to an existing 
electric generating plant, or of electric transmission/power/distribution line facilities, or of new, 
upgrades or modified substations without first complying with the provisions of this General 
Order. For the purpose of this General Order, a transmission line is a line designed to operate 
at or above 200 kilovolts (kV). A power line is a line designed to operate between 50 and 200 
kV. A distribution line is a line designed to operate under 50 kV." 

In accordance with Section "I.A in GO 131-0: "No electric public utility shall begin construction 
in this state of any new electric generating plant having in aggregate a net capacity available at 
the busbar in excess of 50 megawatts (MW), or of the modification, alteration, or addition to an 
existing electric generating plant that results in a 50 MW or more net increase in the electric 
generating plant that results in a 50 MW or more net increase in the electric generating capacity 
available at the busbar of the existing plant, or of major electric transmission line facilities which 
are designed for immediate or eventual operation at 200 kV or more without this Commission's 
having first found that said facilities are necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and 
convenience of the public, and that they are required by the public convenience and necessity." 

In accordance with Section "I.B: "No electric public utility shall begin construction in this state of 
any electric power line facilities or substations which are designed for immediate or eventual 
operation at any voltage between 50 kV or 200 kV or new or upgraded substations with high 
side voltage exceeding 50 kV without this Commission's having first authorized the construction 
of said facilities by issuance of a permit to construct in accordance with the provisions of 
Sections IV.B, X, and XI.B of this General Order." 

Section IXV states that "for all issues relating to the siting, design and construction of electric 
generating plant or transmission lines ... the Commission will be the Lead Agency under CEQA, 
unless a different deSignation has been negotiated between the Commission and another state 
agency consistent with CEQA guidelines." As indicated in the OEIR, Section XIV in the GO 
131-0 further states that "local jurisdictions, acting pursuant to local authority are preempted 
from regulating electric power line projects, distribution lines, substations, or electric facilities 
constructed by public utilities subject to the Commission's jurisdiction. However, in locating 
such projects, the public utility shall consult with local agencies regarding land use matters" 
(emphasis added) (p. 3-239). As previously noted, no such required consultation occurred with 
Jurupa Valley. 

From the above excerpts, it is clearly evident that the CPUC has major discretionary authority 
over the proposed project. The CPUC and neither the City of Riverside nor RPU should, 
therefore, serve in the capacity of CEQA lead agency. The change in CEQA lead agency status 
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is not seen as insignificant and constitutes substantially more than a name change on the cover 
of the document (e.g., CPUC procedures are more arduous that those of the City of Riverside 
and provide opportunities for intervenor participation and compensation). Jurupa Valley, as well 
as members of its community, would likely pursue intervenor status and compensation in any 
CPUC proceeding. Following the release of the DEIR, Jurupa Valley's request for 
compensation for costs incurred in document review were denied by the City of Riverside. 

As indicated in the DEIR, with the exception of the City of Riverside, electric services throughout 
the County of Riverside is provided by SCE (see Table 3.2.13-3, p. 3-282). RPU's jurisdiction 
extends only over its limited service (control) area and 69 kV subtransmission system. 
Referencing the "Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration - Subtransmission 
Project" (RPU, February 2009) (MND-SP): "The City of Riverside provides electric service to 
residents and businesses within the city limits via a network of 69/33 kV subtransmission lines, 
distribution substations and radial 4 and 12 kV feeders. The subtransmission network consists 
of 24 lines that serve 14 substations" (MND-SP, Technical Appendix A, Section 2). 

As indicated in the DEIR: 'The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU) provides 
electric service for customers in the City [of Riverside]. Power is delivered to RPU through the 
regional bulk transmission system owned by Southern California Edison Company (SCE) and 
operated by the California Independent System Operator (CAISO)" (emphasis added) (p. 1-3). 
As further indicated therein: "RPU made a request for SCE to develop a means to provide 
additional transmission capacity to meet projected load growth and to provide a second 
interconnection for system reliability. SCE determined that in order to meet RPU's request, 
SCE should expand its regional electrical system to provide RPU a second source of 
transmission capacity to import bulk electric power" (emphasis added) (p. 1-3). "SCE would be 
the owner/operator of the 230 kV transmission line and associated Proposed Project 
components, while RPU would be the owner/operator of the 69 kV subtransmission line 
Proposed Project components. SCE would be responsible for acquiring its own ROWs" (p. 3-
277). By the Lead Agency's own admission, SCE and not RPU is, therefore, the party 
responsible for "develop[ing] a means to provide additional transmission capacity." As such, the 
governmental entity responsible for regulating SCE should appropriately serve as CEQA lead 
agency. 

It is unclear whether the RPU has the authority to regulate SCE and/or impose conditions on 
SCE activities undertaken within its jurisdiction. Other than as they may relate to existing 
requirements, it does not appear that the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR (see Table 
ES-1, pp. ES-5 through ES-9) relate directly to SCE-sponsored activities and/or serve to 
effectively mitigation the potential environmental impacts of those activities. 

Since RPU does not "provide" 230 kV power to any of its customers, the DEIR appears to 
include two separate and distinct projects: (1) "creation of a new SCE 230 kilovolt transmission 
interconnection" and "construction of a new SCE substation" (p. 1-3), identified in the DEIR as 
the "SCE 230 kV transmission line" (p. 2-6); and (2) "construction of a new RPU substation" and 
"expansion of the RPU 69 kV system" (p. 1-3), identified in the DEIR as the "RPU 69 kV 
subtransmission lines" (p. 2-13). The first project involves regional improvements to SCE's 
high-voltage (bulk) transmission system (e.g., "Power is delivered to RPU through the regional 
bulk transmission system owned by Southern California Edison Company," p. 1-3). The second 
project involves localized improvements to RPU's 69 kV subtransmission (power line) system 
(e.g., "RPU's 69 kV system is a single system supported exclusively by SCE's Vista Substation," 
p. 1-4). It is assumed that RPU would own and control the 69 kV system (Le., "RPU's 
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subtransmission system," p. 2-13) and that SCE would own and operate the 230 kV system, 
including any underlying real property interests. For example, as indicated in the DEIR: (1) 
"Wildlife Substation would be a 230 kV substation and would be owned and operated by SCE" 
(p. 1-3); and (2) "Wilderness Substation would be a 230/69 kV SUbstation and would be owned 
and operated by RPU" (p. 1-4). Even that description may be incomplete. For example, it is 
reasonable to assume that the 230 kV component of the Wilderness Substation would be 
owned and operated by SCE while the 69 kV component of that substation would be owned and 
operated by RPU. 

Further evidence of the existence of two distinct projects can be discerned from the stated 
schedule. As indicated in the DEIR: "RPU anticipates that construction of components of the 
proposed 69 kV portion of the Proposed Project (which includes the subtransmission lines, 
Wilderness Substation, substation upgrades, and associated telecommunication work) could 
begin following publication of the Notice of Determination of the Final EIR by the BPU Board 
and Riverside City Council" (Appendix B, p. 11). From this excerpt, in what would appear 
fragementation, it can be construed that the RPU will commence construction prior to receipt of 
the CPCN from the CPUC. 

It is likely that SCE's ratepayers and not just RPU's ratepayers will be required to carry the cost 
of the proposed 230 kV transmission improvements. Because those improvements and 
undisclosed costs have been consolidated with RPU's subtransmission improvements, SCE 
ratepayers have been denied access to this environmental and entitlement process and may 
only obtain access once "bureaucratic and financial momentum" behind the proposed project 
builds to the pOint that approval is a foregone conclusion (see Save Tara v. City of West 
Hollywood [2008]). As such, by excluding the majority of SCE's ratepayers (inclusive of those 
located outside RPU's service area) from the current CEQA process, notification and 
dissemination of the DEIR appears inadequate. It WOUld, therefore, appear that a significant 
number of potential stakeholders (e.g., SCE customers) have been excluded from the CEQA 
process. 

Because "CEQA was intended to be interpreted in such in such a manner as to afford the fullest 
possible protection to the environment" (14 CCR 15003[f]), under the stewardship of which 
agency will the environment be best protected and public partiCipation best promoted? The 
CPUC is required to consider, as a factor in granting a CPCN, the "influence [of that facility] on 
the environment" if the Commission concludes that "any emissions or discharges there from 
would have a significant influence on the environment of this state" (Section 1002[a][4], PUC). 
"In calculating the cost effectiveness of energy resources, including conservation and load 
management options," the Commission must also consider "a value for any costs and benefits 
to the environment, including air quality" (Section 701.1 [c], PUC). It is unclear whether a similar 
statutory or regulatory mandate applies to the RPU. 

As indicated in the DEIR, a CPUC-issued CPCN is required for the proposed project (e.g., 
"Construction of the 230 kV component of the Proposed Project would begin following the 
necessary approvals, including a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity [CPCN] 
which is required in order for SCE to proceed to construct its components of the Proposed 
Project," p. 2-51). Recognizing the need for a CPUC-issued discretionary approval and the 
requirements of GO 131-0, with regards to CEQA compliance, the State's jurisdiction, broader 
mandate, and absence of direct financial interests should preempt that of RPU. 
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On January 20, 2006, RPU entered into a design-build agreement with Power Engineers to 
design, entitle, and construct the proposed RTRP. Although the stated schedules may no 
longer apply, as specified in Exhibit A (Scope of Services) in the supplemental "Agreement for 
Professional Consulting Services" (November 15, 2006): "SCE is responsible for the design of 
the 230 kV transmission line and the 230 kV yard at Jurupa Substation. SCE is scheduled to 
start the design of these facilities in August 2006. Power [Engineers] will be responsible for the 
environmental permitting (preparation of an EIR) for both the 230 kV and 69 kV project. It will 
be treated as a single project under CEQA" (Scope of Services, p. 2). "Our approach to facilitate 
the EIR review by the CPUC is to have SCE develop their CPCN application during the 
development and internal review of the Draft EIR. Once the Draft EIR is completed, printed, 
and distributed to agencies and public for review, the CPCN application and copy of the Draft 
EIR will be submitted to the CPUC" (Scope of Services, p. 6). From this statement, it can be 
assumed that the CPCN application has been filed with the CPUC; however, it is unclear what 
level of participation by the CPUC has occurred with regards to the DEIR's preparation and 
whether the DEIR is intended to serve the duel-role of project-level EIR and "Proponent's 
Environmental Assessment" (PEA). 

As indicated in Section 15060.5 of the Guidelines: "(a) For a potential project involving the 
issuance of a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more 
public agencies, the lead agency shall, upon the request of a potential applicant and prior to the 
filing of a formal application, provide for consultation with the potential applicant to consider the 
range of actions, potential alternatives, mitigation measures, and any significant effects on the 
environment of the potential project. (b) The lead agency may include in the consultation one or 
more responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and other public agencies who in the opinion of 
the lead agency may have an interest in the proposed project." 

To the extend that Power Engineer's Scope of Service accurately depicts the sequence of DEIR 
preparation and dissemination and SCE's subsequent filing of the CPCN application, it appears 
that SCE elected to intentionally delay filing its CPCN application until the CEQA process 
initiated, in whole or in part, in response to that pending applicant was well underway. 
Traditionally, investor-owned utilities (IOU) file a CPCN application that includes a "Proponent's 
Environmental Assessment" (PEA). The PEA is analogous to an expanded initial study (under 
CEQA) and provides a basis for the CPUC to define the project at hand, ascertain the type of 
CEQA documentation required, focus that environmental review on the potentially significant 
impacts potentially attributable to the proposed project, and identify a reasonable range of 
alternatives for concurrent analyses. During its review, the CPUC may request supplemental 
data from the IOU. Once the application is deemed complete, the CPUC would prepare and 
disseminate a Nap and formally commence the CEQA process. 

In this case, SCE appears to seek to short-cut the CEQA process by providing the CPUC with a 
published DEIR, thus eliminating the PEA and the scoping activities performed by the CPUC. 
Not only does this appear contrary to CPUC policies and procedures but it also deprives other 
stakeholders of the inherent environmental benefits which are derived from CPUC scoping 
activities. 

As disclosed in the DEIR, with single exception (Le., 69 kV pole height near airport) and when 
examined from a local rather than regional perspective, all of the unmitigable adverse 
environmental impacts attributable to the proposed project relate to the "230 kV transmission 
line," the "230 kV structure placement" (p. ES-9), and/or the "cumulatively considerable" air 
quality impacts (p. ES-10) resulting therefrom. In recognition of the presence of significant 
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environmental effects, the CPUC (not RPU) is best qualified to examine the project from a 
broader regional perspective in order to ensure CEQA compliance (e.g., "The EIR is to 
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered 
the ecological implications of its actions," 14 CCR 15003[d]). 

Even to the extent that it can be argued that the City of Riverside and/or RPU has jurisdiction 
over localized improvements to RPU's subtransmission (69 kV) system, State (CPUC and 
CAISO) authority should preempt local control with regards to the bulk transmission (230 kV) 
system of State-regulated investor-owned utilities. In recognition of the Lead Agency's own 
admission that the Proposed Project constitutes a "single project under CEQA" (Scope of 
Services, p. 2), the larger project (i.e., "whole of the action") and not a component thereof 
dictates the proper manner of CEQA compliance (14 CCR 15003[h] and 15378). Evaluating the 
whole of the action ensures that impermissible "piecemealing" and "segmenting" of a project 
does not occur (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission [1975]). 

In accordance with this principle, the Guidelines clarify that the term "project" refers to "the 
activity which is being approved and which may be subject to several discretionary approvals by 
governmental agencies. The term 'project' does not mean each separate governmental 
approval" (14 CCR 15378[c]). "This important elaboration is meant to "ensure that a project 
proponent does not file separate environmental reports for the same project to different 
agencies thereby preventing 'consideration of the cumulative impacts of the project [Citation]. It 
also serves as a reminder that there may be more than one agency issuing approvals for a 
particular project and clarifies that the project is not to be confused with each separate 
governmental approval" (Nelson v. County of Kern [2010]). 

Under CEQA, the lead agency charged with responsibility to conduct this expansive evaluation 
is typically the public agency with principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project 
(Section 21067, CEQA; Section 15367, Guidelines). If the project is to be carried out by a non
governmental entity, the lead agency is the public agency with the greatest responsibility for the 
entire project. In the case of the proposed project, the CPUC (not RPU) has jurisdictional 
authority over the regional bulk transmission system of which RPU's 69 kV subtransmission 
system is appurtenant thereto. Black's Law Dictionary (9th Edition, 2009) defines "appurtenant" 
as "[b]elonging to; accessory or incident to; adjunct; appended, or annexed to." This definition 
suggests that an appurtenant (localized) facility must be both subordinate to and integrated with 
the larger (regional) undertaking. 

As indicated in Rural Land Owners Association v. Lodi City Council, the court noted that 
"responsibility for a project cannot be avoided by limiting the title or description of the project." 
Although the RPU has a relatively small service area and clientele (e.g., "The City [of Riverside] 
owns and operates an electrical utility which provides water and electric power for customers 
within the approximately 81.5 square mile city limits," p. 1-9), SCE is an IOU and serves a 
substantial portion of southern California (e.g., ''The entire SCE service area covers 
approximately 50,000 square miles in Southern and Central California," p. 1-9). While the DEIR 
states that the "purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide RPU with adequate capacity to 
serve existing load" and "provide for long-term system capacity" (p. ES-4), the DEIR 
acknowledges that "RPU made a request for SCE to develop a means to provide additional 
transmission capacity to meet projected load growth and to provide a second interconnection for 
system reliability" (p. 1-3). That "second interconnection," including its associated transmission 
and substation improvements, could have impacts extending substantially beyond the City of 
Riverside and encompassing (directly, indirectly, and cumulatively) SCE's larger southern 
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California service area. A reasonable argument, therefore, exists to transfer lead agency status 
from RPU to the CPUC. 

The PUC confers upon the CPUC authority to regulate the terms of service and the safety, 
practices, and equipment of utilities subject to its jurisdiction. It is the standard practice of the 
CPUC, pursuant to its statutory responsibility to protect the environment, to require that 
mitigation measures be properly implemented and monitored. With regards to environmental 
mitigation, the DEIR states that U[i]t is the responsibility of the City of Riverside, as the Lead 
Agency under CEQA, to ensure that both utilities [SCE and RPU] implement the identified EPEs 
[Environmental Protection Elements] and mitigation measures as identified in reducing impacts 
within this DEIR" (p. 3-3). Since the City of Riverside lacks jurisdiction authority over SCE, there 
exists no basis "to ensure" that any mitigation measures applicable to SCE are, in fact, 
implemented (e.g., "SCE and RPU would be responsible to implement the mitigation measures 
as they apply to the 230 kV and 69 kV components of the Proposed Project," p. 3-3) .. 

The City has make no presumption that the ultimate outcome of the environment and 
entitlement processes would be different under a CPUC-managed CEQA process, only that the 
statutory and regulatory requirements of CEQA would be best served if the CPUC were serving 
in the capacity of CEQA lead agency. One need only compare the list and substance of 
mitigation measures imposed by the CPUC on a similar transmission project (e.g., San Joaquin 
Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project) against the list of mitigation measures presented in the 
DEIR to immediately recognize the environmental protection benefits associated with a CPUC
managed CEQA process. 

3.2 Responsible Agency Status 

With regards to the Proposed Project's land-use impacts, the DEIR states that "[t]he location of 
the ROW within existing and planned developments could result in direct impacts where 
operation would preclude or impair future development. Preclusion would also occur as a result 
of the proposed 230 kV transmission line traversing the Vernola Marketplace community 
shopping center parking lot. The placement of the 230 kV transmission line in the parking lot 
would result in the reduction of approximately six designated parking spaces and require 
approval of a Substantial Conformance from Riverside County" (emphasis added) (pp. 3-252 
and 3-253). "[A]pproval of a Substantial Conformance request is a discretionary action, and 
SCE would not be required to obtain approval of this action from Riverside County prior to 
approval of the Proposed Project" (p. 3-253). It is also construed that the Lead Agency is 
further asserting that neither the City of Riverside nor RPU would be required to obtain approval 
of a "Substantial Conformance from Riverside County." 

As a result of incorporation, the Vernola Marketplace (Pats Ranch Road/Limonite Avenue/l-15 
Freeway) is located in the City and not in unincorporated County. Because a substantial portion 
of the proposed project is located in Jurupa Valley and because the City is now tasked to 
enforce the provisions of the "Riverside County Municipal Code" (County Code), the City should 
be identified as a "responsible agency" under CEQA. For the purpose of CEQA, the term 
'responsible agency' includes all public agencies other than the lead agency which have 
discretionary approval power over the project." 

Substituting the "City of Jurupa Valley" for "Riverside County," it appears to be the Lead 
Agency's declared position that the City has no discretionary actions and/or jurisdictional 
authority with regards to the RTRP, has no "responsible agency" status or standing, and has no 
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ability to dictate alignment or impose conditions and/or mitigation measures on the Proposed 
Project. With regards to the Proposed Project, the Lead Agency is further stating that Jurupa 
Valley is subordinate to the City of Riverside which (with the possible exception of the CPUC) 
has exclusive authority and control over land-use decisions, design and development, and 
environmental mitigation within Jurupa Valley's corporate boundaries, including eminent domain 
authority over public and private lands located therein. The City neither accepts that position 
nor does it willingly delegate such control to the City of Riverside or RPU. 

As defined in Section 15358(a) of the Guidelines, environmental "[e]ffects include: (1) Direct or 
primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place. (2) 
Indirect and secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable" (emphasis added). Implementation of 
the Proposed Project will introduce a new land use into the City, resulting in the introduction of a 
long-term physical feature possessing unique land-use characteristics and likely requiring a use
specific land-use designation. The County General Plan includes a "public facilities" designation 
for "existing public utility corridors, including fee owned rights-of-way and permanent 
easements" (County General Plan, Policy LU 5.4). Should the ROW be established, the City 
would need to amend the County General Plan (City General Plan) to acknowledge that use 
and to impose appropriate land-use standards governing the use of those lands. 

Independent of the Lead Agency's assertion that local land-use regulations are preempted, the 
Proposed Project will necessitate the City's subsequent preparation and proceSSing of, at 
minimum, a general plan amendment (GPA) and zone change based on the introduction of a 
new unique land use within its jurisdiction. Since a GPA constitutes a discretionary action (14 
CCR 15357), the City becomes a "responsible agency" (14 CCR 15381) and/or an agency with 
"jurisdiction by law" (14 CCR 15366) that will need to consider the adequacy of the Lead 
Agency's certified EIR as the environmental basis for its own subsequent discretionary action. 

As noted in the DEIR: "Electric energy delivered through the CAl SO transmission system to 
RPU's local system is delivered by RPU to customers that are within the City [of Riverside]" (p. 
1-3). By its own admission, the RPU does not serve customers within incorporated Jurupa 
Valley. Nonetheless, the City of Riverside City Council and/or RPU's Board of Public Utilities is 
asserting jurisdiction over Jurupa Valley (e.g., ''The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department 
and Southern California Edison are proposing to construct and operate the Riverside 
Transmission Reliability Project in the Cities of Riverside, Norco, and Jurupa Valley," p. ES-1). 
Notwithstanding this purported preemption of local control, Jurupa Valley has not been identified 
as a stakeholder by the Lead Agency, was not provided pre-circulation notice of the Proposed 
Project, and was not invited to participate in any environmental scoping. Specifically, no formal 
or informal consultation with the City occurred prior to the release of the DEIR. 

Under Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution, a "county or city may make and 
enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary, and other ordinances and regulation not in 
conflict with general laws." Pursuant to Section 53091 in Title 5, Division 2, Part 1, Chapter 1, 
Article 5 of the California Government Code (CGC): (1) "Each local agency shall comply with all 
applicable building ordinances and zoning ordinances of the county or city in which the territory 
of the local agency is situated" (Section 53091 [a]); and (2) "Zoning ordinances of a county or 
city shall apply to the location or construction of facilities for the storage or transmission of 
electrical energy by a local agency, if the zoning ordinances make proviSion for those facilities" 
(Section 53091 [eJ). 
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County Ordinance 684 (An Ordinance of the County of Riverside Granting to Southern 
California Edison Company, Its Successors and Assigns, a Franchise to Use, and to Construct 
and Use, Poles, Wires, Conduits, and Appurtenances for Transmitting and Distributing 
Electricity for all Purposes, Under, Along, Across, and Upon the Public Streets, Ways, Alleys, 
and Places within the County of Riverside) neither preempts local land-use authority on private 
lands nor diminishes the rights of individual property owners. As specified in Section 5 therein: 
"Whenever any portion of the territory covered by this franchise shall be annexed to, or 
otherwise become a part of any municipal corporation, or of any other County, the rights 
reserved under this franchise to the County or any officer thereof, shall inure to the benefit of 
such municipal corporation or County, and its appropriate officers." 

Pursuant to Section 17.208.010 (Permitted Uses) in Chapter 17.208 (Public Use Permit) in Title 
17 (Zoning) of the County Code: "Notwithstanding any other provisions of this title, the following 
uses may be permitted in any zone classification; provided, that a public use permit is granted 
pursuant to the provisions of this section ... (b) Facilities for the storage or transmission of 
electrical energy where the county is not preempted by law from exercising jurisdiction. This 
section shall take precedence over and supersede any conflicting provisions in any zone 
classification. Facilities for the storage or transmission of electrical energy shall not be subject 
to the development standards of the zone classification in which they are located." As further 
indicated in Section 17.208.040 (Conditions) therein: "A public use permit shall not be granted 
unless the applicant demonstrates that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, 
safety or general welfare of the community. Any permit that is granted shall be subject to such 
conditions as shall be necessary to protect the health, safety or general welfare of the 
community." As such, the City asserts that, at minimum, a discretionary "public use permit" is 
required for any new transmission facility proposed within the City's corporate boundaries. As 
now presented, the EIR is inadequate and fails to provide a sufficient environmental basis under 
CEQA allowing the City's issuance of that permit. Similarly, based upon substantial evidence, 
the City cannot make the finding that the Proposed Project, as conditioned, will "protect the 
health, safety or general welfare of the community." 

"Land use regulation in California historically has been a function of local government under the 
grant of police power contained in Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution" (Big Creek 
Lumber Co. v. County of Santa Cruz [2006]). The power of a city or county to control its own 
land-use decisions derives from this inherent police power, not from the delegation of authority 
by the State. Thus, local governments have been constitutionally endowed with wide-ranging 
discretion to formulate basic land-use policy (DeVita v. County of Napa [1995]). 

As noted in Table 2.9-1 (Potential Permits and Approval for the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives) in the DEIR (p. 2-85), the Lead Agency purports that the City is not a CEQA 
responsible agency and no discretionary permits or approvals are required from the City. As 
indicated in the NOP2: "Local jurisdictions cannot disapprove, impose conditions or 
environmental mitigation measures, or otherwise assert formal, discretionary jurisdiction over 
utility projects" and "the [Proposed] Project is exempt from local land use and zoning 
regulations" (Appendix A, p. 33). 

Any exemption does not excuse the RPU from faithfully fulfilling its CEQA obligations, including 
disclosure and mitigation of significant environmental effects. To the extent that they exist, the 
Lead Agency is using those exemptions to trample the City's ability to regulate land-use 
decisions within its own corporate boundaries and to short-cut the CEQA process by ignoring 
and failing to mitigate the City's environmental and socioeconomic concerns. Independent of 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 19 

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-57

sbennett
Line



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

whether Jurupa Valley possesses discretionary land-use authority over the Proposed Project, 
CEQA nonetheless mandates that those significant environmental impacts attributable to the 
Proposed Project be disclosed, analyzed, and effectively mitigated (or alternatives formulated). 

4.0 IMPROPER DELEGATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES 

As specified under Section 15051((b) of the Guidelines: "If the project is to be carried out by a 
nongovernmental person or entity, the lead agency shall be the public agency with the greatest 
responsibility for supervising or approving the project as a whole." Because the Proposed 
Project is critically dependent upon those 220 kV transmission improvements to be constructed 
and operated by SCE, because neither the City of Riverside nor RPU has jurisdictional authority 
over a State-regulated utility, because the RTRP involves the taking of real property outside the 
boundaries of the City of Riverside, and because the Proposed Project involves improvements 
to the bulk power transmission system, the City believes that the CPUC must serve as CEQA 
lead agency and has either improperly delegated Lead Agency status to the City of Riverside or 
has mistakenly consented to "responsible agency" deSignation. 

Contradictory information is presented in the DEIR with regards to the identity of the CEQA lead 
agency. The DEIR does not state whether RPU's Board of Public Utilities is empowered to 
certify the EIR (e.g., "RPU anticipates that construction of the proposed 69 kV portion of the 
Proposed Project could begin following publication of the Notice of Determination on the Final 
EIR by the RPU Board and Riverside City Council, including any conditions of approval and 
statement of overriding considerations," p. 2-64). If the RPU Board of Public Utilities is not so 
empowered, the RPU is not authorized to serve as CEQA lead agency. Conversely, if the RPU 
Board of Public Utility will certify the EIR, it would appear inconsistent with CEQA to assign 
CEQA lead agency status to the City of Riverside. 

As specified under Section 15020 of the Guidelines: "Each public agency is responsible for 
complying with CEQA and these Guidelines. A public agency must meet its own responsibilities 
under CEQA and shall not rely on comments from other public agencies or private citizens as a 
substitute for work CEQA requires the lead agency to accomplish." To the extent that the City 
of Riverside is the Lead Agency, it is precluded from delegating to others those responsibilities 
that it must itself perform (e.g., identification of project alternatives). 

The DEIR states that SCE (not RPU) "reviewed a range of alternatives" (p. 1-3). The DEIR 
further states that RPU and SCE "developed and incorporated Project-specific measures that 
include standard practices, design features and procedures into the description of the Proposed 
Project to protect environmental quality and to avoid or reduce impacts from construction and 
operation and maintenance" (p. 3-3). The Lead Agency further states that "[m]itigation 
measures have been identified that would reduce or avoid potentially significant adverse 
impacts ... SCE and RPU would be responsible to implement the mitigation measures" (p. 3-3). 

Under CEQA, although the Lead Agency may delegate certain duties and responsibilities for 
mitigation monitoring to another public agency or to a private entity which accepts delegation, 
the Lead Agency cannot delegate to SCE (as a non-governmental applicant) the responsibility 
for the formulation of, compliance with, and/or the enforcement of mitigation measures 
promulgated for the purpose of avoidance or minimization of a significant environmental effect 
(14 CCR 15097[a]). 
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5.0 PREDETERMINATION 

As indicated in Section 15003 of the Guidelines: "The purpose of CEOA is not to generate 
paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental 
consequences in mind." The California Supreme Court, in Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the Univ. of California (1988), ruled that "[a] fundamental purpose of 
an EIR is to provide decision-makers with information they can use in deciding whether to 
approve a proposed project, not to inform them of the environmental effects of projects that they 
have already approved. If post approval environmental review were allowed, EIRs would likely 
become nothing more than post hoc rationalizations to support action already taken. We have 
expressly condemned this use of EIRs." 

That same "post hoc rationalization" appears evident here. The most glaring examine of this 
predetermination is the absence of any alternative alignments for the proposed 69 kV 
transmission lines. A single 69 kV alignment is presented, thus preventing any discussion of or 
choice between different routing options. As a further means of illustration, with regards to the 
Lead Agency's rejection of the "new generation" alternative, as indicated in the DEIR, "it is not a 
viable alternative because it fails to meet the Proposed Project's basic objective of increasing 
the reliability of the RPU's system" (p. 6-24). The "new generation" alternative is, however, 
premised on "provid[ing] the same level of reliability as the Proposed Project" (p. 6-22), resulting 
in the creation of a design and development scenario allowing comparable level of reliability to 
occur. As evident throughout the DEIR, the analysis is internally contradictory and presents 
erroneous and unsupportable rationalization in order to conclude that "the Proposed Project was 
determined to have fewer impacts overall" (p. 6-102) and, excluding the "no project" alternative, 
was found to be "environmentally superior" (p. 6-1 02) to the single other alternative examined. 

In addition, the DEIR notes that "it [is] economically infeasible to construct an underground 
alternative or even to underground in specific locations as a potential means of mitigating 
localized impacts. These conclusions hold true for the 69 kV subtransmission line." Also, 
"undergrounding [is] economically infeasible for the 69 kV subtransmission lines, both as a full 
undergrounding alternative and as undergrounding in specifiC locations" (emphasis added) (pp. 
6-39 and 6-40). However, as indicated in the project description, the proposed project includes 
"[r]elocation and undergrounding of some existing distribution lines" (p. 2-1). "In ten locations, 
the proposed 230 kV transmission line would cross existing local overhead distribution lines 
creating clearance or reliability issue that could not be addressed through simple route 
alignment. To accommodate the new 230 kV transmission line, these ten locations would 
require relocation (and in some cases undergrounding) ... A total of 5,680 feet of distribution 
would be re-installed underground" (p. 2-27). 

Undergrounding activities include, but may not be limited to: (1) "Fourteen poles and the 
associated overhead facilities would need to be removed and replaced with underground 
facilities requiring approximately 2,450 feet of trenching" (p. 2-27); (2) "At this location, it is 
necessary for the overhead facilities to be removed and relocated underground. Approximately 
450 feet of trenching would occur" (p. 2-28); (3) "Additionally, four poles and overhead facilities 
would be relocated by removing them and replacing them with underground facilities. This 
would require approximately 600 feet of trenching" (p. 2-28); (4) "Some overhead facilities would 
be removed and relocated underground" (p. 2-29); (5) "Because of insufficient clearances, the 
existing line would require modification including relocation and undergrounding of existing 
conductors, and the installation of supporting underground vaults. At seven pole locations in 
this area, wooden structures and associated overhead facilities would need to be removed and 
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replaced with underground facilities" (p. 2-29); and (6) "Because of insufficient clearances, the 
existing line would require modifications, including relocation and undergrounding of existing 
conductors and the installation of supporting underground vaults. A single wooden structure and 
associated overhead facilities would need to be removed and replaced with underground 
facilities" (pp. 2-29 and 2-30). Since undergrounding in specific location is explicitly included as 
an integral part of the proposed project, except for its own self-serving purposes, no factual 
basis exists for RPU to allege that undergrounding is infeasible and/or to reject underground as 
a possible mitigation measure or design alternative (e.g., "undergrounding was eliminated from 
further consideration in this alternatives discussion and also rejected as an infeasible 
alternative," p. 6-40). 

It appears that the inferred problems of underground occur only selectively. While those 
problems are germane elsewhere, they do not appear to apply in those locations were 
undergrounding is now proposed. For example, in excluding underground as a design option, 
even where aircraft navigation hazards may exist (e.g., "These structures would be an 
incompatible land use if the heights of the structures were to pose a hazard to air navigation 
near the airport," p. 3-201), the Lead Agency states that "undergrounding would potentially 
cause greater traffic impacts from the placement of the transmission line within the public street 
right-of-way, and would require substantially more excavation than overhead structures. . 
.Further, during future repairs of an underground line, entire sections between vaults, 
approximately 2,000 feet apart, may require re-excavation. Outages would also be prolonged 
on the underground line, due to poor accessibility and time required in identifying the failure 
location, excavating the underground line, and correcting any outage. Economic considerations 
associated with undergrounding show that undergrounding is infeasible" (emphasis added) (p. 
3-201). Other than the presentation of unsupported conclusions, no factual evidence is 
provided to support the alleged arguments against undergrounding. 

In Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd District Agricultural Association (1986). the courts 
have emphasized the critical role of linking government decision making with public participation 
in the CEQA process. "CEQA compels an interactive process of assessment of environmental 
impacts and responsive project modifications which must be genuine. It must be open to the 
public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, purposes and effect of a 
consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights that emerge from 
the process ([Citation]). In short, a project must be open for public discussion and subject to 
agency modification during the CEQA process ([Citation]). This process helps demonstrate to 
the public that the agency has in fact analyzed and considered the environmental implications of 
its action." 

As indicated in the DEIR: "(1) "During the June 14, 2006 California Independent System 
Operators Board of Governor's meeting, SCE was directed to build the RTRP (including 230 kV 
transmission line interconnection and other elements) as soon as possible and preferably no 
later than June 30, 2009" (emphasis added) (p. ES-1); and (2) "On June 14, 2006, the CAISO 
approved and directed SCE to construct and provide the City [of Riverside] a new 230 kV 
interconnection with the CAISO electrical system" (emphasis added) (p. 1-7) (see also p. 1-18). 
Assuming that the Lead Agency seeks to assert that the proposed project is the result of the 
CAl SO's purported mandate and that the City of Riverside is, therefore, powerless to exercise 
independent judgment, then CEQA lead agency status needs to vest elsewhere. It is, however, 
more reasonable to assume that, absent a separate CEQA process, the CAISO can neither 
"approve" nor "direct" a municipally-owned utility or an IOU to undertake a specific project (only 
promote a response to an identifiable need). 
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As indicated in the DEIR, "RPU made a request for SCE to develop a means to provide 
additional transmission capacity to meet projected load growth and to provide a second 
interconnection for system reliability. SCE determined that in order to meet RPU's request, 
SCE should expand its regional electrical system to provide RPU a second source of 
transmission capacity to import bulk electric power" (emphasis added) (p. 1-3). From that 
excerpt, it appears more reasonable to conclude that the Proposed Project is the result of 
RPU's own initiation rather than the CAl SO's directive. It, therefore, appears disingenuous for 
the Lead Agency to seek to avoid compliance with its own CEQA obligations under the false 
premise that other State agencies have already dictated the precise nature of the Proposed 
Project. 

Alternatively, the Lead Agency may elect to assert that the CAl SO's "approval" has no inherent 
relevancy to the proposed project since the CAISO is merely the grid operator and has no 
discretionary authority over the proposed project. The grid operator's task is to ensure that 
utilities and generators meet reliability standards within their areas of responsibility (control 
area). To the extent it has no inherent relevancy, then the actions of the CAISO should have no 
bearing on the proposed project, including any assessment of need and the range of 
alternatives which are examined in the DEIR. 

Declarations of support and evidence of pre-commitment can effectively undermine the CEQA 
and public participation processes. Assuming that the CAISO has already "approved and 
directed" SCE to build the Proposed Project or has dictated a single solution to RPU's projected 
energy delivery needs, in clear violation of CEQA, the CEQA process serves merely to justify 
RPU's and SCE's already predetermined outcome and the project's inevitable construction. 

Similarly, as indicated under Agenda Item 4 (Approval of the New Energy Point-of-Delivery 
Project, Additional Appropriation, and Consulting Engineering Services - Work Order 642975) 
of the Official Minutes of the Board of PubliC Utilities' January 20, 2006 meeting, the Board of 
Public Utilities "[a]pproved the preferred option to build a new 220 kV source and move forward 
with Phase 1," noting that a "20-acre site was purchased for this purpose in the 1970's (Jurupa 
site)." Both the January 20, 2006 actions of the Board of Public Utilities and the acquisition of 
real property for the express purpose of implementation of the proposed project constitutes a 
predetermination of the project's outcome by the Lead Agency, such that everything that occurs 
thereafter constitutes merely a post-hoc rationalization of commitments already made. 

The Lead Agency repeatedly states that "[iJn the absence of the Proposed Project, it is likely 
that RPU would opt to construct another similar transmission project" (p. 6-63). It is, therefore, 
apparent that the RPU has no intention of pursuing a different strategy but is fully intent upon 
building either the RTRP or a "similar transmission project." 

As indicated in the City of Riverside's "Capitallmprovement Program: 2009/10 - 2013/14": "The 
five-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the electric system of $181,078,000 will be 
required to replace outdated facilities, serve new growth, and install infrastructure to ensure 
electric system reliability. . .[TJhe largest electric system transmission and distribution 
improvement project in the Utilities' history is the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
(RTRP). This major project was funded by the Electric Utility Reliability Rate Plan approved by 
the City Council. The 2009/10 through 2013/14 capital plan includes $16.0 million of City Funds 
for RTRP, in addition to the 2007/08 capital plan's appropriation of $90.2 million. The RTRP 
funding supports both the Sub-transmission Project (STP) and the Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project (RTRP). STP is expected to be completed during 2009/10 and RTRP is 
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expected to be completed in 2011/12" (http://www.riversideca.govlfinance/PDF/budget-
091 0/2009-201 O-CIP.pdf). 

Referencing a "City Council Memorandum" (Approval of the Proposed Electric Utility 2007-2009 
Reliability Rate Plan" (December 19, 2006) from the Riverside Public Utilities Department to the 
City of Riverside City Council: 'This plan will fund the annual debt service requirements for a 
new high voltage substation - the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) and two 
additional electric power generation units - Riverside Energy Resource Center (RERC units 
3&4" (http://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkdb/PDF/sdm4qs55k14ye3551 ccthdvg/26/12-19-
2006%20CC%20RPT%2007.pdf). As evidenced by the above documents, the City of Riverside 
has already committed substantial funds to the project (including debt service for capital 
improvements and not merely investigative studies). Absent any CEQA documentation, the City 
of Riverside has already committed itself and substantial resources to the implementation of the 
Proposed Project. 

6.0 FRAGMENTATION 

With regards to the STP, both the STP and RTRP seem to be interconnected components of a 
larger RPU capital improvement program. As indicated in RPU's July 2009 "Initial Study/Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration - Subtransmission Project, Riverside, California" (MND), as 
prepared by RPU and Power Engineers (see MND, p. 89): URPU has been challenged to 
provide a safe and reliable energy supply and grid infrastructure. RPU's electrical peak demand 
has grown by 40% since the last major addition to the RPU electrical subtransmission system in 
1996. The internal subtransmission system has not kept up with the load growth. During peak 
load periods (peak demand), the system can experience severe overloads and low-voltage 
conditions and needs to be reinforced. In the long-term, many of RPU's reliability concerns will 
substantially be resolved by the proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). 
The RTRP will provide a much-needed second transmission interconnection with the California 
ISO power grid and an associated increase in capacity. The RTRP will also include work on the 
69,OOO-volt (69 kilovolt, or 69 kV) subtransmission lines directly connected to the proposed 
interconnection with the state power grid, which are needed to distribute power through the RPU 
system. In the short-term, however, RPU must resolve critical infrastructure and capacity 
deficiencies in the eastern part of its 69 kV subtransmission network in order to maintain reliable 
electric service. Initially, RPU had planned to address the required subtransmission line 
reinforcements in the eastern part of the City as part of the RTRP. However, due to delays and 
load growth, the RTRP will not be completed in time to alleviate the problem" (emphasis added) 
(MND, Section 2, p. 5) (http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/pdf/elec-projects-stp/STP-Final
Mitigated-Negative-Declaration.pdf). 

The separation of the STP and RTRP into separate projects and the absence of discussion of 
the STP in the DEIR (e.g., Chapter 4 [Cumulative Impacts]) suggest that these two 
interconnected projects have been intentionally piecemealed for the purpose of facilitating their 
separate advancement. This action has resulted in a failure of the City of Riverside to address 
the potential direct, indirect. and cumulative impacts of the STP and RTRP projects. including 
feasible mitigation measures and reasonable alternatives thereto. 

As further evidence of the Lead Agency's erroneous assessment of the feasibility of 
undergrounding. with regards to the primary 69 kV subtransmission and secondary 12 kV 
distribution lines associated with the STP. the MND notes that U[t]he STP would also include the 
undergrounding of sections of primary and secondary electrical distribution lines. In order to 
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upgrade the existing distribution network, approximately 2,300 linear feet of overhead 
distribution facilities would be converted to underground" (MND, p. 28). 

As indicated under Agenda Item 4 (Approval of the New Energy Point-of-Delivery Project, 
Additional Appropriation, and Consulting Engineering Services - Work Order 642975) of the 
Official Minutes of the Board of Public Utilities' January 20, 2006 meeting: "Deputy Director 
Badgett reported that for many years the [Riverside] Public Utilities Board, management and 
staff have expressed concern that the sole source of energy delivery for Riverside Public 
Utilities (RPU) has been Vista Substation, which is operated by Southern California Edison. 
Because of this single pOint of energy delivery into RPU's system, reliability and emergency 
preparedness are of concern. Additionally, it is anticipated that the RPU system demand will 
exceed the Vista Substation capacity limit during the summer of 2006. Deputy Director Badgett 
explained the two planning options under consideration: [1] Option 1 - Add Capacity at Vista 
Substation [a] Short term solution for approximately 13 years, then required additional capacity 
elsewhere at Vista Substation [b] Costs more than Option 2 over the long term [c] Not 
recommended by SCE [d] Does not address the City's [Riverside] emergency preparedness 
needs - still a single point of delivery. [2] Option 2 - Construct Second Point of Energy Delivery 
Within the City [of Riverside] [a] Cost is less than Option 1 over the long term [b] Capacity 
adequate for 27 years and can be expanded at that time [c] 20-acre site was purchased for this 
purpose in the 1970's (Jurupa site) [d] Improves electric reliability and emergency 
preparedness. By approving Option 2, the project would be divided into two phases. During 
Phase 1, the consulting firm, Power Engineers would provide systems studies of alternatives 
and perform environmental review and permitting services that would enable RPU to construct 
the project. Upon successful completion of Phase I, Phase 2 work, including the detailed 
design, easement acquisition, material procurement, and construction management, would be 
included in a separate agreement with Power Engineers that would be brought back to the 
Board [of Utilities] for approval. After discussion and questions answered, the Board of Utilities: 
(1) Approved the preferred option to build a new 220 kV source and move forward with Phase I; 
and (2) Approved and recommended to the City Council the appropriation of $800,000 from the 
Electric Fund balance to the new 220 kV Station Account No. 6130000-470685; and (3) 
Approved the estimated Work Order 642975 in the amount of $1,000,000 for Phase I of the 220 
kV Upgrade Project; and (4) Approved Power Engineers as Riverside Public Utilities' consulting 
engineer for the 220 kV Upgrade Project" (emphasis added). 

As indicated above, in 2006, two options were presented to the Board of Utilities for addressing 
the City of Riverside's projected electrical energy needs. "Option 1" presented a "solution for 
approximately 13 years" and "Option 2" provided "capacity adequate for 27 years" but could be 
"expanded at any time." "Option 2" appears to represent the proposed RTRP. No reference to 
or discussion of "Option 1" is, however, presented in the DEIR. 

As indicated in Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg (1986)" "Construction of the 
roadway and utilities cannot be considered in isolation from the development it presages ... In 
sum, our decision in this case arises out of the realization that the sole reason to construct the 
road and sewer project is to provide a catalyst for further development in the immediate area. 
Because construction of the project could not easily be undone, and because achievement of its 
purpose would almost certainly have significant environmental impacts, construction should not 
be permitted to commence until such impacts are evaluated in the manner prescribed by CEQA 
As Justice Rouse explained in our opinion San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and 
County of San Francisco (1984) [Citation], the fact that a particular development which now 
appears reasonably foreseeable may, in fact, never occur does not release it from the EIR 
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process [Citation]. Similarly, the fact that future development may take several forms does not 
excuse environmental review." Because "Option 2" has a finite lifespan and "can be expanded 
at any time," it appears that there exists or may exist later activities which are reasonably 
foreseeable but which have not been identified or addressed by the Lead Agency in the DEIR. 

7.0 DEFERRED ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION 

Under CEQA, the Lead Agency is precluded from deferring the preparation of a reasonable 
analysis of project-related and cumulative environmental effects to later stages in the 
development process. This deferral of environmental assessment until after project approval 
violates CEQA's policy that impacts be identified before project momentum reduces or 
eliminates the agency's flexibility to subsequently change its course of action. More importantly, 
a deferred analysis and a deferred assessment of mitigation measures fails to provide evidence 
that the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project can and have been effectively 
mitigated either to below a level of significance or to the maximum extent feasible. Because of 
the Lead Agency's election to defer the preparation of environmental analyses, certain aspects 
of the Proposed Project (e.g., tower design and alignment) remain undefined (e.g., additional 
mitigation may be identified as a result of further technical analyses). 

As indicated in the DEIR: "the placement of 90- to 175-foot tall SCE 230 kV transmission line 
structures would occur in the following Airport Compatibility Zones for Riverside Municipal 
Airport: Zone B1 (Inner Approach/Departure Zone; proposed structures taller than 70 feet may 
require review) and Zone D (Primary Traffic Patterns and Runway Buffer Area; proposed 
structures taller than 150 feet may require review)" (p. 3-200). Also, "the placement of 65- to 
90-foot tall RPU 69 kV subtransmission structures would occur in the following Airport 
Compatibility Zones for Riverside Municipal Airport: Zone A (height of any proposed structure 
may require review), Zone C (proposed structures taller than 70 feet my require review), Zone 
D, and Zone E (proposed structures taller than 150 feet may require review)" (p. 3-200). 

With regards to "SCE's 230 kV transmission line components" for the "Van Buren Offset 
Alternative," the DEIR states that "SCE will submit a Notice of Proposed Construction or 
Alternation (Form 7460-1) to the FAA ... to determine the extent of any aeronautical hazards 
and potential recommendations due to the proximity of SCE facilities to public airports and 
public use airports. Following completion of consultation, SCE will review any recommendations 
of the FAA, and will submit documentation of this consultation to RPU" (p. 6-88). "Applicable 69 
kV subtransmission line components requiring review will be submitted by RPU to the RCALUC 
[Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission]. Van Buren Offset Alternative adherence to 
the determinations of the FAA and approval by the Riverside ALUC would ensure that potential 
conflicts with the RCALUC would be less than significant" (p. 6-86). 

Because "no local discretionary permits or other local plan consistency evaluations by Riverside 
County ALUC or the City of Riverside are required" (p. 6-86), there exists no reasonable 
assurance that "adherence" will actually occur. Since the FAA and RCALUC analyses will not be 
undertaken until after "final design of the Proposed Project is completed" (p. 3-200), any 
information derived from those analyses will not become part of the CEQA process and may not 
become binding obligations upon the City of Riverside, RPU, and/or SCE. Since no 
corresponding mitigation measures have been formulated by the Lead Agency, there exists no 
reasonable assurance that any FAA and/or RCALUC "recommendations" will, in fact, be 
undertaken. As a result, the Lead Agency cannot demonstrate that potential project-induced 
aircraft navigational safety hazards have been effectively mitigated. 
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As indicated in the DEIR, the topic of "hazards and hazardous materials" is identified by the 
Lead Agency as an "unavoidable significant impact" (po ES-10). Specifically, "[t]he 69 kV 
subtransmission line structures as currently designed within the vicinity of the [Riverside 
Municipal] airport would likely exceed the allowable heights in Zones A, 81, 82, and C. These 
structures would be incompatible land uses if the heights of the structures were to pose a 
hazard to air navigation near the airport. As such, the Proposed Project would not be consistent 
with the adopted RCALUC. This inconsistency would therefore result in a significant impact" 
(emphasis added) (po ES-10). 

The DEIR notes that "where potential significant impacts were identified, feasible mitigation 
measures (Table ES-1) were developed to eliminate the potentially significant impact, reduce it 
to less than significant, or reduce it to the fullest extent feasible" (p. ES-9). In the case of 
aircraft navigation safety (an impact that can place pilots and the lives of others and property at 
serious risk), the Lead Agency has deferred analysis and mitigation to an unspecified later date 
(Le., when "final design of the Proposed Project is completed") and imposed no binding 
obligation on the City of Riverside, RPU, and/or SCE to take any remedial actions in order to 
mitigation that impact (see Table ES-1, pp. ES-5 through ES-9). In lieu of reasoned analysis 
and mitigation, the Lead Agency merely concludes that the resulting impact is "significant." 

As specified in Section 15021 (a) of the Guidelines: "CEQA establishes a duty for public 
agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible. (1) In regulating public or 
private activities, agencies are required to give major consideration to preventing environmental 
damage. (2) A pubic agency should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen any significant 
effects that the project would have on the environment." With regards to significant aviation 
hazards, the Lead Agency fails to consider potential alternatives and/or mitigation measures 
when such consideration might have the most advantageous effect, electing to defer the 
requisite environmental analysis to an unspecified later date following the certification of the EIR 
and after the imposition of project-related conditions and mitigation measures. 

As further required under Section 15002(g) of the Guidelines: "A significant effect on the 
environment is defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in 
the project area affected by the proposed project. .. [W]hen an EIR identifies a Significant effect, 
the government agency approving the project must make findings on whether the adverse 
environmental effects have been substantially reduced or if not, why not." No factual 
information is presented in the DEIR to support such findings. 

8.0 NOTICES OF PREPARATION 

As indicated in NOP2: "The purposes of this Notice of Preparation are to provide notification that 
RPU will prepare a Draft EIR, to assess potential environmental effects resulting from the 
implementation of the proposed project, and to solicit information on the scope of the 
environmental analysis for the proposed project" (emphasis added). The DEIR notes that "the 
comments were generally categorized and summarized by resource" (p. 7-10). In lieu of the 
presentation of actual comments, the Lead Agency elected to provide only a summary of those 
comments which were received ("The comments received in response to the NOP and at the 
scoping meeting are summarized in Chapter 7," p. 1-1). 

Absent from the DEIR are copies of any correspondence (including emails) that the Lead 
Agency may have received in response to the dissemination of NOP1 and NOP2 and in 
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response to scoping meetings and other outreach efforts. In the absence of that information, 
the affected public is denied access to the comments, opinions, data, and expertise of those 
parties electing to participate in the CEQA process and is unable to independently ascertain 
whether and to what extent those comments have been accurately characterized and 
adequately addressed in the DEIR. Absent an opportunity to independently review those 
comments, any correspondence submitted by parties residing, owning property, or conducting 
business within Jurupa Valley are incorporated by reference herein. 

As specified in Section 21061 of CEQA, an environmental impact report is an "informational 
document." As further specified therein, U[a]n environmental impact report also includes any 
comments which are obtained pursuant to Section 21004 and 21153, or which are required to 
be obtained pursuant to this division" (emphasis added). Pursuant to Section 15123(b) of the 
Guidelines, the DEIR shall include U[a]reas of controversy known to the lead agency including 
issues raised by agencies and the public" (emphasis added). Absent the Lead Agency's 
inclusion of those comments received in response to the NOP1 and NOP2, there exists no 
opportunity to understand the existence of any divergent views with regards to the Proposed 
Project, to independently ascertain the existence of potential areas of controversy, and to 
determine the adequacy of the Lead Agency's response to those issues which have been 
raised. It must be suspected that the Lead Agency's election not to include public and agency 
comments in the DEIR is the potential presence of information that the Lead Agency seeks to 
keep confidential or otherwise limit dissemination. The non-inclusion of public and agency 
comments would appear to result in an incomplete EIR, constitute a prejudicial abuse of 
discretion, and/or predicate the need to recirculate the DEIR. 

The DEIR notes that uta] Notice of Preparation to prepare a DEIR was distributed for the 
Proposed Project on January 23, 2007" and U[o]n November 18, 2009, a revised NOP with the 
new route and Proposed Project description and announcing preparation of the DEIR was 
distributed to interested agencies" (p. 7-8). Only NOP2 is, however, included in the DEIR. To 
the extend that the two NOPs relate to the same assigned State Clearinghouse (SCH) docket 
number (2007011113), both need to be presented, made available for public review and 
scrutiny, and all comments resulting from the preparation of those CEQA notices and other 
outreach efforts included in and disseminated with the EIR. Because the SCH number starts 
with "2007," the number was likely issued in 2007 and would appear to correspond with the 
release of NOP1. That same docket number corresponds with the published DEIR. 

Certain residents, property owners, and business interests in Jurupa Valley have indicated to 
the City that they have never received formal notice of the proposed project and have, therefore, 
been excluded from participating in the CEQA process. The City requests that separate maps 
be produced by the Lead Agency depicting the location of all properties and all parties within the 
City that received copies of NOP1, NOP2, and the NOC, including the dates those notices were 
transmitted. 

With regards to the 230 kV transmission line, did CEQA notification extend beyond the identified 
ROWs for the proposed and alternative alignments and substation sites and, if so, how far 
beyond the edge of those ROWs was notification sent? With regards to SCE's ratepayers, 
where each of those potential stakeholders provided copies of all environmental notices 
concerning the Proposed Project? 
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9.0 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

As indicated in Section 150020) of the Guidelines: "Under CEOA, an agency must solicit and 
respond to comments from the public and from other agencies concerned with the project." In 
addition to other comments presented herein, each of which constitute comments on the 
Proposed Project and its potential environmental impacts and which require a formal written 
response by the Lead Agency, presented in the following sections are specific comments with 
regards to the individual sections (chapters) of the DEIR. 

CEOA stipulates that the "degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree 
of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. (a) An EIR on a 
construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than 
will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 
because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy" (14 CCR 
15146). Agencies must make "an objective, good-faith effort to comply [with CEOA]" (Residents 
Ad Hoc Stadium Commission v. Board of Trustees). 

Since no documents are "incorporated by reference" (14 CCR 15150) into the DEIR, the 
adequacy of the EIR must be examined in the context of what is presented therein and not what 
may exist beyond the confines of the DEIR. 

In citing CEOA, the courts have stated that '''[t]he EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just 
the bare conclusions of the agency' [Citation]. 'An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable 
those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the 
issues raised by the proposed project' [Citations]. 'CEOA requires an EIR to reflect a good faith 
effort at full disclosure; it does not mandate perfection, nor does it require an analysis to be 
exhaustive' [Citation]" (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield [2004] 
[Bakersfield]). "Failure to comply with the information disclosure requirements constitutes a 
prejudicial abuse of discretion when the omission of relevant information has precluded 
informed decisionmaking and informed public participation, regardless whether a different 
outcome would have resulted if the public agency had complied with the disclosure 
requirements [Citations]" (Bakersfield, quoting from Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of 
Tulare [1999]). 

CEOA contains a "substantive mandate" requiring public agencies to refrain from approving 
projects with significant environmental effects if "there are feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures" that can substantially lessen or avoid those effects (Mountain Lion Foundation v. 
Fish and Game Commission [1997]). As specified in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1988): "CEOA defines 'feasible' as 'capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, 
and technological factors' [Citation]. The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less 
profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible. What is required is 
evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it 
impractical to proceed with the project." 

In numerous places, the Lead Agency asserts that certain mitigation measures (e.g., 
"undergrounding even limited sections of the Project as a means of potential mitigation is 
infeasible, pp. 3-53 and 3-54 [see also p. 3-243]) and project alternatives (e.g., "several other 
Alternatives were considered but eliminated from consideration as infeasible," p. ES-10) are 
"infeasible." Other than the Lead Agency's "bare conclusion" (e.g., "economic considerations 
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associated with undergrounding show that undergrounding is infeasible," p. 3-253), no 
"substantial evidence" (14 CCR 15384[d]) is presented to support or justify that assertion (e.g., 
"Without evidence of the amount of any such cost, we must conclude there is no substantial 
evidence to support the District's claim that mitigation of the adverse project-related off-campus 
traffic impacts is economically infeasible," County of San Diego v. Grossmont-Cuyamaca 
Community College District [2006]). 

Both RPU and SCE derive a large percentage of their revenues from rates charged to there 
customers. As reported by the City of Riverside, RPU "serves over 105,000 metered electric 
customers" (http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/admin-executive.asp). In comparison, SCE is 
one of the largest electric utilities in California, serving more than 14 million people" 
(http://www.edison.com/ourcompany/sce.asp). Although the Lead Agency asserts that 
"economic considerations" make certain mitigation measures and/or alternatives infeasible, 
absent from the DEIR is any discussion concerning whether all or portion of the Proposed 
Project will be rate based and, if rate based, which rate payers will be obligated to pay for what 
project-related costs. Since the Proposed Project, including the SCE-owned and operated 
components, appears to be undertaken for the RPU's primary benefit. RPU's ratepayers might 
be responsible for the totality of project-related costs (inclusive of both SCE's and RPU's 
project-related and administrative costs). Conversely, since SCE's supply-side improvements 
will add to SCE's transmission inventory, improvements to SCE's system might be appropriately 
delegated to the larger number of SCE's ratepayers. Information concerning cost distribution 
(including how those costs would directly or indirectly impact individual ratepayer) appears 
critical to any assertion that a mitigation measure or alternative is infeasible. 

With regards to allocation of costs, as indicated in the City of Riverside City Council 
Memorandum from RPU to the City of Riverside City Council (Subject: CEQA Document for an 
Electric Subtransmission Project within the City of Riverside - Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration), dated May 19, 2009 and part of the MND for the STP, the City of 
Riverside notes: "This project will not require an increase in electric rates. In December 2007, 
the [City of Riverside] City Council recognized the need for reliability-based improvements to 
Riverside's electric system by approving a rate plan, as a result of public hearings and 
meetings. This plan consisted of a reliability charge, and rate increases in 2008, 2009 and 
2010. The plan finances not only this [STP] Project, but other needed system improvements. 
Without the improvements, the City's electric system would not meet the needs of the City" 
(emphasis added) (MND, Appendix F, p. 5). It is reasonable to assume that reference to "other 
needed system improvements" relates specifically to the proposed RTRP (presenting further 
evidence of predetermination). 

Based on the information presented in the DEIR it is not possible to ascertain what cost 
estimates have been formulated by SCE. Even if undergrounding were not included in those 
cost estimates, Section 1005.5(b) of the PUC specifically allows the utility applicant to seek 
additional cost recovery beyond that originally set forth in the CPCN application after the 
decision granting the CPCN has been issued. As such, there appears no factual basis to reject 
(based solely on undisclosed "economic considerations") either mitigation measures or 
alternatives at this early stage in the planning and environmental review processes. 

Section 15126.2 of the Guidelines requires an EIR to identify and focus on the significant 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. In relevant part, this section provides: "Direct 
and indirect Significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and 
described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects" (14 CCR 
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15126.2[a)). Section 15064(d) of the Guidelines mandates that both primary (direct) and 
"reasonably foreseeable" secondary (indirect) consequences be considered in determining the 
significance of a project's environmental effect. Although the economic and social effects of 
proposed projects are typically outside CEQA's purview, if the forecasted economic or social 
effects of a proposed project directly or indirectly will lead to adverse physical changes in the 
environment, then CEQA requires disclosure and analysis of these resulting physical impacts 
(Friends of Davis v. City of Davis [2000]; Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt. Shasta 
[1988)). Section 15064(e) of the Guidelines provides that when the economic or social effects of 
a project cause a physical change, this change is to be regarded as a significant effect in the 
same manner as any other physical change resulting from the project (e.g., EI Dorado Union 
High School Dist. v. City of Placervi"e [1983)). Where economic and social effects result from a 
physical change that was itself caused by a proposed project, then these economic and social 
effects may be used to determine that the physical change constitutes a significant effect on the 
environment (Christward Ministry v. Superior Court [1986]). Section 15131 (a) of the Guidelines 
provides: "An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project 
through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes in 
turn caused by the economic or social changes." 

CEQA compels public agencies to disclose, in an EIR, project-related contributions to any 
significant environmental problems, even if those contributions are indirect; even if project
specific contributions, if viewed in isolation, would seem small; and even if those impacts occur 
partly outside the agency's jurisdictional boundaries (extraterritorial impacts). CEQA does not 
include provisions whereby one government agency can accept, on the part of another 
government agency, the introduction of new significant impacts without first taking all actions 
reasonable and feasible to reduce those effects to the maximum extent possible. 

The California Supreme Court has confirmed that an agency must identify and attempt to 
mitigate the extraterritorial (e.g., located beyond its jurisdiction) environmental effects of any 
project it intends to carry out or approve. In City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of California 
State University (2006), citing Sections 21002.1 (b) and 21060.5 of CEQA, the court stated that 
"CEQA requires a public agency to mitigate or avoid its projects' significant effects not just on 
the agency's own property but 'on the environment' [Citation], with 'environment' defined for 
these purposes as 'the physical conditions which exist within the area which wi" be affected by 
a proposed project' [Citation]." That functional definition invokes no political boundaries. 
Rather, if an area is affected, it is part of the relevant physical environment, regardless of the 
governmental authority exercising local jurisdiction. 

The proposed project involves the extraterritorial condemnation of lands within the City (e.g., 1-
15 Freeway frontage and "several residential structures and other 'out-buildings," p. 6-102). 
The City did not, however, have the opportunity to participate in any pre-circulation consultation 
or scoping and the impacts of those actions on the City, its residents, property owners, and 
business community have neither been addressed nor mitigated by the Lead Agency. In 
addition, those property owners whose property may be acquired by SCE and/or RPU for the 
Proposed Project are left facing extreme uncertainty (including potentially non-compensable 
impacts) with regards to their land holdings, thus creating a "cloud of condemnation" over their 
property and impacting each owner's ability to advance individual development plans, process 
entitlements, affect real property transactions, find tenants, etc. 

Absent from the DEIR is documentation that all potentially affected property owners and tenants 
(including abutting properties) within the City received notice of the Proposed Project (including 
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documentation attesting to when such notices were provided) and were provided an opportunity 
to participate in the planning and environmental review processes. 

9.1 Project Description 

The courts have stated that "[a] curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the 
objectives of the reporting process. Only through an accurate view of the project may affected 
outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental 
cost, consider mitigation measures, and assess the advantage of terminating the proposal (Le., 
the 'no project' alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance" (County of Inyo v. City of 
Los Angeles [1977]). 

Certain information critical to an understanding of the Proposed Project was not included in the 
DEIR (e.g., "In November 2004, the RPU Board authorized RPU to enter an agreement with 
Southern California Edison for completion of a System Impact Study and a Facilities Study," 
Appendix D, p. 1). As a result, absent that information, it is not possible to ascertain the "whole 
of the action" (14 CCR 15003[h] and 15378) and the full extend of those physical changes that 
need to be examined in the EIR. The City is concerned that certain improvements to the SCE 
transmission and/or RPU subtransmission systems have not been identified, potentially 
resulting in an incomplete and defective project description. For example, as indicated in both 
NOP1 and NOP2, the proposed project includes "[u]pgrades to eight existing 69 kV substations 
within the City of Riverside: RERC, Mountain View, Harvey Lynn, Freeman, Riverside, La 
Colina, Springs, and Orangecrest" (emphasis added) (NOP1, p. 6; NOP2, p. 6). In contrast, the 
DEIR states: "To accommodate the proposed subtransmission lines to be added to the RPU 69 
kV system, upgrades would be required at four existing RPU 69 KV substations ... The four 
existing 69 kV substations within the City that would require upgrades are Harvey Lynn, 
Mountain View, Freeman, and RERC" (emphasis added) (p. 2-27; see also p. 2-49). No 
information is presented in NOP2 and/or the DEIR that clarifies this apparent discrepancy. 

A number of specific issues relating to the project description are separately addressed below. 

• Project Objectives. As required, in part, under Section 15124(b) of the Guidelines, a 
project description shall include a "statement of objectives sought by the proposed 
project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR. .. The statement of objectives 
should include the underlying purpose of the project." 

Consistent with CEQA, from the Lead Agency's list of stated objective, it would appear 
that the underlying purpose of the project is "to meet existing electric system demand 
and anticipated future load growth" (pp. 2-5 and 6-1). That objective allows a broad 
range of alternatives to be considered, including both demand-side and supply-side 
options. However, as a means of curtaining the type and number of alternatives 
examined in the DEIR, the Lead Agency does not appear to define the underlying 
purpose of the project as the delivery of electricity to the residents and businesses within 
its service area but the construction of new HVTL (Le., "Provide an additional point of 
delivery of bulk power to the RPU electric system, thereby reducing dependence on 
Vista Substation and increasing overall reliability" [emphasis added], pp. 2-5 and 6-1 
through 6-2). The CPUC states that "[t]he bulk-power system generally consists of the 
high-voltage electricity network connecting generators to areas of power consumption" 
(http://www.cpuc.ca .gov/PUC/energy/wholesale/03 _ statenatll). 
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As demonstrated by the September 8, 2011 energy outage affecting southern California, 
the provision of a "second point of bulk power" to a service area and "increased 
reliability" are not necessarily synonymous objectives when both interconnections are 
operated by the same provider. Should that bulk power provider itself lose power, all 
interconnections would likely be equally affected. Reliance of a single power delivery 
system, independent of how robust that system may be, continues to place all RPU's 
"eggs in one basket." When operated in combination with demand-side reduction 
strategies, reliability is truly enhanced when two or more independent supply-side 
sources of generation are available, such that should one supplier cease operation or 
should delivery be curtained, a second power supply can substitute for the loss of the 
primary or ancillary system(s). 

In defining meaning, the courts (California Oak Foundation v. Regents of the University 
of California [2010]) have stated that "[t]he primary goal in interpreting any statute is to 
'determine the Legislature's intent so as to effectuate the law's purpose' [Citation]. To 
this end, we 'give meaning to every word and phrase in the statute to accomplish a 
result consistent with the legislative purpose, i.e., the object to be achieved and the evil 
to be prevented by the legislation' [Citation]. If the statutory language is clear, we follow 
its plain meaning so long as an absurd or unintended consequence does not result 
[Citation]" (emphasis added). A plain reading of the Lead Agency's objective indicates 
that the provision of "an additional point of delivery of bulk power" constitutes the 
"objective to be achieved" while "reducing dependency on Vista SUbstation" constitute 
the "evil to be prevented." 

To the extent that the Lead Agency asserts that "delivery of bulk power" constitutes the 
underlying purpose of the project, it is noted that RPU does not presently (and following 
project implementation will continue not to) operate a 230 kV transmission system. As 
the operator of a subtransmission system, it does not appear that RPU has jurisdictional 
authority over the State's "high-voltage electricity network." In California, particularly 
with regards to improvements undertaken by an IOU, that authority would appear to vest 
solely with the CPUC. 

As specified under Section 15040(b) of the Guidelines: "CEQA does not grant an agency 
new powers independent of the powers granted to the agency by other laws." As a 
result, to the extent that the primary purpose of the Proposed Project is the "delivery of 
bulk power," the CPUC must function as CEQA lead agency since neither the City of 
Riverside nor RPU operate a bulk power transmission system. 

Based on the Lead Agency's self-imposed objectives, the Lead Agency asserts that all 
possible alternatives that do not include new high-voltage power connections to the Vista 
SUbstation fail to meet the stated project objectives and, therefore, can be rejected. By 
narrowly-defining the project's objectives, the Lead Agency curtains not only the range of 
options brought forward in the DEIR but public dialogue concerning both reductions in 
demand and expansion of supply. Rejected alternatives include, but may not be limited 
to: (1) "new generation" (e.g., "it is not a viable alternative because it fails to meet the 
Proposed Project's basic objective of increasing the reliability of the RPU's system," p. 6-
24); (2) "distributed generation" (e.g., "would not meet the need for the Proposed Project 
to provide a second pOint of importing energy," p. 6-25); and (3) "energy conservation 
and load management" (e.g., "This alternative does not provide a second point for 
importing energy," p. 6-25). Other alternatives were rejected primarily for cost reasons, 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 33 

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-76

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-77

sbennett
Text Box
P-78

sbennett
Line



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

including: (1) "undergrounding" (e.g., "An undergrounding alternative would also be 
economically infeasible," p. 6-40); (2) "direct current" (e.g., "The cost of DC terminals 
would be much greater than the cost of the entire Project," p. 6-41); and (3) "alternative 
conductors" (e.g., "the cost of ACCC or ACCR is two to three times that of a traditional 
conductor," p. 6-41). 

As a result, despite its size, the singular focus of the DEIR is to build the 230 kV 
transmission lines along one of two candidate transmission alignments. In what would 
appear contrary to CEQA, no alternative routing is presented for the proposed 69 kV 
subtranmission lines (i.e., "The [alternative] impact analysiS presented below includes 
assessment of only the 230 kV transmission line alternative route," p. 6-67). With 
regards to the construction and operation of the proposed 69 kV subtransmission 
improvements, no alternative "build" scenario is examined and only a "no project" 
alternative is presented in the DEIR. A single development plan, absent any other 
solution-based scenario, does not constitute a "range of reasonable alternatives" (14 
CCR 15126[a]), as required under CEQA. 

With regards to other specified objectives, as indicated in the DEIR, one of the stated 
project objectives is to "[p]rovide sufficient capacity, in a timely manner, to meet existing 
electric system demand and anticipated future load growth" (emphasis added) (pp. 2-5 
and 6-1). Neither that objective nor any other objective includes a precise schedule. 
Since the Proposed Project has been in the planning stage since at least the 1960s (p. 
1-7) or 1970s (p. 1-7) or 2004 (pp. 1-3 and 1-7) or 2006 (p. ES-4), the term "timely 
manner" must. at best, be broadly construed. 

Even the assertion that the CAISO "directed" SCE to build the RTSP "no later than June 
30, 2009" (p. ES-1) is long past. Assuming the criticality of that date, the project's long 
delayed implementation would have necessitated the establishment of a development 
moratorium or resulted in the succession of issuance of building permits by the City of 
Riverside. No such demand-side development controls have, however, been enacted or 
are under consideration by the City of Riverside who continues to issue building permits 
for new constructed activities. 

As indicated in the "City of Riverside General Plan 2025," it is the adopted policy of the 
City of Riverside to "[r]equire development projects to be timed and phased so that 
projects are not occupied prior to the provision of necessary urban services" (Policy LU-
10-4). Unlike most areas where electricity is provided by a large IOU serving large 
control areas, RPU provides electricity to the City of Riverside and to no other area. 
Since the City of Riverside and RPU are cooperating entities, growth authorized by the 
City of Riverside can be more directly tied to the advanced provision of critical energy
based infrastructure needed to support that growth. In the case of the City of Riverside, 
there appears no apparent connectivity between unbridled development and the 
realization that infrastructure delivery systems need to be in place prior to allowing 
demand to outstrip supply. As a result, the Lead Agency now alleges that only a single 
remedy will forestall imminent doom. The City of Riverside's own self-generated failings 
cannot now become a supportable excuse for circumventing CEQA. 

By alleging that the proverbial "sky is falling," the Lead Agency rejects the "Bain Street" 
alternative because it "fail[s] to meet timing requirements of the Objectives" (p. 6-44) and 
rejects the "Eastern Route" alternative because it "fail[s] to meet the timing requirements 
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of the Proposed Project" (p. 6-47) and because it would "impede the ability to meet the 
Proposed Project's timing objectives" (p. 6-50). 

Even to the extent that "in a timely manner" equates to anything approximating a 
specified schedule (e.g., "construction is not anticipated to begin until spring 2014," p. 2-
51), the Lead Agency's self-created inability to advance the EIR prior to this time cannot 
serve as a supportable basis for: (1) rejecting possible alternatives based on timing 
considerations; and/or (2) avoid alternatives because they may necessitate specified 
permits (e.g., "protracted permitting process for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers," p. 6-
43) or additional analytical requirements (e.g., "A take permit under the federal ESA 
would likely be required. This alternative would also exit out of the Riverside County 
MSHCP territory, which would require additional biological studies," pp. 6-49 and 6-50). 

Although impacts to jurisdictional waters and protected species are valid environmental 
considerations, based on the analysis presented, the Lead Agency's rejection of certain 
alternatives does not appear to be based on avoidance or minimization of those impacts 
but on the scheduling ramifications of having to work with non-exempt governmental 
entities from whom requisite permits and approvals may be required (e.g., "The 
proposed 230 kV transmission line and Wildlife Substation are located in unincorporated 
Riverside County and/or the Cities of Riverside and Norco. As such, the County and 
cities would not have jurisdiction over these Proposed Project components, and the 
proposed 230 kV transmission line and Wildlife Substation would therefore be exempt 
from local land use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting," p. 3-239). 

Jurisdictional waters and protected species are only one of a broader range of 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts which are directly or indirectly attributable to 
the Proposed Project. To the extent that the Lead Agency now wishes to alter that 
rationale and subsequently assert that rejection was not based on timing considerations 
but avoidance of impacts to jurisdictional waters and protected species, the DEIR's 
authors step beyond their authority by prematurely curtailing discussions on the 
balancing of often competing environmental values (e.g., "CEQA requires that decisions 
be informed and balanced, Section 1500301, Guidelines). The elimination of possible 
alternatives based solely or predominately on singular environmental issues prevents 
both the project's decision makers and other stakeholders from comparatively balancing 
the full array of those impacts against the project's purported benefits. 

• Economic Characteristics. The Guidelines state that the four mandatory items that 
must be included in and EIR's project description are: (1) a detailed map with the precise 
location and boundaries of the proposed project; (2) a statement of project objectives; 
(3) a general description of the project's technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics with consideration of supporting public service facilities; and (4) a 
statement briefly describing the intended use of the EIR and listing the agencies involved 
with the approvals required for implementation (14 CCR 15124). Despite this 
requirement, the following two mandatory items are missing from the DEIR: (1) a 
detailed map showing the location of the proposed project (e.g., depicting the project's 
relationship to the City's corporate boundaries); and (2) information concerning the 
project's economic characteristics. As a result, because the project description fails to 
comply with minimal CEQA requirements, the DEIR is defective. 
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An understanding of the project's economic characteristics is critical because economics 
is often cited by the Lead Agency as the fundamental basis for the rejection of 
alternatives and mitigation measures. The Lead Agency's failure to comply with CEOA 
has precluded informed decision making and informed public participation and has 
thwarted the statutory goals of the CEOA process. As indicated in County of Inyo v. City 
of Los Angeles (1977), an inaccurate project description distorts the balancing process 
of public decision makers by giving them a false impression of the environmental costs, 
available mitigation measures, and feasible alternatives, and may also distort public 
input on those matters. 

The DEIR states: ''To provide a basis for identifying and evaluating potential economic 
impacts and significance of impacts, this chapter presents a description of the Proposed 
Project and construction methodologies. Specific topics include: [1] Characteristics of 
the regional and local setting [see Section 2.1, pp. 2-2 and 2-3] [2] Project objectives 
developed to support the Purpose and Need (Chapter 1) [see Section 2.2, p. 2-5J [3] 
Project components [see Section 2.3, pp. 2-5 through 2-40] [4] Design characteristics 
[see Section 2.4, pp. 2-41 through 2-51] [5] Construction, including methods, equipment, 
personnel estimates and schedule [see Section 2.5, pp. 2-51 through 2-82] [6] 
Operations and maintenance [see Section 2.6, pp. 2-82 and 2-83] [7] Economic 
characteristics of the Proposed Project [absent from the DEIR] [8] Environmental 
protection standard practices [see Sections 2.7 and 2.8, pp. 2-83 and 2-85] [and] [9] 
Mitigation measures" [see Section 2.9, p. 2-87] (emphasis added) (p. 2-1). 

Noticeably absent is any corresponding discussion or analysis of the "economic 
characteristics of the proposed project" (whether presented in the "project description" or 
elsewhere in the DEIR). The Lead Agency either knowingly released an inadequate EIR 
or consciously extracted all economic information concerning the proposed project from 
that document. Absent full disclosure, no factual basis is presented to: (1) understand 
the cost implications of the Proposed Project, including a comparison of alternatives; (2) 
support assertions that an alternative or a mitigation measure (e.g., undergrounding) is 
economically feasible or infeasible; (3) allow for a reasonable balancing of environmental 
and other costs; and (4) support any specific economic-based findings (see 14 CCR 
15091 [a][3]). To the extent that economics and cost-efficiency is a driving force in 
system planning and operation, then economic feasibility constitutes a measurable 
indices and not a nebulous concept that the Lead Agency can wave and then hide 
behind as an unsupported rationale for the rejection of a possible demand-side or 
supply-side alternative or environmental mitigation measure. 

The only "economic characteristics" presented in the DEIR are the statement that: (1) 
the project costs are "in the hundreds of millions of dollars" (p. 2-1); and (2) "[t]he 
potential $330 million construction cost for 664 MW of [new] generation would be 
substantially more than the construction cost of the Proposed Project" (p. 6-23). The 
"construction cost of the Proposed Project" is, however, never disclosed. From the 
limited information presented in the DEIR, it can be construed that the Lead Agency's 
sole measure of feasibility lies somewhere between "hundreds of millions of dollars" and 
"$330 million." Based on the information available from the City of Riverside's CIP, 
because the allocated funding is less than "hundreds of millions of dollars," it can be 
reasonably argued that even the Proposed Project appears economically infeasible. 
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Absent from the DEIR (and to the City's knowledge the project's administrative record) is 
any comparative economic analysis of project alternatives and mitigation measures. 
Despite that absence, the Lead Agency asserts: (1) "economic considerations 
associated with undergrounding show that undergrounding is infeasible" (emphasis 
added) (pp. 3-54, 3-169, 3-201, 3-243, 3-253, and 3-310); (2) "undergrounding limited 
portions of the Proposed Project's line as a form of mitigation for localized impacts is 
infeasible due to economic factors" (p. 6-29); (3) comparative cost "factors make it 
economically infeasible to construct an underground alternative or even to underground 
in specific locations as potential means of mitigating localized impacts" (p. 6-39); (4) 
"undergrounding [is] economically infeasible for the 69 kV subtransmission lines (p. 6-
40); (5) "An underground alternative would also be economically infeasible" (p. 6-40); 
and (6) "the New Generation Alternative is economically infeasible" because the 
"construction cost. . .would be substantially more than the construction cost of the 
Proposed Project" (p. 6-23). 

As stipulated in the Guidelines, "the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives 
to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree 
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly" (emphasis added) (14 
CCR 15126.6[b]). Although undergrounding would "be expected to be many times more 
costly than overhead" lines (p. 6-29), the fact that one option is more expensive to 
construct and/or maintain than another does not constitute a supportable basis for the 
rejection of an alternative whose implementation might effectively reduce an otherwise 
significant impact to a less than significant level (e.g., "The 230 kV transmission line 
would affect scenic vistas" and "degrade the scenic quality" p. ES-9; "The 69 kV 
subtransmission line structures as currently designed within the vicinity of the airport 
would likely exceed the allowable heights in Zones A, 81, 82, and C," p. ES-10). 

Similarly, even to the extent that it can argued that "although such an alternative might 
provide some overall increase in reliability, an underground alternative would not meet 
the Proposed Project's fundamental goal of increased long-term reliability of the 
transmission and distribution system in the area to the same extent as the Proposed 
Project" (emphasis added) (p. 6-40), the fact that one option out-performs another but 
still accomplishes a stated objective does not constitute a supportable basis under 
CEQA for the rejection of that alternative. 

• Project Area and Service Area. Presented in Figure 2.1.1 (Regional Map) is a graphic 
depicting the "project area" (p. 2-3). Although never represented, a substantial portion of 
the project area is located within the corporate boundaries of Jurupa Valley. Similarly, 
since the purported purpose of the Proposed Project is to "provide RPU with adequate 
capacity to serve existing load, to provide for long-term system capacity for load growth, 
and to provide needed system reliability" (p. ES-4), the "project area" would be 
reasonably expected to encompass the service (control) area of the RPU. The "project 
area" and RPU's "service area" are not, however, coterminous. As a result, rather than 
looking inward at its own jurisdictional area and ascertaining the existence of solutions to 
its identified need, the Lead Agency too willingly looks beyond its own boundaries and 
seeks to export potential deleterious impacts to outside areas. 

In that same fashion, the Lead Agency establishes a 230 kV "study area" (p. 6-3) for the 
purpose of identifying "potentially feasible RTRP 230 kV transmission line alternatives" 
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(p. 6-3). The "study area," however, does not bear clear relationship with either the 
"project area" or RPU's existing "service area." Because both the "project area" and the 
"study area" are of purely arbitrary construction, the areas depicted therein cannot be 
credible utilized for any representative or analytical purposes. As a result, the Lead 
Agency has arbitrarily imposed limiting constraints on the environmental and alternatives 
analyses that bear no clear nexus to the Proposed Project and its primary objective. 

• Disturbance and Diminishment. The Lead Agency makes a material misrepresentation 
of the Proposed Project. This error is not merely a semantic problem but hints at an 
inherent failing in the EIR (Le., misrepresentation of the Proposed Project and 
underestimation of the project's potential environmental impacts). As defined in Section 
21065 of CEQA: '"Project''' means an activity which may cause either a direct physical 
change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment." Notwithstanding that definition, the Lead Agency alleges that the 
approximately 10 miles of new 230 kV transmission line through Jurupa Valley will 
"result in permanent disturbance of a total of approximately eight acres" (p. 2-78). 
Based on the City's independent assessment, the Lead Agency's quantification is 
neither believable nor supported by any factual evidence presented in the DEIR. 

As indicated in the DEIR, land-use restrictions will be imposed within the proposed 230 
kV ROW (e.g., "Incompatible land uses within the transmission line ROW include, but 
are not limited to, construction and maintenance of inhabited dwellings, and any use 
requiring changes in surface elevation that would affect existing or planned facilities," p. 
2-83). Based on those restrictions, the City asserts that the "permanent disturbance" 
associated with the new 230 kV transmission lines is inclusive of the entirety of the 
length of the alignment within the City, encompassing the minimum 100-foot width of the 
ROW (e.g., Table 2.4-1, p. 2-41) and extending along approximately 3.5 miles (e.g., 
'The route traverses a variety of landscapes and land uses over approximately 3.5 miles 
until reaching the Proposed Project's tap point connection east of SCE's Mira Loma 
Substation," p. 3-55). Assuming a length of 3.5 miles (approximately 18,480 feet) and a 
100-foot ROW, a total of over 42 acres (excluding any requisite access or spur roads, 
pull sites, construction lay-down areas, etc.) within the City would be directly impacted 
(representing an area over 525% greater than that presented in the DEIR). 

Under California law, a condemning agency is typically required to acquire an entire 
property if the remainder will be left an uneconomic remnant. In accordance with 
Section 1240.410 of the California Code of Civil Procedures (CCP): "(a) As used in this 
section, "remnant" means a remainder or portion thereof that will be left in such size, 
shape, or condition as to be of little market value. (b) Whenever the acquisition by a 
public entity by eminent domain of part of a larger parcel of property will leave a 
remnant, the public entity may exercise the power of eminent domain to acquire the 
remnant in accordance with this article." 

To the extend that the reduction in parcel size, as required to accommodate the 
proposed transmission alignment and its associated facilities, adversely impacts the 
developability, marketability, or functionality of the residual property (severance damage) 
unencumbered by the easement and any associated access restrictions, the indirect 
impacts of the Proposed Project could extend substantially beyond the acreage of direct 
impact. Severance damage can be caused by such factors as substantial impairment of 
access, irregular size and shape of the remainder, loss of commercial frontage, and 
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other conditions caused by the project's effects on the remainder property's fair market 
value. Here, a distinction may exist between condemnation law involving the acquisition 
of property by utilities through eminent domain (e.g., compensation to the landowner is 
set at the fair market value of the property acquired and not the value or change in value 
of other property) and CEQA. The issue of landowner compensation may not yet be 
ripe; however, the resulting direct and indirect impacts to affected property owners and 
the cumulative effect of those impacts upon Jurupa Valley are clearly issues that must 
be addressed under CEQA. 

Section 851 of the PUC provides that no public utility "shall. .. Iease ... [property] 
necessary or useful in the performance of its duties to the public ... without first having 
secured from the [C]ommission an order authorizing it so to do." The relevant inquiry for 
the Commission in Section 851 proceedings is whether the proposed transaction is 
"adverse to the public interest." Under SCE's "Easement Policy" (Rev. 1, July 7, 2008), 
it is stated that "[b]uildings and other permanent structures, both above ground and 
underground are prohibited within SCE's ROWs. Examples of permanent structures are 
pipelines, concrete slabs [i.e., parking lot], foundations, vaults, decks, detention basins, 
pools, and anything else that is not portable and easily moveable." In SCE's "Secondary 
Land Use Policy," it is states that SCE "will permit secondary uses of its transmission 
rights-of-way only when these secondary land uses do not conflict with current or 
projected first priority use, as determined by the company's Transmission and 
Distribution Business Unit (TDBU). Such uses Will be low intensity in nature ... Other 
possible low-intensity projects include short-term or overflow parking lots or equestrian 
stables. Since these are not the preferred uses, SCE will not actively pursue these uses 
but will consider them on a case-by-case basis." 

As proposed, without consultation and absent any discretionary authority, Jurupa Valley 
is being directed by the City of Riverside to forfeit over 42 acres of valuable 1-15 
Freeway frontage which would otherwise be likely developed for revenue-generating 
and/or employment-oriented land uses and, as a highest-and-best use, dedicate those 
lands for "overflow parking lots and equestrian stables." The DEIR neither 
acknowledges the short-term and long-term implications of that "permanent disturbance" 
nor considers the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated 
therewith upon not only the affected property owners by upon Jurupa Valley. 

As reported by the International Right-of-Way Associations (Right of Way, March-April 
2007). secondary land uses on SCE ROWs in the Los Angeles Basin "includ[e] golf 
courses, parks, playgrounds, horse stables, amusement parks, agricultural land, self 
storage facilities, retail stores, public recreation facilities, truck parking, auto storage, RV 
storage and nurseries" (http://www.irwaonline.org/EWEB/upload/0307-3.pdf). None of 
the uses cited constitute the types of uses that the City envisions along the 1-15 Freeway 
corridor, such as regional or other large-scale commercial development, major 
employment centers, and other substantive municipal revenue-generating uses. As 
such, conversion of commercially-designated property to transmission ROW will have 
significant deleterious consequences with regards to the range of possible land uses that 
can be permitted within and adjacent to that ROW. In light of the reality that, within the 
City, large areas of land are "converting from dairy to industrial, warehousing, and truck 
distribution land uses" (p. 3-234) and that the "conversion from predominately 
agricultural to urban land uses will likely continue for the foreseeable future" (p. 3-234), 
the Lead Agency errors in asserting that "permanent [land] disturbance" (inclusive of 
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both direct and indirect impacts) will be confined to only "eight acres" and produce no 
significant environmental and socioeconomic impacts. 

One of the possible reasons for this short-coming is that the Lead Agency never 
examines the Proposed Project from the perspective of the "mandatory findings of 
significance," as presented in Appendix G of the Guidelines. As specified therein, the 
impacts of the Proposed Project would be deemed significant if the project were to 
produce "impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable" and/or 
"have environmental effects which cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly." Since the DEIR's analysis of land-use impacts relates solely 
to an assessment of general plan and zoning code consistency, the Lead Agency has 
elected to ignore the very real environmental and socioeconomic impacts that the 
Proposed Project will produce on the human environment. 

• Inconsistent Project Description. Because a description of the project is an 
indispensable component of a valid EIR, the courts have affirmed that "an accurate, 
stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally 
sufficient EIR. The defined project and not some different project must be the EIR's bona 
fide subject" (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles [1977]). "A curtailed, enigmatic or 
unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of public input" (Id., 
[holding that the shifting description did "vitiate the city's EIR process as a vehicle for 
intelligent public participation"]). "[O]nly through an accurate view of the project may the 
public and interested parties and public agencies balance the proposed project's 
benefits against its environmental cost, consider appropriate mitigation measures, 
assess the advantages of terminating the proposal and properly weigh other 
alternatives" (City of Santee v. County of San Diego [1989]). 

For example, as indicated in both NOP1 and NOP2, the proposed project includes 
"[u]pgrades to eight existing 69 kV substations within the City of Riverside: RERC, 
Mountain View, Harvey Lynn, Freeman, Riverside, La Colina, Springs, and Orangecrest" 
(NOP1, p. 6; NOP2, p. 6). In contrast, the DEIR states: "To accommodate the proposed 
subtransmission lines to be added to the RPU 69 kV system, upgrades would be 
required at four existing RPU 69 KV substations ... The four existing 69 kV substations 
within the City that would require upgrades are Harvey Lynn, Mountain View, Freeman, 
and RERC" (p. 2-27; see also p. 2-49). Since SCE's "System Impact Study" is not 
presented, the full extent of RPU's and SCE's electrical system upgrades and 
improvements may not be fully disclosed. 

In addition, as indicated under Agenda Item 4 (Approval of the New Energy Point-of
Delivery Project, Additional Appropriation, and Consulting Engineering Services - Work 
Order 642975) of the Official Minutes of the Board of Public Utilities' January 20, 2006 
meeting, the Board of Public Utilities "[a]pproved the preferred option to build a new 220 
kV source." All the "photo simulations" presented in the DEIR examine a "220 kV 
transmission line" (Figures 3.2.1-13 through 3.2.1-26). Elsewhere in the DEIR, the 
proposed project is described as including a "230 kV transmission line" (p. 2-5). No 
explanation is presented in the DEIR concerning how or why the voltage of the proposed 
project changed or what, if any, environmental or other ramifications the change from 
220 to 230 kV may engender. 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 40 

sbennett
Text Box
P-84

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-86

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-87

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-85



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

9.2 Aesthetics 

With regards to visual impacts, the DEIR states that "the Proposed Project's physical elements 
are located within the City of Riverside, the County of Riverside, and the City of Norco" (p. 3-
14). Noticeably absent is any reference to the "City of Jurupa Valley." 

Although one of the City's major concerns, absent from the DEIR is any analysis of the 
Proposed Project's visual effects and any potential direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts 
attributable to those visual effects along the 1-15 Freeway corridor, including the potential 
creation of visual and economic bright attributable to the proposed 230 kV transmission line and 
towers. The Lead Agency's environmental analYSis is limited to "[v]iews of the surrounding hills 
and mountains (Pedley Hills, Jurupa Mountains, Mount Rubidoux) and Santa Ana River" which 
RPU asserts "provide the most significant scenic vistas" (p. 3-11). By focusing exclusively on 
views of the natural environment, the Lead Agency ignores the significance of individual 
viewscapes (as measure by the number of observers), observers' perception of the human 
(man-made) environments, and viewers' reaction and response to those visual stimuli. 

It has been stated "humans are thinking creatures who do not merely respond passively to 
environmental stimuli, but select aspects of the landscape that have value to them. Landscape 
quality is seen as a construct built up in the mind, usually on the basis of visual information" 
(Taylor, J.G., Zube, E.H., and Sell, J.L., Landscape Assessment and Perception Research 
Methods, in Bechtel, R.B., Marans, R.W., and Michelson, W. [Eds], Methods in Environmental 
and Behavioral Research, 1987, p. 375). An individual's attitudes and cognitive process 
influences their perceptions and consequent aesthetic evaluations of the environment. The 
identification of aesthetic values in landscapes encompasses the "transaction between an 
observer who is experiencing the environment and the environment that is being experienced" 
(Pitt, D.G. and Zube, E.H., Management of Natural Environments, in Stokols, D. and Altman, I. 
[Eds], Handbook of Environmental Psychology, 1975, p. 1019). Judgments of aesthetic value 
reside in the perceptual experience, such that "[a]esthetic values are neither a direct function of 
the environmental characteristics being perceived, nor are they a product of the individual 
involved in the perceptual experience. Rather, human experience, knowledge, expectation, and 
sociocultural context interact with environmental elements and environments as entities to 
produce an outcome that affects both the human and the environment" (Ibid., pp 1019-1020). 

As such, the human observer and not just the object being viewed is a critical component of any 
aesthetic analyses. In that context, views that are rarely seen cannot be assigned the same 
"value" as views that are seen daily, for an extended duration, and by many. By acknowledging 
"use level or use volume" (p. 3-9), the Lead Agency appears to recognize this but fails to apply it 
to the DEIR's aesthetic analysis (e.g., 1-15 Freeway corridor). Similarly, visual analysis must 
consider the manner in which the observed (physical) features is cognitively processed and the 
observer's response thereto. 

The question posited under CEQA is whether "the project substantially degrades the existing 
visual character of quality of the site and its surroundings" (p. 3-53), not solely whether the 
project adversely impacts perceptions of natural landscapes (e.g., "there are immitigable 
impacts from some portions of the 230 kV route that would degrade the visual character and 
quality of the interface of residential, recreational, and the Santa Ana River's trails and open 
space uses," p. 3-53). This bias excludes from analysis "urban areas" (e.g., "Most of the 
Proposed Project is located within highly developed urban areas where transmission, 
subtransmission, distribution, and other utility facilities are existing visual elements that 
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contribute to the definition of the current landscape character," p. 3-53). Because the Lead 
Agency's definition of "urban areas" appears to encompass almost everything other than the 
"Santa Ana River's trails and open space uses," even transitioning undeveloped property within 
the City (including existing agricultural uses) are perceived as already developed and containing 
a degraded visual character. With regards to the 1-15 Freeway corridor in Jurupa Valley, the 
Lead Agency misrepresents the "current landscape character" by asserting that HVTLs already 
exist therein; therefore, no adverse visual impacts would manifest from the introduction of new 
transmission lines within or adjacent to that corridor. 

With regards to visual impacts, the DEIR presents a flawed methodology since it involves the 
subjective categorization of scenic quality and sensitivity to the author's sole perspective. The 
methodology, which is inconsistent with that applied in the California Energy Commission's 
(CEC) "Final Initial Study - Riverside Energy Resource Center Units 3 & 4" (CEC, December 
2008) (FIS-RERC3&4) (http://www.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/CEC-700-2008-01 O/CEC-
700-2008-01 O-SF .PDF), assumes a singular perspective of beauty and includes no effort or 
attempt to survey the attitudes of individual observers or the perspective of the jurisdiction in 
which the Proposed Project will be located. 

Using the Lead Agency's own methodology (Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report, 
Table 9, p. 23), "visual sensitivity levels" along the 1-15 Freeway are categorized as "moderate" 
or "high." Despite that categorization, with regards to the approximately 3.5-mile segment of the 
230 kV transmission line adjacent to the 1-15 Freeway, the Lead Agency presents the following 
unsupported conclusion: "Impacts would be less than significant from this portion because the 
route is located in undeveloped open space or primarily associated with the adjacent 1-15 
freeway to the west. The freeway is not considered a highly sensitive road for travelers, and 
impacts would be less than significant" (p. 3-55). In addition, because it would be 
disharmonious with the center's existing design and would be highly visible to both on-site and 
off-site observers, the Lead Agency substantially underestimates the Proposed Project's visual 
impacts upon the Vernola Marketplace (Le., "The route would have moderate visual impacts as 
it passes through the existing Vernola Marketplace commercial center," p. 3-55). 

As indicated in the FIS-RERC3&4, with regards to visual resource analysis, when analyzing key 
observation points, CEC "staff considers the following conditions: visual quality, viewer concern, 
visibility, number of viewers, duration of view. Those conditions are then factored into an overall 
rating of viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity" (RIS-RERC3&4, p. 17-16). The "[n]umber of 
viewers is a measure of the number of viewers per day who would have a view of the proposed 
project. Number of viewers is organized into the following categories: residential according to 
the number of residences; motorists according to the number of vehicles; and recreationalists" 
(emphasis added) (RIS-RERC3&4, p. 17-17). 

The Lead Agency errors by assuming that "residents" constitute the only valid observers (e.g., 
"residential receptors typically reflect a high sensitivity rating," p. 3-55). It is likely that those 
lands located adjacent to the 1-15 Freeway (in addition to the SR-60 Freeway frontage) are the 
most observed properties within the City. As reported by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), average annual daily traffic volumes (MDT) along the 1-15 Freeway 
between Limonite Avenue (MP 48.26) and the SR-60 Freeway (MP 51.47) is 132,000 vehicles. 
Traffic volumes along the 1-15 Freeway (132,000 vehicles) are about 150% greater than the 
entire population of the City (87,818 persons). With a reported average of 1.2 occupants per 
vehicle (http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/news/articie/6720), about 158,400 individuals pass 
along that freeway segment each day, representing an average daily observer population over 
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180% greater than the entire population of the City. Although all residents in the City will not 
observe the 230 kV transmission lines on a daily basis, all the motorists traveling along the 1-15 
Freeway wi". Because it is the first view that most motorists have of the City and is located in 
the highly observable foreground (at a distance of "0-500'," p. 3-10), it must be assigned an 
intrinsic aesthetic value at least comparable with those natural landscaped (viewsheds) 
examined by the Lead Agency. 

As reported by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE): "It has been recognized for some 
time that shopping centers and several other convenience-oriented land-use types (e.g., banks 
and fast-food restaurants) have slightly different trip characteristics that other use types. A 
significant proportion of the trips generated by these uses are simply trips diverted from traffic 
already on adjacent or nearby roadways facilities." Estimates of the percentage of pass-by trips 
diverted from adjacent roadways vary by shopping center size. "[T]he following pass-by trip 
percentages would be appropriate for the afternoon peak hour for shopping centers of various 
size: [1] Less than 1 00,000 square feet - 60% [2] 1 00,000 to 400,000 square feet - 50% [3] 
Over 400,000 square feet - 40%. These values are appropriate where high-volume arterial 
roadway facilities pass adjacent to the site ... High generation convenience-oriented uses could 
well exceed the 60% range. if located along a high-vOlume commuter route" (Smith. Steven A., 
A Methodology for Consideration of Pass-By Trips in Traffic Impact Analyses for Shopping 
Centers, ITE Journal, August 1986. pp. 37-40). 

The ITE further notes: "Another observation is that the nature of the traffic impact in a particular 
peak period can change dramatically just by the development site being located on the opposite 
side of the street. If a shopping center is located on the left side of the street (Le., left in relation 
to the peak commuting direction). a scenario can be envisioned in which a high percentage of 
pass-by trips might even adversely impact the level of service at a certain intersection ... One of 
the questions that arise is how traffic should be handled from roads that are nearby but not 
adjacent to the site. These trips should actually be handled as part of the new trip percentage. 
but must be carefully factored into the forecast distribution of new trips. For example, a 
shopping center that lies near a freeway interchange may attract some trips that exit the 
freeway. enter the shopping center. and get back on the freeway after the shopping trip is 
completed. These trips would be considered as new trips to the intersections in front of the 
shopping center ... Unless the new site borders on the roadway itself. trips on nearby roadways 
must be considered as new trips" (Ibid.). 

The ITE further reports that "new commercial centers located in otherwise underserved market 
areas are likely to reduce total vehicle miles traveled and also total fuel consumption within the 
region. They are also likely to have the effect of lowering traffic volumes and general 
congestion levels at the critical intersections throughout the metropolitan area" (Kittelson. 
Wayne K. and Lawton. Keith T .• Evaluation of Shopping Center Trip Types, ITE Journal, 
February 1987, pp. 35-40). 

To the extent that the Proposed Project effectively shifts commercial development away from 
freeway frontage to more distal sites as a result of reduced visibility, diminished visual appeal of 
abutting commercial uses, and/or reduced visibility of associated signage, the number of "pass
by trips" would be expected to be reduced and the number of "new trips" would be expected to 
increase. The greater the potential pass-by trip reduction, the greater the potential beneficial 
traffic impacts on the local street network. Similarly, the further removed the shopping center is 
from that frontage, the greater the potential adverse impacts on level of service (LOS) 
conditions. As such, the indirect impact of any forfeiture of commercial development 
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opportunities adjacent to the 1-15 Freeway is increased traffic volumes and potential reductions 
in LOS, including additional traffic-generated noise and mobile source emissions (e.g., carbon 
monoxide "hot spots" and greenhouse gas [GHG1 emissions). Those indirect impacts are not, 
however, addressed in the DEIR (e.g., "Upon completion of the proposed Project, the only 
operational emissions would be generated from transmission line and substation maintenance 
activities," p. 3-88). 

There is an old axiom that the three keys to real estate are "location, location, location." With 
regards to commercial development, the three keys that likely guide a use's success are 
"visibility, accessibility, and parking." With regards to "visual sensitivity," the DEIR 
acknowledges that there exists a higher sensitivity to visual intrusion along the 1-15 Freeway 
than along other vehicular roadways (e.g., "use level or use volume would be expected to be 
higher along the interstate highway and lower along a local street," p. 3-9). Despite this 
acknowledgement, the Lead Agency fails to define freeway motorists and freeway-associated 
viewsheds from and along the 1-15 Freeway as "critical viewpoints" (e.g., "Sensitive viewers and 
potentially critical viewpoints that were identified and inventoried generally include recreation 
areas, travel routes, and residences," p. 3-9). The proposed development of high-voltage 
transmission lines and towers along the 1-15 Freeway frontage would, therefore, reasonably be 
expected to adversely affect visibility (including opportunities for elevated signage) and could 
adversely impact site accessibility. On-premise signage serves to "brand" a site (Le., a sign 
"brands" a location just as a product label brands the product). If an attractive image is not 
communicated, the business will rarely convey its message or get the clientele it seeks. 

As proposed, 230 kV steel lattice or tubular steel transmission towers are specified adjacent to 
or in close proximity to the /-15 Freeway ROW. Since a minimum "100-foot-wide easement 
would be required for the proposed 230 kV transmission line right-of-way" (p. 2-42), any 
commercial uses adjacent to the freeway will be located, at minimum, 100-feet from that 
transportation corridor (e.g., "additional ROW of up to an estimated 280 feet may be required," 
p.2-42). Within that ROW, towers with a height of up to 180 feet (Table 2.4-1, p. 2-41) and with 
a typical span separation of 600 to 800 feet (p. 2-41) will be erected. The loss of that freeway 
frontage not only diminishes the visual character of the affected property but makes site 
planning (e.g., building placement, ingress/egress, on-site parking) substantially more difficult. 
The resulting diminished marketability, reduced visibility, restricted signage, and impediments to 
site planning and on-site circulation, will all affect the resulting use and valuation of those and 
other residual properties. With regards to both individual property owners and future City 
revenues, the environmental and socioeconomic impacts resulting from those physical changes 
cannot be reasonably compensated for through the "payment of fair market value [which] would 
be offered for these easements" (p. 2-42). 

In an October 1992 article in "The Journal of Real Estate Research" (High Voltage Power Lines: 
Do They Affect Residential Property Value), it was reported that "appraisers are according a 
negative adjustment to property bordering or within sight of HVOETLs [high-voltage overhead 
electrical transmission Iines1. The range of value decline was estimated to be 0 to 50% 
(http://business. fu lIerton. edu/F I nance/ Journal/papers/pdf/pasUvoI07 n03/v07 p315. pdf). I n written 
testimony submitted before the State Corporation Commission of Virginia concerning a HVTL 
project proposed by Dominion Virginia Power (DVP), it was reported: "As a result of my 
research and analysis, it is my opinion the market values of the properties in the vicinity of the 
proposed 500 kV HVTLs will incur significant monetary losses. Due to the extent of the impact 
the HVTLs will have on properties along the corridors, most of the owners will not be 
compensated for the monetary losses as a result of any future takings by DVP" 
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(http://www.pecva.org/_downloads/powerlines/documents/statefilingsNA_PEC_WHarveyTestim 
ony_120407.pdf). 

Although research findings on the effects of HVTLs on property value vary, a universal 
component of those studies appears to relate to broadly-held public perceptions. The public's 
negative feelings about proximity to HVTLs center on aesthetics, fears of potential health 
effects, and impacts on property-valuation. It is likely that those perceptions will steer future 
commercial and jobs-producing development west of the 1-15 Freeway or elsewhere and leave 
lands east of the freeway, within Jurupa Valley, to languish. 

As indicated in the project description, with regards to the 230 kV transmission towers, "[tJypical 
heights range from 90 to 170 feet for the single poles, and approximately 113 to 180 feet for the 
lattice towers (p. 2-41); however, the environmental analysis assumes an "average height of 
125 foot structures for 230 kV lines" (p. 3-10). Similarly, with regards to the Proposed Project, 
tower heights are represented to range from "90 to 180 feet" (p. 3-246). With regards to the 
Lead Agency's assessment of the "Van Buren Offset Alternative," 230 kV transmission tower 
are described as ranging "from 110-175 feet in height" (p. 6-86). As a result, in addition to the 
inconsistencies in the project description, both the computer simulations and analysis potential 
underestimate and misrepresent the visual impacts of those towers (e.g., actual tower heights 
will likely exceed those presented in the illustrations). 

Two photo-simulations were presented in the DEIR that illustrate the visual impacts that the 
proposed 230 kV transmission lines will have along the 1-15 Freeway corridor: (1) Viewpoint 5 
(230 kV transmission line from 1-15 Freeway south of 68th Street overpass looking north); and 
(2) Viewpoint 18 (230 kV transmission line from the south end of Vernola Marketplace looking 
north) (pp. 3-22, Figure 3.2.1-17 and Figure 3.2.1-26). While the Lead Agency acknowledges 
that in "limited areas" aesthetic "impacts are potentially significant" (p. 3-53), those areas are 
confined to "the scenic quality of the Santa Ana River corridor and impact sensitive viewers 
traveling Van Buren Boulevard, SART users, and residences in the Bradford Street/Julian Drive 
neighborhoods" (p. 3-53), corresponding with Viewpoints 2 and 13. Clearly absent from the 
DEIR is any recognition of the Proposed Project's direct and indirect impacts along the 1-15 
Freeway corridor. 

The DEIR states that "[iJn those limited areas where impacts are potentially significant, 
immitigable, and unavoidable, some impacts (e.g., aesthetic impacts) could be reduced to less 
than significant if the Project's lines were underground. However, as discussed in detail in 
Chapter 6 (Alternatives), undergounding even limited sections of the Project as a means of 
potential mitigation is infeasible" (pp. 3-53 and 3-54 [see also p. 3-253]). As a result, whether 
they occur in limited areas (as purported by the Lead Agency) or are substantially more 
pervasive (as demonstrated by the City), the visual impacts of the 230 kV transmission lines and 
towers are, by the Lead Agency's own admission, "unmitigable." 

Although the DEIR asserts that the Proposed Project "would avoid impacts to the maximum 
extent possible" (p. 3-57). in fact, the opposite is the case. In the judgment of the City, the 
proposed 230 kV transmission lines and towers would impact Jurupa Valley to the maximum 
extend possible. Under CEQA, if mitigation measures cannot feasibly and effectively mitigate a 
Proposed Project's significant environmental impacts (e.g., "There are no feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impact level to less-than-significant due to the contrasts caused 
primarily by the scale and dominance of the new structures as seen by sensitive viewers located 
immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project," p. 3-58), the Lead Agency is required to 
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determine whether there exist feasible project alternatives that would reduce those impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. As indicated herein, the City believes that such alternatives exist and 
warrant further analysis by the Lead Agency. 

9.3 Air Quality 

The Lead Agency asserts that the "the Proposed Project does not involve combustion of fossil 
fuels or involve other chemical processes that produce gaseous emissions" (p. 4-10). However, 
the Lead Agency states that: (1) "RPU made a request for SCE to develop a means to provide 
additional transmission capacity to meet projected load growth" and "[t]he Proposed Project 
would provide RPU with long-term system capacity for load growth" (p. 1-3); (2) "Riverside is the 
largest city in Riverside County, and, as part of California's Inland Empire, has experienced 
tremendous economic growth and development during the past 10 years" and "[t]he rapid 
population growth and commercial development have led to an increase in local electric 
customers" (p. 1-14); (3) "A new interconnection to SCE's transmission system is urgently 
needed to provide capacity for existing as well as new electrical load" and "[w]ithout this 
addition, load shedding and area electrical blackouts will eventually be required" (pp. ES-4 and 
1-14); (4) "If this defiCiency condition would persist under the projected load growth scenario, 
long-term system reliability would be in jeopardy, increasing the potential for black-outs in the 
city [of Riverside]" (p. ES-11); (5) "The Proposed Project is intended to accommodate, rather 
than encourage, area growth" and "[b]oth PRU's and SCE's systems are proposed for 
expansion under the Proposed Project in order to meet projected load growth" (pp. 3-278 and 3-
288); (6) "Within the City of Riverside Public Utilities' service area, demand is already exceeding 
capacity to provide reliable electric power from external generation sources. The Proposed 
Project will allow RPU to meet current demand for energy service within the city [of Riverside] 
limits, as well as projected demand related to population and economic growth" (p. 5-1); (7) 
"The Proposed Project. .. could therefore be considered to be growth-accommodating rather 
than growth-inducing" (p. 5-2); and (8) "Under the projected load growth scenario, long-term 
system reliability would be in jeopardy, increasing the potential for black-outs in the City [of 
Riverside]" (pp. 6-19 and 6-63). 

Based on those excerpts, under the existing environmental setting, load shedding and black
outs are anticipated (resulting in an undesired but nonetheless a quantifiable reduction in 
energy consumption within the RPU service area). With the Proposed Project, RPU states that 
load shedding and black-out can be reduced or avoided (resulting in a continuing increase in 
energy consumption within RPU's service area). Conversely, "the Proposed Project will 
address peak demand issues and reduce the need for energy-consuming internal generation 
during peak events" (p. 5-7) (resulting in a reduction in energy generated by internal peaking 
plants). Those differences (delta) and/or changes, however, are neither quantified nor 
examined in the DEIR. As a result the potential air quality and other potential environmental 
impacts associated with those differences and/or changes addressed therein. 

In addition, as indicated in Appendix F (Energy Conservation) of the Guidelines: "The goal of 
conserving energy implies the wise and efficient use of energy. The means of achieving this 
goal include: (1) decreasing overall per capita energy consumption, (2) decreasing reliance on 
fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas and oil, and (3) increasing reliance on renewable energy 
sources. In order to assure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, the 
California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential 
energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing 
ineffiCient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy. Energy conservation implies that 
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a project's cost effectiveness be reviewed not only in dollars, but also in terms of energy 
requirements." Absent from the DEIR is the energy demand and conservation analysis required 
under Appendix F of the Guidelines (e.g., "The effects of the project on local and regional 
energy supplies and on requirements for additional capacity," Appendix F, Guidelines). 

It is reasonable to assume that, if infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, and other utilities) were 
unavailable to support development and if continued development were to result in potential 
health and safety impacts (e.g., "public services that could be impacted by disruptions to electric 
service include hospitals," p. 6-66), a responsible land-use entity would curtain development 
(e.g., not issue building permits) pending resolution of those constraints. As with water 
conservation, local governments have the ability to impose mandatory conservation efforts, 
such as requiring all new development to exceed the energy conservation design standards for 
new residential and new nonresidential buildings mandated under California's "Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings" (Title 24), as codified in Title 
24, Part 6 of the CCR. 

It is evident that the City of Riverside and/or RPU perceives the absence of a second 
interconnect to the bulk power system to be a constraint or potential constraint to development 
(e.g., "A new interconnection to SCE's transmission system is urgently needed to provide 
capacity for existing as well as new electrical load ... reinforcement is urgently needed to the 
existing 69 kV subtransmission system," [emphasis added], p. 1-14). Absent an analysis of 
increased energy consumption within the RPU's service area (including future development 
activities "accommodated" by the proposed project), the analysis of air quality impacts (including 
GHG emiSSions) is inadequate and fails to accurately characterize the Proposed Project's direct 
and indirect environmental effects. 

The Legislature enacted the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32; 
Section 38500 et seq., Health and Safety Code [H&SC]), identifying global warming as a serious 
threat to California's economy, public health, natural resources, and the environment and 
requiring the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 added Section 38530 
to the H&SC, which required that regulations be adopted requiring the reporting and verification 
of GHG emissions from all electricity consumed in the State. Senate Bill (SB) 1078 (2002) 
established the California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, which requires each 
electrical corporation to increase its procurement of eligible renewable energy resources by at 
least one percent per year until 20 percent of its retail sales are from renewable energy 
resources. SB 107 (2006) moved the RPS date to achieve 20 percent renewable energy sales 
up to December 31, 2010. Absent from the DEIR is any discussion of RPU compliance with 
those requirements and whether the Proposed Project is needed to reach those goals. 

Absent any discussion of RPU's attainment or nonattainment of the State's RPS, the Lead 
Agency seeks to rationalize the Proposed Project by stating that the project is predicated on 
"the inability of RPU to maximize the potential for importing renewable energy generated in the 
Western U.S." (p. 6-24) and "allow the City of Riverside to access more renewable energy 
sources" (p. 5-7). Neither of those objectives are cited by the Lead Agency as project 
objectives. However, specific alternatives are rejected because they do "not provide a second 
point for importing energy, including from renewable sources" (emphasis added) (p. 6-25). No 
evidence is presented in the DEIR that the Proposed Project will increase the City of Riverside's 
use of renewable energy or that any of the identified alternatives (including the "no project" 
alternative) would not have comparable benefits. If the Lead Agency now seeks to allege that 
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increased use of renewable energy resources is a project objectives, the environmental analysis 
needs to be expanded to include a wider range of alternatives (e.g., distributed generation). 

As indicated by the CEC: "California has adopted energy policies that require substantial 
increases in the generation of electricity from renewable resources. Extensive improvements, 
however, are needed to California's electric transmission infrastructure to get the electricity 
generated by new renewable power facilities to consumers. The Renewable Energy 
Transmission Initiative (RETI) is a statewide initiative to help identify the transmission projects 
needed to accommodate these renewable energy goals, support future energy policy, and 
facilitate transmission corridor designation and transmission and generation siting and 
permitting" (http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/index.html).WiththeDEIR·srepeatedassertions.it 
must be assumed that the Proposed Project must be a vital part of the CEC's RET!. Similarly, 
by referencing the CEC's "Strategic Transmission Investment Plan" (e.g., "The goals of the 
CEC's Strategic Transmission Investment Plan are to meet state greenhouse gas policy 
objectives through the interconnection and integration of renewable generation to the 
transmission grid," p. 3-93), it might be assumed that the Proposed Project is an integral part of 
the most recent State-approved program. However, based on a review of the 2009 "Strategic 
Transmission Investment Plan - Final Commission Report" (CEC, December 2009), only one 
SCE project (i.e., "Tehachapi Renewable Energy Project") is cited therein 
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-700-2009-011/CEC-700-2009-011-
CMF.PDF). 

By introducing "renewable energy" into the project's analysis and asserting that non-quantified 
GHG benefits will be derived therein, the Lead Agency links transmission to generation. 
Because demand for electricity in the City of Riverside is growing (e.g., "the local RPU system 
load will grow approximately 15 MW per year on average, through the year 2026," p. 6-24), that 
growth will be satisfied by power generated by some internal and/or external source(s). 
Electrical generation is recognized as one of the largest generator of GHG emissions in 
California. The CEC reports that "25 percent of the state's greenhouse gas emissions is 
attributable to electricity generation while 38 percent is attributed to the transportation sector" 
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/climatechange/index.html) (see also Table 3.2.3-1, p. 3-75). 

The missing and critical components of the Proposed Project's GHG emissions analysis are: (1) 
quantitatively, what would happen without the Proposed Project; and (2) are there demand-side 
and/or supply-side alternatives available to the City of Riverside and/or RPU that would reduce 
GHG emissions attributable to existing and projected "local RPU system load" (e.g., energy 
conservation)? That information has not been presented in the DEIR. 

With regards to GHG emissions attributable to the "no project" alternative, in lieu of the 
presentation of any comparative analysis, the Lead Agency merely states that "[u]nder the No 
Project Alternative, none of the facilities or infrastructure upgrades associated with the 
Proposed Project evaluated in this DEIR would be constructed by SCE or RPU. However, RPU 
and SCE would likely be required to design a new transmission project in order to satisfy the 
objectives of the Proposed Project. Potential impacts from the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of such a project would likely be similar in significance level to the Proposed 
Project" (p. 6-64). As such, no factual basis is provided allowing stakeholders to understand the 
totality of GHG emissions directly and indirectly associated with the Proposed Project and to 
compare the air quality and GHG emission impacts of the Proposed Project relative to any of 
the alternatives examined in the DEIR. 
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9.4 Biological Resources 

As indicated in the DEIR, the Lead Agency seeks to base its biological resource assessment on 
biological surveys "conducted in 2006 and 2008" (p. 3-96). As indicated in the DEIR: (1) "the 
CEQA baseline for all biological impacts is 2008" (p. 3-96); (2) "Field surveys were conducted 
and analysis provided by Power [Engineers] in 2006, 2007, and 2008" (p. 3-96); (2) "the 
baseline conditions for determining impacts to burrowing owl is 2007" (p. 3-96); and (3) 
"Focused surveys were conducted during summer and autumn 2006 and spring 2008 to 
delineate vegetation communities and identify sensitive plant habitats and species" (p. 3-97). 

Based on a meeting with representatives of the Riverside County Regional Conservation 
Authority (RCA) (e.g., "RCA meeting in June 2010, p. 3-97), the Lead Agency asserts that out
dated biological surveys (conducted in 2006, 2007, and 2008) continue to constitute a 
supportable basis for assessing the presence/absence of protected species and habitats in the 
general project area. For the purpose of biological resource assessment, the Lead Agency 
seeks to define "baseline conditions" as those that existed in 2006, 2007, and/or 2008 and not 
those that existed at the time NOP1 (January 2007) and/or NOP2 (November 2009) was 
released (Le., "Based on meetings with the RCA, USFWS [United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service], and CDFG [California Department of Fish and Game] during 2010, it was determined 
that the baseline 2006 and 2008 surveys are sufficient for evaluation of existing field conditions 
of the evaluated Proposed Project and alternatives," p. 3-96). It would appear unlikely that the 
RCA, USFWS, and CDFG would collectively consent to the use of four or five-year old studies 
as the basis for assessing the presence/absence of sensitive species and habitats. No 
documentation or other evidence of that "determination" is presented in the DEIR. 

Because biological resources and habitats are subject to rapid change, biological resource 
surveys are typically only valid for 12 months from the date of performance (e.g., "survey results 
are only valid for one calendar year," p. 3-96). It, therefore, appears more reasonable to 
assume that the Lead Agency's failure or unwillingness to conduct or require RPU and SeE to 
perform subsequent general and focused species-specific biological surveys is more a result of 
budgetary considerations than acceptance by County, State, and federal regulatory agencies. 
As indicated in Power Engineers' Scope of Services: (1) "Biological surveys completed during 
as a [sic] separate task and approved by RPU Board June 26, 2006 are sufficient and no 
additional protocol biological surveys are necessary for the 230 kV transmission line"; (2) "230 
kV biological surveys will be completed during spring/summer surveys period 2007"; (3) 69 kV 
biological surveys will be completed within one survey season"; and (4) "Surveys conducted on 
'preferred' routes only for 230 kV and 69 kV transmission lines" (Scope of Services, p. 37). 

From the information presented, it is not possible to ascertain when and where field surveys 
were actually performed and whether they were inclusive of all project components (e.g., the 
proposed 230 kV alignment was not identified until some time after the release of NOP1) (see 
Appendix B, "Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report - for the 230kV Portion of the Planned 
Riverside Public Utility's Riverside Transmission Reliability Project, TRC, August 2007, Figure 
1). In lieu of post 2008 surveys, the Lead Agency seeks to avoid critical (and costly) analysis 
and disclosure by deferring on-site surveys to after project approval (e.g., "Conduct 
preconstruction surveys for western burrowing owl no more than two weeks prior to vegetation 
clearance or soil disturbance," Mitigation Measure BI0-03, p. ES-6). 

The biological reconnaissance surveys do not appear to comply with the USFWS' "Guidelines 
for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed and 
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Candidate Plants" (USFWS, January 2000), the CDFG's "Guidelines for Assessing the Effects 
of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities" 
(CDFG, December 9, 1983, revised May 8, 2000), and the Riverside County Transportation and 
Land Management Agency's (TLMA) "Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Survey Guidelines and Protocols" (TLMA, July 18, 2007) 
(http://www. rctlma. org/epd/documents/surveLProtocols/wrmshcp _survey _guide_protocols .pdf). 

According to the City of Riverside's "Biological Survey Requirements" (January 1, 2008): "The 
City of Riverside only accepts biological surveys from biologists listed on the County of 
Riverside's list of qualified biological consultants" (http://www.riversideca.gov/planning/pdf/2008-
forms/biological%20survey%20requirements.pdf). Based on the list provided by the City of 
Riverside, Power Engineers does not appear to be a "qualified biological consultant." As such, 
in accordance with the City of Riverside's stated requirements, biological surveys and analyses 
conducted by Power Engineers would not be deemed acceptable for CEQA compliance 
purposes. 

In addition, it is not clear whether Power Engineers is included in the County's "Authorized 
Consultant List" (http://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/epd/documents/BioConsultantsList.pdf).as 
last revised on August 23, 2011, and whether they were so listed at the time the biological 
reconnaissance surveys were performed. 

Because the locations of observed and suspected species are never clearly identified (either by 
location or by routing alternative), it is not possible to compare the biological impacts of different 
alignments. Similarly, no definitions are presented with regards to each species' categorization 
of "high potential for occurrence," "moderate potential for occurrence," or "low potential for 
occurrence" (Table 3.2.4-2, p. 3-109). Those category headings provide no clear information 
concerning the actual presence/absence of those species (assuming that multiple survey year 
studies were conducted under optimal conditions), each species historic range in relation to the 
project area, and/or habitat restoration opportunities along each alignment. 

With regards to certain bird species (e.g., western yellow bat), the DEIR states that "the new 
transmission line will provide a new aerial obstacle. This has the potential to result in an indirect 
impact to this species' foraging habitat. This is negligible because the Proposed Project will 
also conserve open-space vegetated habitat within the right-of-way" (p. 3-115). The Lead 
Agency's rationale is fatally flawed. Since the Lead Agency states that "the CEQA baseline for 
all biological impacts is 2008" (p. 3-96), at least with regards to the "1-15 Route," the majority of 
the proposed alignment is already open space or undeveloped lands. The introduction of 
towers, HVTLs, access routes, staging areas, pull sites, and other activities will produce a 
quantifiable or qualifiable physical change (e.g., "Installation of new towers could result in the 
permanent loss of limited areas of native and non-native vegetation communities," p. 3-129). 
The environmental analysis seeks to ignore the proposed physical changes and assert that 
unspecified and non-delineated portions of the ROW may "conserve open-space vegetated 
habitat." Unless secondary use requests are denied beneath the HVTLs, to the extent that SCE 
and RPU seek only to obtain an easement and not a fee-simple interest in real property along 
the transmission ROW (e.g., "payment of fair market value would be offered for these 
easements," p. 2-42), there exist no evidence that the Proposed Project will promote, require, or 
ensure the retention and conservation of any "open-space vegetated habitat." 

Relative to each species' habitat requirements, the "conserved" areas are not depicted relative 
to those habitat opportunities and requirements, the type, level, and permanency of disturbance 
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is not depicted, and maintenance requirements (including vegetation clearance and thinning) 
are not examined. As a result, it is not possible to replicate the Lead Agency's analytical 
process or independently verify the Lead Agency's purported findings. 

In the absence of recent biological reconnaissance surveys, conducted within the optimal time 
periods (with those optimal time periods and survey dates explicitly identified), performed within 
all analyzed alignments (not only in the purported area of "disturbance" but along the entire 
alignment and not less than 500 feet from the centerline), with field notes and accompanying 
documentation presented for independent review and validation, it is not possible to determine 
the presence/absence of protected plant and animal species and/or general biological resources 
within the general project area. Since the Lead Agency has presented an incomplete and 
inadequate biological assessment (e.g., "Based on survey data," p. 3-129), it is not possible for 
stakeholders to meaningfully comment on the Proposed Project's direct, indirect. and 
cumulative biological resource effects and efficacy of the identified mitigation measures. 

As indicated in the DEIR: "Installation of new towers could result in the permanent loss of limited 
areas of native and non-native vegetation communities" (p. 3-129). Absent from the DEIR, 
however, is any graphic and/or accompanying narrative depictions of high-voltage tower 
placement, including the type of tower proposed in each location. Despite the absence (e.g., 
"Prior to construction, a survey would be conducted to determine centerline location, specific 
structure locations, tower leg elevations, ROW boundaries, work area boundaries, and access 
roads to work areas," p. 2-64; "The Proposed Project would be expected to submit the identified 
habitat impacts for consistency determination and mitigation compensation fee requirements," p. 
3-125) and public disclosure of that information (e.g., "The Water Resources analysis identified 
this potential effect based on design footprints," p. 3-129), the DEIR quantifies impacts to only 
one of the "11 vegetation communities [that] were identified in the study area" (p. 3-99). The 
DEIR states that a total of 58.7 acres of Riversidian sage scrub habitat is located within the 
"2000-foot study corridor for 230 kV portion of proposed project (1-15 Route)" (Table 3.2.4-1, p. 
3-107) but "Riversidan sage scrub impact is expected to be less than 0.5 acres," p. 3-129). 
Since stakeholders have been denied access to that information, appropriate mitigation 
(including the provision of compensatory resources) can neither be established nor quantified. 

The DEIR states that "the Proposed Project would primarily consist of the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of a new approximately 10-mile double-circuit 230 kV transmission 
line ... Totallength of the new 69 kV subtransmission lines would be approximately 11 miles" (p. 
2-1). As noted, the burrowing owl "study area for this report [was] approximately 6.6 miles" 
(Appendix B, "Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report - for the 230kV Portion of the Planned 
Riverside Public Utility's Riverside Transmission Reliability Project, TRC, August 2007, p. 4), 
suggesting either that a different transmission alignment was surveyed or that the field survey 
was not inclusive of both the proposed and alternative transmission routes. 

Notwithstanding the presence of 10-miles of new transmission and 11-miles of new 
subtransmission lines, the Lead Agency seeks to avoid an analysis of the potential impacts of 
those facilities on avian species (e.g., "It is possible that birds would strike the new transmission 
lines; however, it is not expected to result in a substantial increase from current conditions due 
to preexisting power lines within the same area," p. 3-132). Under the Lead Agency's rationale, 
under CEQA, agencies could be able to avoid an analysis of new housing or commercial 
development projects (independent of there size or location) because there already exists 
housing or shopping in the same general area. Proximity to development does not constitute a 
supportable rationale for assuming that a new land use (physical change) on a site presently 
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absent that use would not create or have the potential to create new significant environmental 
effects. 

Mere compliance with a design standard (e.g., "conformance to Avian Power line Interaction 
Committee standards," pp. 3-132 and 3-133) does not serve as an alternative to reasoned 
analysis (e.g., "It is difficult to predict the magnitude of collision-caused bird mortality without 
extensive information on bird species and movements in the Proposed Project vicinity. These 
data are not available for the proposed transmission line study area," p. 3-132) or factual 
evidence of the absence of significant impacts. To the extent that there remain unresolved 
issues, the Lead Agency cannot attempt to hide behind the absence of collectible data for not 
performing independent analysis. The DEIR lacks any substantial evidence that applicable 
"information on bird species and movement" could not be readily obtained by the City of 
Riverside, RPU, and/or SCE or that the collection of that data constitutes an unreasonable 
requirement or would fail to yield meaningful results. 

9.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As indicated in the City of Riverside's "Application for Certification for a Small Power Plant 
Exemption - Environmental Assessment" for the RERC, as submitted to the CPUC: "The 
proximity of the transmission line to objects in or near the corridor can be susceptible to fires 
because of one of the following effects: [1] A direct flashover to the object if the object is less 
than the minimum clearance to cause an electric arc between the line and object [and] [2] A 
spark discharge on the object as a result of an increase in voltage between the object and 
ground" (City of Riverside/Power Engineers, Environmental Assessment, Section 4 -
Transmission line Safety and Nuisance, April 2004, pp. 41-42). Notwithstanding that 
acknowledgement, potential fire hazards attributable to the Proposed Project were not 
examined in the DEIR. For example, parking lots located in large commercial centers (such as 
the Vernola Marketplace) generate substantial traffic, including large delivery trucks, 
recreational vehicles, and vehicles with large antennas. With regards to the Proposed Project, 
the potential for farm equipment, large delivery and trash trucks, parking lot cleaning equipment, 
and similar oversized vehicles driving beneath energized transmission line and other objects to 
produce direct flashover or other discharge (e.g., "the potential for induction effects if the 
Project's electrical lines were located nearby the railroad," p. 6-11) and the potential health and 
safety hazards associated therewith were never examined in the DEIR. The Lead Agency 
never explains why, assuming that minimum clearance distances are maintained, proximity to 
rail lines would produce unacceptable safety hazards but proximity to truck traffic and other 
metallic objects (e.g., signage, structures), as may be associated with commercial and 
agricultural operations, is deemed acceptable. 

As indicated in the DEIR: "Following best management and deSign practices throughout 
conception, construction, and implementation of the Proposed Project ensures that public safety 
is paramount and potential environmental impacts are minimized through avoidance" (pp. 3-193 
and 3-194). "Minimized," however, does not directly equate to "never." 

As indicated in an SCE filing before the CPUC (Application No. A.O? -06-031), since 1966, SCE 
has experienced at least 16 major failures to its 220 kV transmission towers. Identified tower 
failures include, but may not be limited to: "[1] 1969 - One suspension tower in the San Onofre
Santiago and Chino-San Onofre lines was damaged by flooding of San Mateo Creek. [2] 1969 -
One suspension tower (M9-T4) in the Nos. 1 and 2 Santa Clara-Goleta lines was threatened by 
flooding of the Ventura River. The conductors and ground wire were unclipped and the tower 
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was pulled over by Edison before the river could damage the tower. Adjacent 66 kV towers 
were damaged by the river. The geometry of all involved spans was such that conductor work 
was not required to maintain design clearances in use at that time. [311971 - A crossarm was 
damaged by the Sylmar Earthquake on the Eagle Rock-Saugus line. No forced outages. [4] 
1976 - One tower each melted and collapsed as a result of a gas pipeline fire on the Eagle 
Rock-Pardee, Pardee-Pastoria and No.2 Pardee-Santa Clara lines. [5] 1977 - One tower was 
damaged by a flash flood in the Devers-Julian Hinds line. No forced outage. [6] 1978 - One 
tower was damaged by erosion in the San Onofre-Santi age and Chino-San Onofre lines. No 
forced outages. [7] 1979 - One tower was damaged by vehicle contact in the Big Creek No. 3-
Reactor line. [8] 1983 - Two towers were washed out in the Nos. 1 and 2 Pardee-Slymar lines 
by the Santa Clara River. [9] 1983 - Five towers were damaged by aircraft contact in the Nos. 1 
and 2 Alamitos-Barre lines. [101 1984 - Two towers were damaged by aircraft contact in the 
Nos. 1 and 2 Devers-Vista lines. [11] 1992 - One tower was damaged in the Lugo-Plagah line 
by the Landers Earthquake. The fault trace was through the tower - 11 to 13 foot lateral 
displacement. No forced outage. [12J 1994 - Two Portal dead-end towers were damaged by 
the Northridge earthquake at Pardee Substation. One tower was replaced by a lattice tower 
and the other tower was repaired. [13] 1998 - Two towers were damaged by landslides in the 
Nos 1 and 2 Goleta-Santa Clara lines. [14J 2000 - One tower was damaged by a landslide in 
the No.1 and 2 Goleta-Santa Clara lines. [151 2000 - An insulator failure damaged a crossarm 
on the Moorpark-Ormond Beach No.4 line. [1612002 - One double circuit tower was damaged 
by fire in Southgate. All four circuits on the right-of-way were damaged by the intense flames. 
The three aluminum layers of the ACSR conductor melted but the steel core remained intact" 
(SCE, Southern California Edison Company's Exhibit - Redacted Excerpt from SCE's Rebuttal 
Testimony Confidential Exhibit R [SCE's Design Specs D-2005-198, July 8, 2009, pp. D-6 and 
D-7) (http://leonavalleytowncouncil,org/Documents/Chino%20Hills%20Brief.pdf). It can be 
assumed that each of these failed towers were also followed "best management and design 
practices." As such, compliance with those practices and GO 131-D is no guarantee that towers 
will not fail and transmission lines will not be grounded. 

As indicated, tower failure and/or damage can occur through a variety of causes besides 
flooding (e.g., wind damage, fire, earthquake, vehicle and aircraft contact). Absent from the 
DEIR, however, is any discuss of potential health and safety hazards associated with any of the 
proposed improvements, including hazards to "existing and future development activities" (e.g., 
Vernola Marketplace) (pp. 3-252 and 3-253). Although the Lead Agency includes a brief 
reference to fire hazards (e.g., 'Transmission and subtransmission infrastructure may present a 
fire hazard during Proposed Project operation," p. 3-287), the only remedy posited is to restrict 
structures from the ROW (e.g., "structures that may present a fire hazard and damage to the 
public would be restricted from the rights-of-way," p. 3-287). If fires were to occur, either 
attributable to the proposed transmission and subtransmission facilities or other cause, those 
fires may not be confined solely to the ROW. 

Under the Lead Agency's own assumptions (i.e., structures within the ROW), impacts to the 
Vernola Marketplace would likely be substantially greater than now assumed in the DEIR (e.g., 
"The placement of the 230 kV transmission line within the parking lot would result in the 
reduction of approximately six designated parking spaces," p. 3-253). Although never 
disclosed, under the Lead Agency's avoidance strategy, all parking and associated vehicle 
travel (as well as existing signage and other improvements) within the transmission line's ROW 
would need to be eliminated, resulting in a substantially larger reduction in on-site parking than 
the number of spaces now presented. These physical changes would likely extend beyond 
parking and include the potential disruption to on-site circulation and change in on-site and off-
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site travel patterns. Similarly, assuming that the DEIR is internally consistent, no structures 
would be authorized within the proposed 230 kV ROW, thus producing further adverse design 
and development impacts upon not only the Vernola Marketplace but other "existing and future 
development activities" within Jurupa Valley (e.g., along the 1-15 Freeway corridor). 

As reported in Power Systems Engineering Research Center's (Arizona State University) 
"Electric Transmission Line Flashover Prediction" (Felix Amarh, PSERC Publication 01-16, 
Ph.D. Thesis and Final Report, May 2001): "Flashover of contaminated insulators in polluted 
areas has proven to be one of the most important factors influencing the operation of extra- and 
ultrahigh voltage transmission lines and substations. These are power-frequency flashovers on 
transmission lines without evidence of switching or lightning overvoltages and usually take place 
in wet weather conditions such as dew, fog, drizzle or light rain. Near industrial, agricultural or 
coastal areas, airborne particles are deposited on insulators and the insulator pollution builds up 
gradually. These depOSits do not decrease the insulation strength when the insulators are dry. 
However, when fog or light rain wets the polluted insulator, a conductive layer is formed on the 
contaminated insulator surface, which initiates leakage current. The drying effect of leakage 
current produces dry-bands. The line voltage flashes over the dry-band and extension of the 
arc causes the insulator to flashover. In the operational system, several arcing periods precede 
actual flashover." 

According to the National Pipeline Mapping System (NPMS) Public Map Viewer, there appears 
to exist both gas transmission and liquid hazard pipelines in close proximity to the proposed 
transmission alignment (https:llwww.npms.phmsa.dot.gov/PublicViewer/). The existence or 
potential existence of those or other pipelines within and proximal to the proposed ROWand 
any potential tower failure, flashover, or other hazards associated therewith are not addressed 
in the DEIR 

9.6 Land Use 

As noted in the DEIR: "An inconsistency between a proposed project and an applicable plan is a 
legal determination" (p. 3-239). Since the DEIR was written by staff and/or a hired consultant 
and has not yet been considered by the project's decision makers, statements in the EIR cannot 
be seen as determinant of, among other things, the Proposed Project's consistency with the 
"City of Riverside General Plan 2025," the "County of Riverside General Plan," and other 
applicable public policy documents. 

As indicated in the DEIR: "There is no agreed objective standard by which to judge the degree 
of inconSistency or the significance of a project's inconsistency with the various policies and 
objectives enumerated in adopted plans. Inconsistencies may, however, may [sic] be a factor in 
determining the significance of an underlying physical impact" (p. 3-239). The City disagrees 
with that contention. Citing the Lead Agency's own threshold of significance criteria, the DEIR 
states that the Proposed Project "would have a significant impact to land use if it WOUld .. 
. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect" (emphasis added) (p. 3-251). Under CEQA, the Lead Agency cannot 
establish a self-imposed threshold standard and then elect to ignore it. 

As required under Section 15125(d) of the Guidelines: "The EIR shall discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans." 
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In lieu of an objective assessment of applicable planning documents, the Lead Agency attempts 
to "cherry pick" those policies which appear to best support the Proposed Project and then to 
conclude that the Proposed Project is "consistent" (pp. 3-241 and 3-242) with a specific planning 
document. In order to balance the one-sided perspective now presented, outlined below is a 
broader assessment of the Proposed Project's consistency and/or inconsistency with those 
municipal planning documents examined in the DEIR. 

• City of Riverside General Plan 2025. As indicated in the DEIR: "The City of Riverside 
is the Lead Agency for the CEQA process" (p. ES-1). As further indicated in the DEIR: 
'The proposed 69 kV subtransmission lines are located within the City of Riverside, and 
a portion of the proposed 230 kV route is located in the City of Riverside" (p. 3-14). 
Although the City of Riverside is the Lead Agency and the Proposed Project is located, 
in part, within the City of Riverside, noticeably absent from the DEIR is any reasonable 
analysis of the project's consistency or inconSistency with the "City of Riverside General 
Plan 2025" (City of Riverside, 2007). The DEIR merely recites a list of "City of Riverside 
General Plan 2025" policies and, with no or minimal (or often erroneous) analysis, 
asserts consistency. 

For example, the DEIR states that "General Plan 2025 includes an Energy Conservation 
Objective which states that the City [of Riverside] will 'increase energy efficiency and 
conservation in an effort to reduce air pollution" (p. 3-92). Although the Proposed 
Project is a supply-side improvement and includes no energy-efficiency measures, the 
Lead Agency concludes that "[t]he Proposed Project is consistent with the applicable 
General Plan energy efficiency measures, as it will increase transmission capacity" 
(emphasis added) (po 3-93). Energy efficiency and increased transmission capacity are 
separate and distinct factors, such that one does not equate with the other. 

There is not a single reference to "energy efficiency" or "energy efficient" in the project 
description and only an unrelated reference can be found in the DEIR's analysis of 
project alternatives (Le., "also available is consumer education material on energy 
efficiency," p. 6-25). It is, therefore, event that, from the perspective of the Lead Agency 
and contrary to the requirements of Appendix F (Energy Conservation) of the Guidelines, 
energy efficiency is neither a component of the Proposed Project nor a factor in either 
the consideration of the project or any alternative thereto. 

The DEIR further asserts that "the Proposed Project would not consume energy (except 
for vehicles used for line patrols and other maintenance activities)" (p. 3-93). However, 
absent from the DEIR is any discussion of transmission and distribution (T&D) efficiency. 
T&D losses (typically dissipated as heat due to the resistance of the conductors) can be 
estimated from the discrepancy between energy produced (as reported by power plants) 
and energy sold to end customers. The difference between what is produced and what 
is consumed constitute a measurable T&D loss. 

As reported by the United States Department of Energy's (DOE) "The Feasibility of 
ReplaCing or Upgrading Utility Distribution Transformers during Routine Maintenance" 
(Barnes, P.R., et ai, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, April 1995): "About 92.5 percent of 
the energy generated at power plants is distributed to the ultimate consumer; the other 
7.5 percent of the energy - approximately 229 billion kWh [kilowatt hours] annually - is 
dissipated as losses in transmission and distribution (T&D) systems. If subtransmission 
lines are included in the distribution system, about 35 percent of the losses occur in the 
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transmission system and 65 percent of the losses occur in the distribution system" 
(DOE, p. 1) (http://www.ornl.gov/-webworks/cpr/v823/rptl78562.pdf). As reported by the 
United States Energy Information Administration, "annual electricity transmission and 
distribution losses average about 7% of the electricity that is transmitted in the United 
States" (http://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.cfm?id=1 05&t=3). 

Assuming that the Proposed Project allows for the importation "of an additional 332 MW 
of capacity" (p. 6-22), estimated project-specific T&D losses account for approximately 
23.2 MW. Because distribution distances would be substantially less, a locally 
constructed "new generation" (pp. 6-22 through 6-24) alternative would exhibit a 
substantially higher rate of efficiency. Since efficiencies and T&D losses are neither 
quantified nor examined, insufficient information is presented by the Lead Agency to 
allow a comparative analysis of alternatives and to assess the potential environmental 
impacts associated with those inefficiencies. 

As indicated in the "City of Riverside General Plan 2025," it is the policy of the City of 
Riverside that "[c]onstruction of power generation stations will enable the Riverside 
Public Utilities Department to supply the needs of emergency operations by directing 
power to those facilities as power is restored to the larger geographic area. The power 
system will not have to rely on state or regionally operated transmission lines as all 
distribution lines will be owned and operated by the Riverside Public Utilities 
Department" (emphasis added) (PubliC Facilities and Infrastructure Element, p. PF-27). 
However, rather than furthering the goal of "construction of power generation stations," 
the Proposed Project "would eliminate the need for additional peak or base load internal 
generation" (p. 3-93). As a result, the Proposed Project appears not to be consistent 
with but in direct contradiction to the City of Riverside's own energy policies (e.g., "will 
not have to rely on state or regionally operated transmission lines"). Although it is the 
City of Riverside's own energy-related goal, the Lead Agency rejects "new generation" 
as a non-viable alternative (p. 6-24) 

With regards to the "City of Riverside General Plan 2025," there exist numerous policies 
that have not been addressed by the Lead Agency and which have direct relevancy to 
the Proposed Project. It is the City's believe that the Proposed Project is not or may not 
be consistent with the following "City of Riverside General Plan 2025" land-use policies: 
(1) "Recognize and enhance the Santa Ana River's multiple functions: a place of natural 
habitat, a place for recreation and a conveyance for stormwater runoff' (Objective LU-2); 
(2) "Minimize the extent of urban development in the hillsides, and mitigate any adverse 
impacts associated with urbanization" (Objective LU-4); (3) "Work closely with the 
County of Riverside, emphasizing the City's [of Riverside] need to participate in the 
development review of projects proposed in surrounding unincorporated areas. Work to 
ensure that such developments proceed in concert with City of Riverside standards" 
(PoliCY LU-4.3); (4) "Minimize public and private development in and in close proximity to 
any of the City's arroyos" (Policy LU-5.1); (5) "Enforce and adhere to the special 
protections for agricultural areas set forth in Proposition R and Measure CIt (Policy LU-
6.1); (6) "Continue to participate in the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP) with Riverside County" (Policy LU-7.4); (7) "Emphasize smart growth 
principles through all steps of the land development process" (Objective LU-8); (8) 
"Encourage the design of new commercial developments as integrated centers, rather 
than as small individual strip development" (Policy LU-9.5); (9) "Protect reSidentially 
designated areas from encroachment by incompatible uses and from the effects of 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 56 

sbennett
Text Box
P-120

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-118

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Line

bcoates
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-119



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

incompatible uses in adjacent areas. Uses adjacent to planned residential areas should 
be compatible with the planned residential uses and should employ appropriate site 
design, landscaping and building design to buffer the nonresidential uses" (Policy LU-
9.7); (10) "Time the provision of capital improvements to ensure that all necessary public 
services and facilities for an area planned for new urban development are in place when 
development in the area occurs" (Policy LU-10.3); (11) "Require development projects to 
be timed and phased so that projects are not occupied prior to the provision of 
necessary urban services" (Policy LU-10-4); (12) "Avoid land use/transportation 
decisions that would adversely impact the long-term viability of the March Air Reserve 
Base/March Inland Port, Riverside Municipal and Flabob Airports" (Objective LU-21); 
(13) "Work to limit the encroachment of uses that potentially pose a threat to continued 
airport operations, including intensification of residential and/or commercial facilities 
within identified airport safety zones and areas already impacted by airport noise" (Policy 
LU-21.3); and (14) "Enhance and ensure the long-term viability of Riverside Municipal 
Airport by developing facilities that efficiently serve present and anticipated future needs 
and encouraging increased business and corporate usage" (Objective LU-22)." 

It is the City's believe that the Proposed Project is not or may not be consistent with the 
following "City of Riverside General Plan 2025" open space and conservation policies: 
(1) "Preserve designated agricultural lands in recognition of their economic, historic and 
open space benefits and their importance to the character of the City of Riverside" 
(Objective OS-3); (2) "Protect valuable agricultural land from urban development through 
the use of agricultural zoning districts and other appropriate development regulations, as 
well as financial and tax incentives" (Policy OS-3.3); (3) "Encourage the efficient use of 
energy resources by residential and commercial users" (Objective OS-8); (4) "Encourage 
incorporation of energy conservation features in the design of all new construction and 
substantial rehabilitation projects and encourage the installation of conservation devices 
in existing developments" (Policy OS-8.2); (5) "Encourage private energy conservation 
programs that minimize high energy demand and that use alternative energy sources" 
(Objective OS-8.3); and (6) "Encourage the efficient use of energy resources by the City 
of Riverside" (Objective OS-9). In addition, it is the City's believe that the Proposed 
Project is not or may not be consistent with the following "City of Riverside General Plan 
2025" public facilities and infrastructure policy: "Promote and encourage energy 
conservation" (Policy PF-6.3). 

As evidence of the Lead Agency's failure to fully and faithfully comply with CEQA, with 
regards to the above referenced "City of Riverside General Plan 2025" objectives and 
policies, only "Objective LU-21" was examined in the DEIR (see pp. 3-15 and 3-16). No 
reference to or analysis of any of the other cited objectives and policies has been 
presented by the Lead Agency. 

• City of Jurupa Valley General Plan. As reported in the Local Agency Formation 
Commission's (LAFCO) "LAFCO 2009-32-2 - Reorganization to Include Incorporation of 
Jurupa Valley, Concurrent Detachment from the Riverside County Waste Resources 
Management District and Dissolution of County Service Areas 72 & 73" (LAFCO, 
January 21, 2010), in 2009, the estimated population of the City was 87,818 persons. 
As such, the City represents a large resident and business constituency, covering an 
area of approximately 47 square miles. 
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With regards to Jurupa Valley, the DEIR states that "[t]he newly formed city has adopted 
the current Riverside County General Plan elements that would be applicable to the City 
of Jurupa Valley; therefore, the analysis within this Draft Environmental Impact Report 
includes Riverside County General Plan designations and consistency reviews for 
impact analysis purposes" (p. 3-2). The Lead Agency improperly asserts that County 
General Plan consistency equates, either directly or indirectly, to the absence of 
significant environmental impacts. 

Similarly, the Lead Agency asserts that the "County of Riverside General Plan" (County 
General Plan) and, by inference, the County Board of Supervisors governs Jurupa 
Valley, giving neither thought nor value to the fundamental change in governance 
resulting from incorporation. With regards to local planning, the City is not a sub-entity 
within an approximately 7,400 square miles jurisdiction but is an autonomous 
municipality operating exclusively within its corporate boundaries. The City is 
administered by locally elected decision makers whose primary focus is on the 
betterment of the community and not by distantly elected officials bearing no direct 
allegiance to Jurupa Valley. This paradigm shift (from decentralized to centralized 
control) in both planning and policy is clearly absent from the DEIR and its project
specific application and ramifications were never sought out through post-incorporation 
scoping activities conducted by the Lead Agency. The RPU never approached the City 
and asked for the City's perspective either with regards to the Proposed Project or the 
siting of a transmission alignment that the City could reasonably support. 

As stipulated under Section S7376(a) of the California Government Code (CGC): "If the 
newly incorporated city comprises territory formerly unincorporated, the city council shall, 
immediately following its organization and prior to performing any other official act, adopt 
an ordinance providing that all county ordinances previously applicable shall remain in 
full force and effect as city ordinances for a period of 120 days after incorporation, or 
until the city council has enacted ordinances superseding the county ordinances, 
whichever occurs first." By statute, the City is required to adopt those land-use and 
related policies and ordinances that were in effect within the County at the time of 
incorporation. Although the City has had little time to prepare and adopt an independent 
"City of Jurupa Valley General Plan" (City General Plan) and "City of Jurupa Valley 
Municipal Code" (City Municipal Code), separate and apart from the County General 
Plan and "County of Riverside Municipal Code" (County Municipal Code), it is clearly the 
City's intent to proceed with the preparation of those documents (e.g., "The City of 
Jurupa Valley would likely adopt the policies and goals delineated in the County of 
Riverside General Plan and Jurupa Area Land Use Plan, including those related to land 
use, until the City develops its own General Plan" [emphasis added], p. 3-234). 

Recognizing the economic realities of a newly incorporated municipality, one reasonably 
foreseeable policy change from County to local control relates to a broadening of local 
perspective so as to allow consideration of economic development opportunities with 
regards to land-use decisions within Jurupa Valley. While the fourth largest county in 
California can be nonchalant with regards to any limited geographic area, this small 
municipality must endeavor to preserve those economic development opportunities that 
exist within its corporate boundaries. 

Much work has to be done before the City can adopt an independent City General Plan. 
In the interim, because the City is mandated to perpetuate existing land-use policies, 
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those policies continue to regulate land use within Jurupa Valley but are subject to the 
City Council's and not the Board of Supervisor's interpretation. 

As specified, in part, in Section 1002(a) of the PUC: "The [C]ommission, as a basis for 
granting any certificate pursuant to Section 1001 shall give consideration to the following 
factors: (1) Community values. (2) Recreational and park areas. (3) Historical and 
aesthetic values. [and] (4) Influence on environment" (emphasis added). In Santiago 
County Water Dist. v. County of Orange (1981), the courts have stated that "[t]he EIR 
must contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions of a public agency. An 
agency's opinion concerning matters within its expertise is of obvious value, but the 
public and decision-makers, for whom the EIR is prepared, should also have before 
them the basis for that opinion so as to enable them to make an independent, reasoned 
judgment" (emphasis added). As noted in Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County 
of Orange (2005), the courts "defer to an agency's factual findings of consistency unless 
no reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion on the evidence before 
it." With regards to interpreting the City General Plan, the City of Jurupa Valley's opinion 
(and not the City of Riverside's opinion) should be given substantial credence. 

As indicated in the County's "Countywide Design Standards and Guidelines" (January 
13, 2004) (County Design Guidelines): "The physical character of our communities 
cannot be divorced from the values they respect. Sooner or later, these values manifest 
themselves in how our development decisions are made and how those decisions shape 
our communities. Where our values and actions are synchronized, our communities 
prosper; where they are in conflict, so are the communities" (emphasis added). 

Because RPU appears willing to accept significant extraterritorial adverse impacts, 
without mitigation, it cannot be presupposed that the Lead Agency's values (with regards 
to Jurupa Valley) are the same as those possessed by the City. The City, therefore, 
asserts that it possesses the singular expertise to interpret and articulate its own 
environmental "values." As outlined below, the Lead Agency misrepresents and 
mischaracterizes the Proposed Project's consistency (and inconsistency) with the 
County General Plan (City General Plan). 

• County of Riverside General Plan. With regards to the County General Plan (City 
General Plan), there exist numerous policies that have not been addressed by the Lead 
Agency and which have direct relevancy to the Proposed Project. With regards to those 
policies, as a result of incorporation, the terms "County" and "City of Jurupa Valley" 
should be viewed as interchangeable. Based upon discernible information, it is the City's 
believe that the Proposed Project is not consistent with the following County General 
Plan (City General Plan) land-use policies or with specific portions thereof: (1) "Notify 
city planning departments of any discretionary projects within their respective spheres
of-influence in time to allow for coordination and to comment at public hearings" (LU 
1.3); (2) "Promote the development and preservation of unique communities in which 
each community exhibits a special sense of place and quality of design" (LU 3.3); (3) 
"Require that new developments be located and designed to visually enhance, not 
degrade the character of the surrounding area through consideration of the following 
concepts: (a) Compliance with the design standards of the appropriate area plan land 
use category. (b) Require that structures be constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the County's zoning, building, and other pertinent codes and regulations. 
(c) Require that an appropriate landscape plan be submitted and implemented for 
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development projects subject to discretionary review. (d) Require that new development 
utilize drought tolerant landscaping and incorporate adequate drought-conscious 
irrigation systems. (e) Pursue energy efficiency through street configuration, building 
orientation, and landscaping to capitalize on shading and facilitate solar energy, as 
provided for in Title 24 of the California Administrative Code. (f) Incorporate water 
conservation techniques, such as groundwater recharge basins, use of porous 
pavement, drought tolerant landscaping, and water recycling, as appropriate. (g) 
Encourage innovative and creative design concepts. (h) Encourage the provision of 
public art. (i) Include consistent and well-designed signage that is integrated with the 
building's architectural character. U) Provide safe and convenient vehicular access and 
reciprocal access between adjacent commercial uses. (k) Locate site entries and 
storage bays to minimize conflicts with adjacent residential neighborhoods. (I) Mitigate 
noise, odor, lighting, and other impacts on surrounding properties. (m) Provide and 
maintain landscaping in open spaces and parking lots. (n) Include extensive 
landscaping. (o) Preserve natural features, such as unique natural terrain, drainage 
ways, and native vegetation, wherever possible, particularly where they provide 
continuity with more extensive regional systems. (p) Require that new development be 
designed to provide adequate space for pedestrian connectivity and access, recreational 
trails, vehicular access and parking, supporting functions, open space, and other 
pertinent elements. (q) Design parking lots and structures to be functionally and visually 
integrated and connected. (r) Site buildings access points along sidewalks, pedestrian 
areas, and bicycle routes, and include amenities that encourage pedestrian activity. (s) 
Establish safe and frequent pedestrian crossings. (t) Create a human-scale ground floor 
environment that includes public open areas that separate pedestrian space from auto 
traffic or where mixed, it does so with special regard to pedestrian safety" (LU 4.1); (4) 
"Require property owners to maintain structures and landscaping to a high standard of 
design, health, and safety through the following: (a) Provide proactive code enforcement 
activities. (b) Promote programs and work with local service organizations and 
educational institutions to inform residential, commercial, and industrial property owners 
and tenants about property maintenance methods. (c) Promote and support community 
and neighborhood based efforts for the maintenance, upkeep, and renovation of 
structures and sites" (LU 4.2); (5) "Ensure that development and conservation land uses 
do not infringe upon existing public utility corridors, including fee owned rights-of-way 
and permanent easements, whose true land use is that of "public facilities". This policy 
will ensure that the "public facilities" designation governs over what otherwise may be 
inferred by the large scale general plan maps" (LU 5.4); (6) "Require land uses to 
develop in accordance with the General Plan and area plans to ensure compatibility and 
minimize impacts' (LU 6.1); (7) "Direct public, educational, religious, and utility uses 
established to serve the surrounding community toward those areas designated for 
Community Development and Rural Community uses on the applicable Area Plan land 
use maps. These uses may be found consistent with any of the Community 
Development, Rural Community, or Rural foundation designations, including the Rural 
Village Overlay, as well as the Open Space - Rural and Agriculture designations, under 
the following conditions: (a) The facility is compatible in scale and design with 
surrounding land uses, and does not generate excessive noise, traffic, light, fumes, or 
odors that might have a negative impact on adjacent neighborhoods. (b) The location of 
the proposed use will not jeopardize public health, safety, and welfare, or the facility is 
necessary to ensure the continual public safety and welfare" (LU 6.2); (8) "Consider the 
positive characteristics and unique features of the project site and surrounding 
community during the design and development process" (LU 6.3); (9) "Retain and 
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enhance the integrity of existing residential, employment, agricultural, and open space 
areas by protecting them from encroachment of land uses that would result in impacts 
from noise, noxious fumes, glare, shadowing, and traffic" (LU 6.4); (10) "Accommodate 
the development of a balance of land uses that maintain and enhance the County's fiscal 
viability, economic diversity, and environmental integrity" (LU 7.1); (11) "Create practical 
incentives for business development, and avoid disincentives" (LU 7.6); (12) "Stimulate 
industrial/business-type clusters that facilitate competitive advantage in the marketplace, 
provide attractive and well landscaped work environments, and fit with the character of 
our varied communities" (LU 7.8); (13) "Locate job centers so they have convenient 
access to the County's multi-modal transportation facilities" (LU 7.10); (14) "Encourage 
the involvement of business leaders in overall economic development strategies" (LU 
7.11); (15) "Improve the relationship and ratio between jobs and housing so that 
residents have an opportunity to live and work within the County" (LU 7.12); (16) 
"Require a fiscal impact analysis for specific plans and major development proposals so 
as not to have a negative fiscal impact on the County" (LU 9.2); (17) "Provide sufficient 
commercial and industrial development opportunities in order to increase local 
employment levels and thereby minimize long-distance commuting (LU 10.1); (18) 
"Ensure adequate separation between pollution producing activities and sensitive 
emission receptors, such as hospitals, residences, and schools" (LU 10.2); (19) "Locate 
employment and service uses in areas that are easily accessible to existing or planned 
transportation facilities" (LU 12.2); (20) "Review all proposed projects and require 
consistency with any applicable airport land use compatibility plan as set forth in 
Appendix L and as summarized in the Area Plan's Airport Influence Area section for the 
airport in question" (LU 14.2); (21) "Ensure that no structures or activities encroach upon 
or adversely affect the use of navigable airspace" (LU 14.7); (22) "Require that 
structures be designed to maintain the environmental character in which they are 
located: (LU 18.1); (23) "Accommodate the development of commercial uses in areas 
appropriately designated by the General Plan and area plan land use maps" (LU 23.1); 
(24) "Concentrate commercial uses near transportation facilities and high density 
residential areas and require the incorporation of facilities to promote the use of public 
transit, such as bus turnouts" (LU 23.5); (25) "Require that commercial development be 
designed to consider their surroundings and visually enhance, not degrade, the 
character of the surrounding area" (LU 23.9); (26) "Accommodate the continuation of 
existing and development of new industrial, manufacturing, research and development, 
and professional offices in areas appropriately designated by General Plan and area 
plan land use maps (LU 24.1); (27) "Require that industrial development be designed to 
consider their surroundings and visually enhance, not degrade, the character of the 
surrounding area" (LU 24.8); (28) "Accommodate the development of public facilities in 
areas appropriately designated by the General Plan and area plan land use maps" (LU 
25.1); (29) "Require that new public facilities protect sensitive uses, such as schools and 
residences, from the impacts of noise, light, fumes, odors, vehicular traffic, parking, and 
operational hazards" (LU 25.3); and (30) "Require that public facilities be designed to 
consider their surroundings and visually enhance, not degrade, the character of the 
surrounding area" (LU 25.5). 

As evidence of the Lead Agency's failure to fully and faithfully comply with CEQA, with 
regards to the above referenced County General Plan (City General Plan) poliCies, only 
Policies "LU 6.2" (see pp. 3-240 and 3-241) and LU 6.4" (see pp. 3-242 and 3-243; pp. 
6-86 and 6-87) were examined in the DEIR for the Proposed Project and/or the "Van 
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Buren Offset Alternative." No reference to or analysis of any of the other cited policies 
has been presented by the Lead Agency. 

The "Jurupa Area Plan" (JURAP) is a component of the County General Plan (City 
General Plan). As indicated therein: "The Jurupa area is in a pivotal position along 
Interstate 15 and State Route 60. Consequently, it plays an important role in the 
northwestern portion of Western Riverside County. The Jurupa Area Plan seeks to 
capture and capitalize upon not only the speCial qualities of the land, but its strategic 
location as welL" 

The JURAP divides the City into a number of "unique communities." The "Mira Loma" 
community is identified in the western part of the City. The County General Plan (City 
General Plan) notes: "The largely rural community of Mira Loma is located in the western 
portion of Jurupa. The presence of several trails throughout the community reflects the 
importance of equestrian uses in the area. A significant amount of land in the 
northwestern Mira Loma area near the Interstate 15/State Route 60 junction is 
converting from dairy to industrial, warehousing, and truck distribution uses to capitalize 
on direct access to the freeway system and to tap into the rapidly expanding pattern of 
goods movement throughout the entire region." 

"Industrial, warehousing, and truck distribution uses" are typically large facilities and 
require large (both in terms of width and depth), unencumbered parcels. The loss of a 
minimum 100-feet of property (e.g., "additional ROW of up to an estimated 280 feet may 
be required," p. 2-42), as minimally required for the transmission ROW, could make the 
affected properties insufficiently sized to accommodate those land uses. The suitability 
of the residual parcels to accommodate those or similar land uses has not, however, 
been addressed in the DEIR. 

Similar to Jurupa Valley, the City of Eastvale (Eastvale) was recently incorporated and 
adopted the County General Plan as its interim policy document for that adjoining 
community. A portion of the incorporated City lies within the "Eastvale Planning Area" 
(EAP) of the County General Plan (City General Plan). As such, the DEIR further errors 
by failing to acknowledge that the Proposed Project also traverses a portion of the EAP 
and fails to present an analysis of the RTRP's consistency (inconsistency) with relevant 
policies outlined therein. With regards to that portion of the EAP located within the 
Jurupa Valley, it is the City's believe that the Proposed Project is not be consistent with 
the following EAP policy: "Require development to adhere to standards detailed in the 
Design and Landscape Guidelines for Development in the Second Supervisorial District" 
(EAP 7.1). 

The Lead Agency appears to acknowledge its obligations to examine both the Proposed 
Project's impacts on existing land uses and those future conditions defined by loca"y
adopted planning documents (e.g., future land uses). As indicated in the DEIR, the 
"Bain Street" alternative was eliminated, in part, based not on existing land uses but on 
future conditions resulting from the implementation of the jurisdictional agency's long
range plans. The Lead Agency states that the "Bain Street" alternative was rejected 
because "the County's master plan ... calls for the widening of Bain Street" (p. 6-46). 
Although that widening has yet to occur, the future conditions envisioned by an adopted 
planning document is assumed to exist. The Lead Agency cannot arbitrary apply a 
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standard when it serves the agency's interests and ignore those same standards when it 
does not. 

As indicated in the County General Plan (City General Plan), lands located along the 1-
15 Freeway corridor, north of Limonite Avenue, are designated "Commercial Retail," 
"Business Park," and "Commercial Office." Lands located along the 1-15 Freeway 
corridor south of Limonite Avenue are designated "Commercial Retail," "Light Industrial," 
and "Low Density Residential (One-half acre minimum lots)." Although the City is bound 
by the 120-day prohibition imposed under Section 57376(a) of the CGC, the Lead 
Agency should not assume that privately-owned vacant and under-improved properties 
fronting along the 1-15 Freeway will either be retained as agricultural or open space use 
or will not rapidly transition to their highest and best use (e.g., commercial development). 
The long-term viability of existing and reasonably foreseeable commercial and other 
revenue and employment-generating development along the 1-15 Freeway, including the 
City's ability to attract development capital, is critical to the City's economic future. Any 
activity that could impede or otherwise adversely affect that development or the 
prospects of that development or create an inequity between competing properties within 
competing jurisdictions would have significant adverse socioeconomic consequences on 
this newly incorporated City. 

• Riverside County Design Guidelines. With regards to the JURAP, there exist 
numerous policies that have not been addressed by the Lead Agency and which have 
direct relevancy to the Proposed Project. It is the City's believe that the proposed RTRP 
is not consistent with the following JURAP policies or portions thereof: (1) "Require 
appropriate setback and landscape buffering standards per the Riverside County Land 
Use Ordinance" (JURAP 1.2); (2) "Discourage utility lines within the river corridor. If 
approved, lines shall be placed underground where feasible and shall be located in a 
manner to harmonize with the natural environment and amenity of the river" (JURAP 
7.13); and (3) "Require development to adhere to standards detailed in the Design and 
Landscape Guidelines for Development in the Second Supervisorial District" (JURAP 
12.1 ). 

As evidence of the Lead Agency's failure to fully and faithfully comply with CEQA, with 
regards to the above referenced JURAP policies, only Policy "JURAP 7.13" was 
examined in the DEIR (see pp. 3-242 and 3-243; pp, 6-86 and 6-87) for the Proposed 
Project and/or "Van Buren Offset Alternative." No reference to or analysis of any of the 
other cited policies has been presented by the Lead Agency. 

As specified in the County Design Guidelines, Countywide "[d]esign strategies include: 
[1] Recognizing each community in the County as an identifiable and unique place [2] 
Defining corridors that, on the one hand link communities, but on the other create 
distinctive edges that separate and protect each community's qualities and character [3] 
Promoting interesting juxtapositions that contrast boundaries between distinctly different 
characteristics of existing neighborhoods [4] Identifying and protecting commonly used 
view points, view paths, natural panoramas and views of major community landmarks [5] 
Protecting, repairing, restoring and interconnecting natural watercourses and associated 
riparian habitat which serve as a unifying element [6] Planning and designing streets and 
thoroughfares which are visually integrated into the landscape by promoting a distinct 
sense of district, neighborhood and place [7] Preserving natural and built landmarks 
which create a special or unique community flavor [8] Protecting and preserving 
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buildings, structures and established public places which are historically and culturally 
significant to local communities and County institutions [and] [9] Planning and designing 
new neighborhoods in ways that make them visually distinctive/identifiable and please 
the senses." As further indicated in the County Design Guidelines, "it is the County's 
desire to advance several specific development goals" including "[u]tilizing building 
materials and enhanced landscaping to promote a look of quality, both at the time of 
initial occupancy, as well as in future years" and "[e]ncouraging efficient use of land 
while creating high quality communities that will maintain their economic values and 
long-term desirability as places to live and work." 

Absent from the DEIR is any analysis of the Proposed Project's consistency 
(inconsistency) with the above referenced "design strategies" and "development goals" 
outlined in the County Design Guidelines. 

• Riverside County Zoning Ordinance. As indicated in the DEIR: "According to 
Riverside County Zoning Ordinance (ORD.348), Section 18.29, Public Use Permits: 
'Notwithstanding any other provisions of this ordinance, public utilities may be permitted 
in any zone classification provided that a public use permit is granted pursuant to the 
provisions of this section. A public hearing shall be held on the application for a public 
use permit in accordance with the provisions of Section 18.26 of this ordinance. A public 
use permit shall not be granted unless the applicant demonstrates that a proposed use 
will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of the community" 
(emphasis added) (pp. 3-247 and 3-248). As noted, the ordinance does not impose an 
obligation ("may") to grant a permit but does impose an obligation ("shall") to deny an 
application when the project is found to be detrimental, independent of whether separate 
benefits may accrue. 

As indicated by the City's comments, as proposed, the RTRP would prove "detrimental 
to the health, safety, or general welfare" of Jurupa Valley. As such, the Proposed 
Project does not comply with the Riverside County Zoning Ordinance (now the City 
Zoning Ordinance). 

• Other Land-Use Considerations. In Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg 
(1986), the court determined that "Government Code section 65402 mandates that a 
public works project such as the roadway and utilities contemplated here must be 
consistent with the city's general plan. However, there is no indication in CEQA that 
mere conformity with the general plan will justify a finding that the project has no 
significant environmental effect. Certainly general plan conformity alone does not 
effectively 'mitigate' significant environmental impacts of a project." Independent of any 
conformity determination of County General Plan (City General Plan) consistency, the 
Lead Agency is obligated to examine the indirect and secondary impacts associated with 
the Proposed project's implementation. That requisite analysis is not, however, 
presented in the DEIR. 

In Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004), the court 
further noted that "in preparing the EIR, the agency must determine whether any of the 
possible significant environmental impacts of the project will, in fact, be significant. In this 
determination, thresholds of Significance can once again playa role. As noted above, 
however, the fact that a particular environmental effect meets a particular threshold 
cannot be used as an automatic determinant that the effect is or is not significant. To 
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paraphrase our decision in Communities for a Better Environment, a threshold of 
significance cannot be applied in a way that would foreclose the consideration of other 
substantial evidence tending to show the environmental effect to which the threshold 
relates might be significant." 

As reported in the "Jurupa Valley Incorporation Negative Declaration" (LAFCO/BonTerra 
Consulting, November 2009) (Incorporation NO), with regards to development trends in 
Jurupa Valley, U[t)he conversion from predominately agricultural to predominantly urban 
land uses will likely continue for the foreseeable future" (Incorporation NO, p. 4-13). As 
further indicated therein: "Commercial development has been increasing as a result of 
the strong residential market in Jurupa Valley. The path of development has proceeded 
north along 1-15 and is concentrated at highway interchanges. Typical of many 
developing communities, some Jurupa Valley residents have had to shop outside their 
community for many basic needs" (Incorporation NO, p. 4-19). 

As indicated in the "Public Review Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis" 
(LAFCO/Winzler & Kelley, June 14,2010) (CFA): "The Jurupa Valley area has significant 
capacity for expansion of both residential and commercial development activity. The 
Jurupa Valley area is situated along the 1-15 and State Hwy 60 corridors. Both corridors 
are vital, well traveled north-south and east-west transportation links through Western 
Riverside County into San Bernardino and Los Angeles Counties. Development along 
these corridors has been significant, particularly along the 1-15 in recent years. 
Significant undeveloped land exists, in particular along the 1-15 freeway north of 
Limonite, and in scattered areas throughout the entire region. Annual projections for 
future new commercial development were provided by Riverside County's Planning 
Department" (CFA, p. 20). As reported, between Fiscal Year 2010/2011 and 2015/2016, 
an additional 67,100 square feet of "commercial retail," 979,000 square feet of 
"commercial industrial," and 82,546 square feet of "commercial office/medial" 
development, collectively representing a total valuation of over $142 million is 
anticipated (CFA, Appendix, Table 2-C, p. 33). 

With regards to new development, as reported by LAFCO (CFA, Table 3-0, p. 41), 
assessed valuation assumptions for "commercial industrial" ($100/square foot), 
"commercial retail" ($200/squre foot), "commercial hotel/motel" ($200/square foot), and 
"commercial office/medical" ($250/square foot) are provided. Any forfeiture or 
diminishment of commercial development potential and/or introduction of any physical 
features, constraints, or impediments to or affecting that development would significantly 
reduce actual or potential assessed valuation and adversely impact the City's anticipated 
future revenue stream and ability to provide critical public services. It is upon those 
assumptions that the City incorporated and which the City's future lies. 

It is, therefore, reasonable to conclude that the implementation of the Proposed Project 
has the potential to substantially and adversely impact the economic projections that 
served, in whole or in part, as the fiscal basis for Jurupa Valley's incorporation. Any 
diminishment in projected revenues (e.g., loss of over 42 acres of projected commercial 
development, including the forfeiture of increased property valuation and anticipated 
sales tax revenues) will negatively effect the future provision of public services in Jurupa 
Valley. 
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As reported by the Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG) 
Fiscalization of Land Use Subcommittee: "While local governments in California are 
funded through a variety of revenue streams, the legal structure of the finance system 
restricts local governments' flexibility in allocating funds as well as their ability to raise 
additional revenue. One of the options for a city to raise revenue is by realizing an 
increase in 'taxable sales' within its borders and a resulting increase in sales tax revenue 
returned to the city. This can create a strong incentive for local land use planning to 
favor retail development that increases taxable sales and sales tax revenue" 
(http://www.scag.ca.gov/pdfs/agendaslflus/FLUS_CMs yacket_ 030310 .pdf). 

Extensive competition exists among neighboring jurisdictions for revenue-generating 
development. The Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) reports: "Competition is of 
particular concern because conventional wisdom holds that it is a ubiquitous motivator 
among cities" (Neiman, Max and Krimm, Daniel, Economic Development: The Local 
Perspective, May 2009, p. 32) (http://www.ppic.org/contenUpubs/reporUR_509MNRpdf). 
The PPIC further reports that "[c]ities compete to attract retail development and 
associated sales tax revenue, which in California is allocated on a 'situs' basis (to the 
jurisdiction in which the sale occurred)" (Barbour, Elisa, State-Local Fiscal Conflicts in 
California: from Proposition 13 to Proposition 1A, PPIC, December 2007, p. 16) 
(http://www.ppic.org/contentipubs/op/OP _1207EBOP.pdf). "Cities are clearly trying to 
attract retail development. Despite this, the hierarchy among cities in their sales tax 
success has not changed much. And since per capita sales tax collections are steady or 
declining overall, it is likely that cities are competing over a relatively fixed amount of per 
capita revenue. There is only a certain amount of retail activity that can be supported in 
a region at any given level of population. This makes the growth prospects of retail 
different from industries in which regions can experience indigenous growth and local 
gains can lead to broader economic benefits outside the host city. Cities that succeed in 
recruiting retail businesses within their borders, by contrast, can generally be viewed as 
simply shifting retail sales geographically within their market region" (Lewis, Paul G., and 
Barbour, Elisa, California Cities and the Local Sales Tax, 1999, PPIC, pp. xiii and ix) 
(http://www.ppic.org/contentipubs/reporUR_799PLRpdf). "[CJhain stores and general 
merchandise stores, which are among the most sought-after retail land uses, tend to 
seek middle- or upper-income suburban areas with good highway access for their new 
locations. "For regional and superregional centers, this often implies proximity to a 
freeway off ramp; for small centers, traffic circulation on adjoining travel routes is 
important" (Lewis, Paul G., and Barbour, Elisa, California Cities and the Local Sales Tax, 
1999, PPIC, p. 77) (http://www.ppic.org/contentipubs/reporVR_799PLRpdf). 

As reported by the American Planning Association (APA): "Local governments 
throughout the country rely on local property taxes and, in some states, local income and 
sale taxes for revenues for their general operation. Therefore, it is understandable that 
the revenue-generating characteristics of land uses receive strong consideration in 
development decisions. In many circumstances, these characteristics are driving factors 
behind the approval process ... Because of location and/or the forces of metropolitan 
change, such as state investment decisions on such facilities as highway interchanges, 
some local governments are winners and others are losers when government services 
are tied to a local tax base. For example, if two local governments in a region have 
exactly the same population, but one has extensive commercial, office, and industrial 
development, and the other residential development with some commercial uses, the 
later government will have to increase property taxes to obtain the same amount of 
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revenue as the former. The differences in the revenue-raising capacity of local 
government in a region to support basic services is called 'fiscal disparity'" (Meck, Stuart 
[Ed], Growing Smart Legislative Guidebook - Model Statutes for Planning and 
Management of Change, 2002 Edition, American Planning Association, p. 14-4). 

Fiscal disparity represents the difference in the long-term fiscal conditions between local 
governments in metropolitan areas predicated by a municipality's ability to raise 
revenues. The introduction of HVTLs along the City's entire 1-15 Freeway frontage and 
the resulting loss of revenue-generating development opportunities and/or diminished 
competitive position attributable to those transmission lines (as a result of the 
introduction of visual blight and the diminished functionality and marketability of the 
residual properties) would result in conditions that would create or contribute to fiscal 
disparity and its corresponding impact on the City's future ability to deliver critical public 
services. 

With regards to the Lead Agency's rejection of the "Limonite Route," the DEIR states 
that U[a] route through this area could potentially conflict with planned medium-density 
residential uses and commercial development by precluding or preventing a developer 
from developing this land for residential and commercial uses" (p. 6-43). Although 
constituting the basis for the rejection of one alternative, that same standard was not 
consistently applied to the Proposed Project. If fairly and objectively applied, the "1_15 
Route" would also have been rejected by the Lead Agency because the project has 
substantial potential to preclude, prevent, and otherwise discourage the development of 
non-residentially designated lands within Jurupa Valley by decreasing the desirable of 
those lands within the City and thus redirecting that development to non-blighted lands 
within other jurisdictions. 

Along the 1-15 Freeway, vacant and under-utilized property exists both to the east and to 
the west of that transportation corridor. The City acknowledges that a substantial portion 
of the property located west of and adjacent to the 1-15 Freeway is already developed. 
However, with regards to development potential and visibility, both sides of the freeway, 
as well as areas north and south of Limonite Avenue, should be considered relatively 
comparable. Following project implementation, the City's side of the freeway will be 
negatively impacted by the proposed HVTLs. Those same impediments will not exist to 
the west of the freeway or north of the Mira Loma Substation or south of the Santa Ana 
River. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that, provided a choice and assuming 
comparable land valuation, commercial developers and job-producing industries with a 
reliance upon or which might benefit from enhanced signage, visibility, and freeway 
access will elect to locate to the west of the 1-15 Freeway or beyond the City's borders. 
The resulting change in desirability and market attraction potential is directly attributable 
to the Proposed Project. 

By reducing site visibility, restricting signage, reducing land utilization potential, and by 
adversely impacting design and development opportunities on the residual acreage of 
affected properties, the Proposed Project would "constitute a barrier that could limit 
access" (p. 3-252). Because U[t]he location of the ROW within existing and planned 
developments could result in direct impacts where operation would preclude or impair 
future development activities" (p. 3-252), with regards to those properties fronting along 
the 1-15 Freeway, the preponderance of evidence suggests that the Lead Agency's 
preliminary findings that the project would "not constitute a barrier that could limit 
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access" and "the proposed routes would not establish a permanent barrier or obstacle" 
(p. 3-252) are unsubstantiated. 

The proposed high-voltage towers and lines would, therefore, negatively impact the 
marketability, valuation, and functionality of prime commercial property along the 1-15 
Freeway corridor. If HVTLs exist on one side of the freeway but not the other, if 
commercial development were to be offset based on the existence of those transmission 
lines, if signage was restricted or pushed further from the freeway, and if the overall 
visual character of the transmission-encumbered property was diminished as a result of 
the existence of those lines and towers (Le., "The 230 kV transmission line would affect 
scenic vistas," thus producing an "unavoidable significant impact," p. ES-9), the City 
would lose commercial development opportunities and future revenues to other 
competing jurisdictions. 

The Lead Agency states that the Proposed Project would have a significant impact to public 
services, utilities, and service systems if the project were to "[r]result in substantial adverse 
impacts associated with the construction of new or physical altered government facilities needed 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives" for a 
number of public services, including "schools, parks, or other public facilities" (pp. 3-285 and 3-
286). The City asserts that, independent of whether a physical change occurs upon or to a 
school facility, a change in the existing environmental setting, such as the placement of HVTLs 
in close proximity to an existing or proposed school site, constitutes "physical altered 
government facilities" because it may create a condition whereby a school site no longer 
conforms to an adopted school siting standard. Such actions could prevent or impede a school 
district's ability to construct or expand school facilities needed to accommodate anticipated 
areawide development. 

As indicated in NOP2: "Twenty-three existing schools and 2 planned schools lie within 0.25 
miles of the project" (NOP2, p. 27). In contrast, the DEIR states that "nine existing schools 
have been identified within one quarter-mile of the RTRP" (p. 3-189). Of those, "VanderMolen 
Elementary School" (6744 Carnelian, Mira Loma) is identified "within 0.25 miles" of the 
proposed "1-15 Route" (Table 3.2.7-2, p. 3-185; Table 3.2.13-2, p. 3-281; see also p. 3-198). 
Although its relevancy to the 69 KV subtransmission line and/or 230 kV transmission line has 
been left intentionally vague in the DEIR, the Lead Agency reports that "[t]he closest residences 
have been estimated to be less than 25 meters away, and the closest schools have been 
estimated to be located approximately 1 00 feet away based on measurements using aerial 
photographs" (p. 3-89). In addition, "[t]he 69 kV subtransmission line (Link HL-16) would 
traverse property that is owned by the Alvord Unified School District for expansion of the La 
Grandada Elementary School" (Appendix S, p. 16). 

Since existing and proposed school sites are not geographically depicted in the DEIR, an 
assessment of project-related impacts upon those sites and facilities is made difficult by the 
Lead Agency's nondisclosure and the DEIR's vagary. Similarly, inconsistent descriptions in the 
DEIR (e.g., "VanderMolen School is located on the northwest corner of 68 th Street and Wineville 
Avenue, over 300 feet from the proposed route," p. 3-264), only serve to hinder understanding 
and analyses. 

Other than with regard to construction-term employment, operational impacts upon school sites 
and facilities are never examined in the DEIR. Absent any analysis, it is easy for the Lead 
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Agency to conclude that the Proposed Project will produce "no impact" (p. 3-288) upon school 
sites and facilities. 

With regards to "high voltage power lines more than 50 kV," the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA) "School Siting Guidelines" (EPA Guidelines) identify "exposure to 
electromagnetic fields" and "safety concerns if power lines fall" as potential hazards. 
Recommended environmental siting criteria and screening parameters include the identification 
and evaluation of "all high voltage power lines within ==500 feet of prospective school locations" 
(EPA Guidelines, p. 63). 

With regards to existing and proposed schools, for the 230 kV transmission line, the use of "100 
feet" as a separation criterion has no regulatory basis and only serves to present a false 
assessment of the project's potential land-use and potential health and safety impacts. 
According to the Office of Environmental Health and Safety's "Distance Criteria for School 
Siting" (revised December 10, 2008), with regards to 220-230 kV "high voltage power lines," a 
"screening distance" of 500 feet is established and an "exclusion zone" of 150 feet is 
established for "above ground" and 37.5 feet for "below ground" facilities. As further indicated in 
the California Department of Education's (Department) "School Site Selection and Approval 
Guide" (2000): "In consultation with the State Department of Health Services (DHS) and electric 
power companies, the Department has established the following limits for locating any part of a 
school site property line near the edge of easements for high-voltage power transmission lines: 
(1) 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50-133kV (kilo volts) line; (2) 150 feet from the 
edge of an easement for a 220-230kV line; [and1 (3) 350 feet from the edge of an easement for 
a 500-550kV line" (http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/schoolsiteguide.asp#highvoltage). With 
regards to the 230 kV transmission line, the 100-foot setback identified by the Lead Agency fails 
to meet the State's "exclusion zone" criteria or EPA "screening parameters." 

Critical information germane to the Proposed Project is glaring absent from the analysis of the 
RTRP but included in the analysis of alternatives for the sole purpose of inferring the superiority 
of the preferred alignment (e.g., "The California Department of Education has enacted 
guidelines [California Department of Education - School Site Selection and Approval Guide, 
2000] that require newly proposed schools and the construction of new school buildings to be a 
certain distance from the edge of a transmission line ROW. These guidelines require that 
schools be set back 150 feet from overhead 220 to 230 kV transmission lines. This alternative 
route would be within 150 feet of Mira Loma Middle School," p. 6-45). With regards to the 
Proposed Project, a separation zone of "100 feet" is deemed to be acceptable by the Lead 
Agency; however, with regards to project alternatives, that separation criteria increases to 150 
feet, thus suggesting the application of an inconsistent set of criterion against which routing 
options have been evaluated. 

9.7 Alternatives Analysis 

As described in the DEIR, for the purpose of siting the proposed 230 kV transmission line, "SCE 
and RPU" created a "study area" (e.g., "The first step of the siting study was to identify the study 
area in which a transmission line could reasonably be located to fulfill the objectives of the 
Proposed Project within the framework of the project concept approved by the CAISO Board of 
Governors in 2006," p. 6-3). The study area purports to "encompass a" of the potentially 
feasible RTRP 230 kV transmission line alternatives based on the 230 kV Proposed Project 
concept of making a connection between a point on the Mira Loma - Vista #1 230 kV 
transmission line and a city-owned site to be developed into Wildlife Substation" (p. 6-3). As 
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illustrated on Figure 6.2.1 (Alternative 230 kV Siting Study Corridors), the Mira Loma Substation 
(representing the western terminus of the Mira Loma - Vista #1 230 kV transmission line) is 
located west of the 1-15 Freeway, near the San Bernardino County/Riverside County line. The 
eastern terminus of the Mira Loma - Vista #1 230 kV transmission line is located in the City of 
Grand Terrace. 

Under CEQA, "feasibility" involves a balancing of various "economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors" (Section 21061.1, CEQA). The EIR "shall include sufficient information 
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 
proposed project" (Section 15126.6, Guidelines). 

The City believes that there are inherent flaws in the Lead Agency's methodology. As indicated 
in the DEIR: "The second step involved gathering environmental resource data within the study 
area. Inventory data were collected for six land use and resource disciplines: land use, visual 
resources, wildlife and botanical resources, cultural resources, water resources, and 
geohazards" (p. 6-4). In comparison, a total of 15 topical issues were examined in the DEIR 
(Le., aesthetics, agricultural and forestry resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, 
land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services and 
utilities, recreation, transportation and traffic). Based on the project's potential to produce 
significant environmental effects, those 15 topical issues were determined by the Lead Agency 
to warrant detailed project-specific analYSis. With regards to the preliminary siting study, by 
electing to self-imposed blinders with regards to the Proposed Project's and alternative project's 
potential impacts (Le., examination of only six indices), absent an analysis of those same 15 
topical issues, the Lead Agency is unable to objectively, openly, and fairly balance the full range 
of environmental and socioeconomic impacts and purported benefits and make requisite 
findings. 

In assessing the environmental superiority of an alternative, all 15 CEQA resource areas must 
be taken into account. The environmentally superior alternative is the alternative found to have 
an overall environmental advantage compared to the other alternatives based on the impact 
analysis in the EIR. Determining which of the alternatives is environmentally superior or even 
feasible involves judgment and depends on many factors, as well as requiring a weighing of one 
type of impact against another type (e.g., weighing short-term effects against long-term effects 
or weighing effects on the natural environment against effects on the human environment). Any 
methodology that ignores nine relevant or potentially relevant environmental issues and involves 
no balancing or weighting of those or other environmental effects only serves to minimize the 
range of possible alternatives brought forward for public consideration and prematurely 
excluding others. 

Additionally, the DEIR states that "the third step was a sensitivity analysis for each resource 
studied. Sensitivity is defined as a measure of probable adverse response of a resource to 
direct and indirect impacts associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
Proposed Project components. The mapped inventory data was analyzed and assigned relative 
sensitivity values. Sensitivity maps were developed for land use, cultural, biological, and water 
waters, and geohazards. Sensitivity levels were categorized as exclusion, high avoidance, 
moderate avoidance, and low avoidance" (p. 6-4). This "step" did not include consultation with 
the City and may not have involved conSUltation with the County. The extent to which it 
involved partiCipation by the City's and County's residents, property owners, and business 
interests cannot be determined based on the information presented. 
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As indicated in Map 3 (Land Use Sensitivity) in Appendix A of Appendix D (Siting Study), with 
regards to "land use sensitivity," most areas along the Santa Ana River (SAR) were designated 
"high sensitivity resources" and the City's 1-15 Freeway frontage was designated "high sensitive 
resources" and "moderate sensitivity resources." As reflected in Map 11 (Composite 
Environmental Sensitivity), similar categorization was applied to the composite analyses. If 
consulted, within its corporate boundaries, the City would have categorized the 1-15 Freeway 
frontage as "exclusion." Because the eastern alignment was rejected by the Lead Agency but 
the western alignment was retained, those designations ultimately proved to have little 
relevancy with regards to the Proposed Project and the alternatives examined in the DEIR. 

The DEIR identifies the City's 1-15 Freeway frontage as the "Santa Ana River West Corridor" (p. 
6-7). As indicated therein: "Alternative routes within this corridor were originally eliminated from 
further study due to impacts to existing commercial and residential development adjacent to the 
1-15. However, upon further investigation, an alternative was successfully sited through the 
area and subsequently became part of the Proposed Project" (emphasis added) (p. 6-7). The 
precise nature of that "further investigation" is not clearly articulated and did not involve any 
discussions with Jurupa Valley. Similarly, the City believes that utilizing the term "successful" to 
describe the proposed 230 kV transmission alignment demonstrates a predilection toward this 
alignment and serves to prejudice the outcome of the CEQA process. Clearly, in the judgment 
of the City, the proposed alignment represented as the Proposed Project is unacceptable. 

The Guidelines stipulate that, among the alternatives examined, the Lead Agency shall include 
an analysis of a "no project" alternative (14 CCR 15126.6[e)). Although a "no project alternative" 
is included in the DEIR (pp. 6-63 through 6-66), the analysis presented by the Lead Agency fails 
to satisfy CEQA obligations because: (1) it assumes that the RPU takes no actions to respond 
to its short-term and long-term energy needs (e.g., "this deficient condition would persist under 
the projected load growth scenario, long-term system reliability would be in jeopardy, increaSing 
the potential for black-outs in the City," pp. ES-11 and 6-63); and (2) absent any technical 
analysis, seeks to represent that the environmental effects of any subsequent "transmission 
project" that might be undertaken by RPU in the "absence of the Proposed Project" would be 
"similar compared to those imposed by the RTRP" (pp. ES-11 and 6-63). Both of these short
comings are separately addressed below. 

• "No Project" does not Equate to "No Action." The Guidelines set out the dual 
character of the "no-project" alternative in situations where some other future 
development is likely under existing designations if the present project is disapproved. 
As stipulated therein: "The no project analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the 
time the notice of preparation is published as well as what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on 
current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services" (14 
CCR 15126.6(e][2J). 

Where the project is a development project on identifiable property, the following applies: 
"(T]he no project alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not 
proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property 
remaining in its existing state against environmental effects which would occur if the 
project is approved. If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in 
predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this no project 
consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no project alternative means 
no build wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. However, where 
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failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation of existing environmental 
conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the project's non-approval 
and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to 
preserve the existing physical environment" (14 CCR 15126.6[e][3][8]). The Guidelines 
further state that the "no-project" alternative is not necessarily the same as the 
environmental baseline (14 CCR 15126.6[e][1]). 

In Woodward Park Homeowners Association, Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007), the courts 
noted: "Environmental treatise writers have recognized that, as a practical matter, these 
provisions mean the no-project discussion will often be primarily devoted to comparing 
the proposed project to a project that could be built under existing zoning and plan 
designations even though the baseline is existing physical conditions. The Guidelines 
have repudiated the proposition that the analysis of the no project alternative in an EIR 
must describe maintenance of the existing environment as a basis for comparison of the 
suggested alternatives to the status quo [Citation1." 

Assuming that the proposed project allows for the importation "of an additional 332 MW 
of capacity" (p. 6-22) and that "the local RPU system load will grow approximately 15 
MW per year on average, through the year 2026" (p. 6-24), the Proposed Project 
constitutes only a short-term (22 years) solution to the City of Riverside's electrical 
needs. Doing nothing is not an option available to the RPU. Similarly, with a relatively 
short lifespan, assuming that the RTRP is a long-term solution to the City of Riverside's 
electrical needs would also be short sighted. 

As indicated in the DEIR: "The rapid population growth and commercial development in 
Riverside have led to an increase in local electric customers and in their use of electric 
energy" (p. ES-4). "Under the No Project Alternative, the RTRP would not be 
constructed, existing conditions in the Project area would remain the same, and 
electrical power would continue to be delivered to the City of Riverside through a single 
interconnect point which is at capacity. If this deficient condition would persist under the 
projected load growth scenario, long-term system reliability would be in jeopardy, 
increasing the potential for black-outs in the city [of Riverside]" (pp. ES-11, 6-19, and 6-
63). Within the City of Riverside, RPU "estimates annual load growth of 15 MW per 
year" (p. 6-25). 8ased on that projected annual load growth, should the RTRP not 
proceed, RPU would be required to undertake some other action to address that unmet 
demand (e.g., "Without this addition, load shedding and area electrical blackouts wi" 
eventually be required," p. ES-4). Although "load shedding" might be one potential 
response, it is more reasonable to assume that RPU would implement other demand
management programs, that the City of Riverside would implement land-use controls or 
specify conservation and/or distributed generation requirements, and that SCE and other 
investor-owned utilities (in cooperation with the CPUC) would undertake other broad
based regional efforts to supply additional electricity to southern California. Alternatively, 
RPU might elect to redefinite its control area and allow SCE to service portions of the 
City of Riverside. 

As indicated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project has been ongoing since at least the 
1960s (p. 1-7) or 1970s (p. 1-7) or 2004 (pp. 1-3 and 1-7) or 2006 (p. ES-4). Other than 
stating that, should the Proposed Project fail, RPU would pursue "another similar 
transmission project" (p. 6-63) whose environmental consequences were "likely to be 
similar" (p. 6-63), both RPU and the City of Riverside fail to present an alternative 
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strategy for addressing current and projected load growth. As now presented, in what 
appears to be at best a myopic planning program, since at least the 1960s (p. 1-7) or 
1970s (p. 1-7) or 2004 (pp. 1-3 and 1-7) or 2006 (p. ES-4), RPU has only been able to 
formulate a single "all or nothing" strategy for addressing what RPU purports to be a 
long-term energy need within its service area. Agenda Item 4 (Approval of the New 
Energy Point-of-Delivery Project, Additional Appropriation, and Consulting Engineering 
Services - Work Order 642975) of the Official Minutes of the Board of Public Utilities' 
January 20, 2006 meeting attests to the existence of, at a minimum, a second energy 
delivery strategy. 

As indicated in the "City of Riverside General Plan 2025" (City of Riverside, 2007) 
(http://aquarius.riversideca.gov/clerkd b/Browse .aspx?startid=38872&row= 1 &dbid=O) it 
does not appear that the City of Riverside assumed the need for new transmission 
facilities but rather assumed that future power demands would be met through the 
construction of new local generation facilities. As indicated therein: (1) "Construction of 
power generation stations will enable the Riverside Public Utilities Department to supply 
the needs of emergency operations by directing power to those facilities as power is 
restored to the larger geographic area. The power system will not have to rely on state 
or regionally operated transmission lines as all distribution lines will be owned and 
operated by the Riverside Public Utilities Department" (emphasis added) (Public 
Facilities and Infrastructure Element, p. PF-27); (2) "Reducing energy usage represents 
the most environmentally sound and cost-effective way to limit the negative 
consequences of consuming non-renewable energy resources and to protect the 
reliability of the electric power grid" (Open Space and Conservation Element, p. OS-46); 
and (3) "Efficient use of existing energy supplies through conservation and energy 
demand management are necessary to ensure that adequate power is available to all 
residents, businesses and institutions" (Open Space and Conservation Element, p. OS-
46). Absent from the "City of Riverside General Plan 2025" is any reference to or 
policies encouraging the development of new high-voltage transmission facilities within 
or adjacent to the City of Riverside or the City of Riverside's promotion of those facilities 
to the detriment of other policy-based alternatives. 

In the absence of any explicit or implicit policy reference to either localized or regional 
improvements to the transmission and distribution system, stakeholders could 
reasonably expect the Lead Agency to present a more objective and balanced 
assessment of the Proposed Project's consistency with the "City of Riverside General 
Plan 2025" (e.g., 'The proposed 69 kV subtransmission lines and Wilderness Substation 
are consistent with the objectives and policies specified in the Public Facilities and 
Infrastructure Element of the City of Riverside General Plan," p. 3-249). It is noted that 
the DEIR neither includes an assessment of the consistency (inconsistency) of the 
proposed transmission system improvements nor the Lead Agency's sponsorship of the 
proposed 230 kV transmission system improvements with the "City of Riverside General 
Plan 2025" (e.g., City of Riverside's authority and willingness to usurp local land-use 
controls and condemn real property in other jurisdictions). 

Rather than attempting to regulate development in response to deliverable energy 
resources, the City of Riverside has allowed that development to proceed despite the 
knowledge that system reliability issues exist, allowing demand to exceed availability 
(e.g., "The deficient conditions of RPU's capacity to meet existing electric system 
demand and antiCipated future growth would remain in place," p. 6-19). In that context, 
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the Proposed Project should not be defined as the RTRP but the City of Riverside's 
failed facility planning efforts. While building additional facilities may be a component of 
a broader systemwide planning effort, it clearly should not be the only solution brought 
forward for deliberations. Although the City obtains no benefit from the project's 
development, Jurupa Valley is now being asked to bear the brunt of the project's 
environmental costs (e.g., forfeiture of future commercial development opportunities, 
deleterious health and safety impacts, visual blight). 

• All Transmission Projects are not the Same. The DEIR states: "In the absence of the 
Proposed Project, it is likely that RPU would opt to construct another similar 
transmission project in lieu of the RTRP to address the transmission capacity 
deficiencies of its current electrical system, and to prevent future interruptions in its 
service area. Potential transmission projects that would need to satisfy the objectives of 
the RTRP would be within the same geographic region and would probably consist of 
similar construction methods. Specific impacts from potential projects would depend on 
the location of the proposed facilities and ROWs; however, effects related to all 
environmental resources analyzed are likely to be similar compared to those imposed by 
the RTRP" (emphasis added) (p. 6-63). 

In rejecting the "Limonite Route," the Lead Agency concludes that "this alternative would 
not meet the Proposed Project's objective of meeting the Project need while minimizing 
environmental impacts" (p. 6-42). If that rationale is universally applied, in recognition of 
the presence of a number of unmitigated significant environmental effects, the Proposed 
Project would itself be rejected because it also fails to meet that same project objective. 

As indicated in these comments, numerous issues and environmental considerations 
germane to the City have not been addressed in the DEIR. As such, the incomplete list 
of "environmental resources analyzed" by the Lead Agency should not serve as the 
environmental and socioeconomic bases against which the Proposed Project and a 
"range of reasonable alternatives" (14 CCR 15126.6[a]) are examined. Presently, the 
only two proposed routes for the proposed 230 kV transmission line traverse Jurupa 
Valley. The benefits (wheat) of the proposed project will entirely accrue to the City of 
Riverside while the environmental and socioeconomic costs (chaff) of the Proposed 
Project will be borne, in large part, by the City. 

If, as the Lead Agency alleges, all transmission projects are the same, there would 
appear no need to undertaken any environmental review or to examine a "range of 
reasonable alternatives" (14 CCR 15126.6[a]) to the proposed action. The Lead 
Agency's decision to reject all but a single transmission alternative (Le., "Van Buren 
Offset") and reject other alignments because they could "potentially conflict with planned 
medium-density and commercial development" (pp. 6-42 and 6-43), "impact residential 
and industrial areas" (p. 6-45), or produce "greater impacts to lands dedicated for 
recreational purposes" (p. 6-48) demonstrates that different alignments product 
substantially different environmental effects. The mere fact that two separate NOPs 
have been released by the Lead Agency and that the project described in NOP1 was 
subsequently eliminated attests to the fact that all alignment options are, in fact, neither 
the same nor likely to produce similar environmental effects. 

As indicated in the DEIR, with regards to the 230 kV transmission line, in addition to the 
Proposed Project and excluding the required "no project" analysis, only a single alternative (i.e., 
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"Van Buren Offset") is examined by the Lead Agency. The DEIR states: "Other than the No 
Project Alternative. one alternative [Van Buren Offset] to the Proposed Project was determined 
reasonable for evaluation in this DEIR" (po ES-10). With regards to the "No Project Alternative." 
the DEIR examines only a single option. 

The City believes that there exists a broad array of alternatives that have not been adequately 
examined by the Lead Agency. Those alternatives include. but may not be limited to. those 
described below. Although identified as "alternatives" herein. these actions could potentially 
constitute "mitigation measures" under CEQA (e.g .. "This alternative was considered both as an 
alternative to the entire proposed 230 KV transmission line and as potential mitigation measure 
in certain limited locations along the proposed 230 kV transmission line." p. 6-26). As a result. 
the terms "alternatives" and "mitigation measures" are not intended to be mutually exclusive. 
Similarly. these demand-side and supply-side alternatives could be individually combined. either 
in lieu of the Proposed Project or in combination with some variation thereof. 

• Demand·Side Alternatives. The Lead Agency asserts that "[e]nergy use and 
conservation were considered during the development of the Proposed Project's 
Purpose and Need. Project Description. and Environmental Analysis" (p. 5-7). Despite 
that statement. "energy conservation" was rejected by the Lead Agency as a feasible 
alternative (e.g .... energy conservation and load management programs were eliminated 
from further consideration as a feasible alternative to the Proposed Project." p. 6-25). 

As indicated in "The Smart Grid - Enabling Energy Efficiency and Demand Response" 
(Gellings. Clark W .• The Fairmont Press, 2009) (Smart Grid): "A debate has raged for 
decades in the electric utility industry. centering on the issue of electric end-use energy 
efficiency as an alternative to traditional supply sources and to using fossil fuels at the 
point of end use. That debate now seems to be coming to closure. The utility industry is 
deeply rooted in the need for traditional, controllable sources of capacity and energy 
such as long-term contracts or power plants. Increasing costS; regulatory 
encouragement, and concerns about global warming have caused utility managers to 
consider demand-side activities. Demand-side planning involves those utility activities 
designed to influence customer use of electricity in ways that will produce desired 
changes in the utility's load shape, that is, changes in the pattern and magnitude of a 
utility's load. Energy efficiency as an alternative to traditional supply sources is no 
longer a debatable issue in the electric utility industry. As this debate has matured. the 
use of efficient electric end-use applications to displace fossil fuel has again surfaced as 
an essential part of an overall end-use efficiency strategy. In particular. it is the focus on 
the smart grid that enables this revival of interest" (Smart Grid. p. 53). 

As specified in Section 1002.3 of the PUC: "In considering an application for a certificate 
for an electric transmission facility pursuant to Section 1001. the [C]ommission shall 
consider cost-effective alternatives to transmission facilities that meet the need for an 
efficient. reliable, and affordable supply of electricity. including. but not limited to, 
demand-side alternatives such as targeted energy efficiency, ultraclean distributed 
generation, as defined in Section 353.2, and other demand reduction resources." 
Notwithstanding that requirement, unaddressed in the DEIR are possible demand-side 
approaches (e.g .• incentives for consumers to reduce demand). The Proposed Project 
represents a supply-side approach (e.g., increase supply to keep pace with demand). 
Demand-side approaches include, but may not be limited to, electric rates that are based 
on the time of day or year (to reflect changes in the market price of electricity) and 
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devices such as updated electrical meters that allow consumers to see their usage by 
the hour instead of the month. Demand-side analysis is warranted because "the 
Proposed Project was developed in response to the City's electric demand exceeding 
the capacity of the interconnection" (p. 3-279). As a result, capacity could be expanded 
or demand could be reduced. Mistakenly, only one of these options is, however, 
explored in the DEIR. 

As specified, in part, under Section 9615 of the PUC: "(a) Each local publicly owned 
electric utility, in procuring energy to serve the load of its retail end-use customers, shall 
first acquire all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost 
effective, reliable, and feasible. (b) On or before June 1, 2007, and by June 1 of every 
third year thereafter, each local publicly owned electric utility shall identify all potentially 
achievable cost-effective electricity efficiency savings and shall establish annual targets 
for energy efficiency savings and demand reduction for the next 10-year period." Absent 
from the DEIR is any discussion or analysis (including alternative analysis) whether RPU 
has acquired "all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources" and what 
efforts, if any, has RPU implemented to pursue conservation and energy reduction 
strategies in lieu of pursuit of new transmission. 

Absent from the DEIR is any discussion of RPU's annual targets for energy efficiency 
savings and demand reduction, the relationship between established targets and 
projected load demand (e.g., "the local RPU system load will grow approximately 15 MW 
per year on average, through the year 2026," p. 6-24), RPU's efforts to attain those 
targets (including the efficacy of those efforts), RPU's performance with respect thereto, 
and additional programs or other actions and activities that could be undertaken to 
improve performance. 

As indicated in the FPEIR: "As of the 2004-05 fiscal year, RPU's annual power usage 
was 1,062,000 megawatt hours (MWh). Demand for the same period was 519 MW. 
Therefore, current electrical demand within the Planning Area is within the capacity 
limitations of the electrical facilities serving the area. Projected annual energy usage 
and demand for the [City of Riverside General Plan 2025] Project are 4,824,478 MWh 
and 1,032 MW, respectively. Therefore, future demand will exceed current available 
capacity, however, as discussed above, the RTRP will double inlet capacity and is 
expected to be operational in 2009. The RTRP and planned generating units will 
provide additional capacity for projected power demand at the Typical expected buildout 
of the [City of Riverside General Plan 2025] Project. .. In the unlikely event that future 
growth of the City [or Riverside] reaches the Maximum or Maximum w/RPD levels, the 
existing facilities plus RTRP facilities and planned generating units would not 
accommodate projected need. . .Therefore, without mitigation, possible impacts 
associated with the worst case analysis presented above would be significant. With 
implementation of the General Plan pOlicies and Mitigation Measure MM UTL 3, impacts 
related to energy capacity are considered less than significant" (emphasis added) 
(FPEIR, Volume II, p. 5.16-49). 

"MM UTL 3" states: 'To mitigate potential impacts to adequate electric service capacity 
and sources, the City will review population and development trends with respect to 
electricity consumption approximately every two years to assure that growth and 
demand are occurring as expected under the Typical Project development scenario 
which can be accommodated with the present facilities, two new peak generating units, 
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and the RTRP. If the review finds that the development and/or consumption is outpacing 
what would be expected under the Typical level, then mitigation and funding 
mechanisms shall be implemented to address expected capacity deficiencies. Options 
for mitigation could include, but are not limited to, such approaches as outlined below: 
(1) accelerated or mandated conservation of electricity, or (2) construct new substations 
and transmission lines, or (3) develop renewable sources of energy generated within the 
City's service area" (FPEIR, Volume II, p. 5.16-52). 

As acknowledged by the City of Riverside, alternatives to "new substations and 
transmission lines" include, but are not limited to "accelerated or mandated conservation 
of electricity" and/or development of new "renewable sources of energy generated within 
the City's service area." Since CEQA promotes the "tiering" of environmental documents 
(see 14 CCR 15152) and since programmatic mitigation measures are intended to have 
relevancy to later project-specific activities, the OEIR needs to be expanded to include 
both options as potentially feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

One of the fundamental defects with the Lead Agency's alternative analysis is the 
assumption that the City of Riverside and/or RPU can only do "this or this." Absent from 
the OEIR is any analysis of a multi-tiered or multi-component non-wires scenario that 
generally states, "if we do not build the RTRP, what combination of things would the City 
of Riverside and/or RPU need to do to ensure the availability of electricity for the short 
term and for the long term?" 

Assuming that "the local RPU system load will grow approximately 15 MW per year on 
average, through the year 2026" (p. 6-24), the Lead Agency might consider 
implementing a combination of programs, such as demand-side energy efficiency in 
combination with: (1) distributed generation (OG) (e.g., "RPU's current total for OG is 
less than 7 MW," p. 6-24); (2) energy conservation and load management (e.g., "RPU 
estimates that the net peak demand saving was 1.8 MW," p. 6-25); (3) alternative 
conductors (e.g., "potentially doubling the electrical capacity," p. 6-41); and (4) other 
systemwide retrofitting (e.g., "smart grid" technology). The fact that RPU's "energy 
conservation and load management" efforts have yet to yield substantial results should 
not constitute a supportable basis for the overall rejection of that or other demand-side 
options. If "rebate programs," "in-home energy audits," and "educational material" (p. 6-
25) have not worked effectively, RPU should undertake a reassessment of the efficacy 
of those endeavors and pursue other available energy-efficiency strategies and 
programs (e.g., targeting industrial- and commercial-sector usage). 

As reported in Smart Grid, a 7.5 percent reduction in peak summer demand is readily 
achievable. "Residential sector peak summer demand impacts are represented by direct 
load control programs and energy efficiency programs. The commercial sector is 
forecast to have the highest contribution to peak demand reductions (almost 42% of total 
demand reduction). Commercial sector peak summer demand impacts are represented 
by demand curtailment programs that serve to reduce loads during peak demand 
periods through the use of automated load control devices and energy efficiency 
programs, which yield the majority of the impacts mainly resulting from HVAC and 
lighting programs. The industrial sector demand reduction potential is close to that of 
commercial sector; peak summer demand impacts are driven primarily by demand 
curtailment programs and energy efficiency programs targeting motors and process 
uses" (Smart Grid, p. 72). 
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In 'The Feasibility of Replacing or Upgrading Utility Distribution Transformers during 
Routine Maintenance," the DOE notes: "The transmission and distribution (T&D) of 
alternating current (AC) electric power requires the conversion of voltage and current 
levels to match the desired application. This conversion, accomplished by transformers, 
represents a significant portion of the investment in the T&D system. While the 
transformers used in the T&D system are acknowledged to be very efficient, the 
cumulative effect of the losses of a large number of distribution transformers can 
represent a substantial cost to the system. The major objective of transformer design is 
to achieve the lowest possible TOC [total owning cost] to owners and operators; this 
requires a trade-off between the capital cost of transformers and the resultant cost of the 
transformer losses" (DOE, p. 11). Within the RPU system, there may exist opportunities 
for improved energy efficiency through the replacement of older equipment with newer 
energy efficient technologies. Those options are not, however, explored in the DEIR. 

• Energy Storage Alternatives. As indicated in Smart Grid: "Demand-side planning 
includes many load-shape-change activities including energy storage, interruptible loads, 
customer load control, dispersed generation, and energy efficiency" (Smart Grid, p. 53). 
Pursuant to Section 9620(c) of the PUC: "Each local publicly owned electric utility shall 
prudently plan for and procure energy storage systems that are adequate to meet the 
requirements of Section 2836." Referencing the CEC's 2009 "Strategic Transmission 
Investment Plan" (2009 STIP): "Energy storage technologies have a variety of properties 
that can serve multiple purposes in stabilizing the energy grid." As further indicated 
therein, "[t]hese technologies can provide significant value at each level in the 
transmission and distribution systems, varying in type and size to fulfill that level's 
unique service needs" (2009 STIP, p. 136). 

• Additional Local Generation. The DEIR states that "the total capacity to serve load 
(internal generation plus Vista Substation transformers) totals 701 MW [megawatts)" (p. 
1-17). As indicated in Figure 1.5.2 (Projected RPU Peak Load), system load is not 
projected to exceed 700 MW until 2024 under "adverse weather" conditions and until 
2026 under "normal weather" conditions. Based on that information, it does not appear 
that the need for the Proposed Project is as "urgent" as the Lead Agency now suggests 
(e.g., uA new interconnection to SCE's transmission system is urgently needed to 
provide capacity for existing as well as new electrical load ... reinforcement is urgently 
needed to the existing 69 kV subtransmission system," p. 1-14) 

As indicated in the DEIR, with regards to peak demand, the RPU states that "[w]ere it 
not for RPU generation located internally within the subtransmission system, RPU would 
have been forced to interrupt electric service to customers" (p. 1-16). The RPU further 
states that 'HERC and Springs generation were constructed within the City in part to 
address the capacity limit at Vista Substation" (p. 1-14) and, U[w]ith regard to generation, 
it should be noted that use of Springs generation is intermittent, depending on the 
current economics of energy supply. Therefore, for planning purposes, it is discounted" 
(p. 1-16). 
One of the Proposed Project's stated objectives is to reduce dependency on Vista 
Substation (i.e., "Provide an additional point of delivery of bulk power to the RPU electric 
system, thereby reducing dependence on Vista Substation and increasing overall 
reliability," pp. 2-5 and 6-1 through 6-2). To the extent that uRERC and Springs 
generation were constructed within the City in part to address the capacity limit at Vista 
Substation" (p. 1-14), the expansion of those or the development of other like-kind 
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peaking facilities could constitute alternatives to the proposed RTRP. Additional local 
generation constitutes a potential alternative to the "creation of a new SCE 230 kilovolt 
transmission interconnection" (p. 1-3). In addition, it would appear that an unaddressed 
alternative to the Proposed Project would be the conversion of the Springs Generating 
Project" (p. 1-9) and/or the "Riverside Energy Resource Center" (RERC) (p. 1-9) from 
intermittent to base load. 

A "new generation" (pp. 6-22 through 6-24) alternative constitutes an option that was 
considered but rejected by the Lead Agency. The assumptions comprising that 
alternative and rationale for that rejection do not, however, appear reasonable. For 
example, the Lead Agency errors in asserting that a "new generation" alternative must 
"provide a total capacity equal to that of the Proposed Project, for a total of 
approximately 560 MW. Since RPU will shortly have approximately 228 MW of internal 
generation through the RERC and Springs plants described above, the New Generation 
Alternative would have to provide a minimum of an additional 332 MW of capacity" (p. 6-
22). Under CEQA (14 CCR 15126.6[b]), an alternative is not required to be "equal to" or 
provide comparable benefits to those associated with the Proposed Project. 

Similarly, "new generation" is rejected because "[aJ power plant is inherently more 
complicated than transmission lines and transformers. The power plant has a large 
number of moving parts and complicated control systems, and is very maintenance
intensive, compared to a transmission line and transformers which have no moving parts 
and need only minimal maintenance ... Accordingly, a New Generation Alternative is 
technologically impractical" (p. 6-24). Neither the avoidance of complexity nor increased 
maintenance costs were identified by the Lead Agency as stated project objectives. 
Additionally, no information is presented that the "number of moving parts" and any 
relatively minor increase in maintenance costs makes a "new generation" alternative 
infeasible (see 14 CCR 15364). 

Since "the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects 
of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of 
the project objectives, or would be more costly" (14 CCR 15126.6[bJ), the fact that one 
option may involve a higher degree of maintenance than another does not constitute a 
supportable basis for the rejection of an otherwise feasible alternative. Similarly, since 
neither the "intensity" nor the cost of maintenance operations have been identified for the 
Proposed Project, no basis is presented to compare total construction or operational 
costs. The fact that "RPU has constructed and presently operates two 'peaking' power 
plants within the City [of Riverside)" (p. 1-9) serves to refute the Lead Agency's rationale 
(i.e., "a New Generation Alternative instal/ed within the City of Riverside is infeasible 
because of technological, environmental, legal, economic, and other restraints," p. 6-24) 
and demonstrates that "new generation" is both feasible and practical. 

Although the City of Riverside's "Application for Certification for a Small Power Plant 
Exemption" (City of Riverside/Power Engineers, Environmental Assessment, Section 2 -
Project and Facility Description, April 2004) for the RERC included no reference to an 
inability to secure component parts, the Lead Agency now alleges that because of 
uncertainty in procuring parts (e.g., "A search of industry sources indicates that the 
availability of a large power generator is, at best, only 90%," p. 6-23), under this 
alternative, RPU would need to construct two 332 MW units (Le., "A single 332 MW 
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natural-gas powered unit would be constructed on the land now designated for the 
WildernesslWildlife Substations" and "[a] second 332 MW unit would be constructed on 
the same site to cover the outage of the first unit," p. 6-23). To assert that the lead 
Agency would need to build "two 332 MW units," which is twice the lead Agency's own 
identified need (e.g., "the New Generation Alternative would have to provide a minimum 
of an additional 332 MW of capacity," p. 6-22), to constitute an alternative to the 
Proposed Project, is both disingenuous and serves t6 illustrate the lack of objectivity 
inherent in the EIR. If this same rationale were applied to the Proposed Project, RPU 
would need to construct two sets of transmission and distribution lines to "cover the 
outage of the first." 

Under this alternative, the lead Agency further assumes that both RERC and Springs 
would remain intermittent load and "provide necessary capacity only when the City's 
[Riverside] load exceeded the 332 MW" (p. 6-23). From an environmental perspective, 
at least as a variation to a "new generation" alternative, it would appear more reasonable 
to assume that both RERC and Springs convert from intermittent generators to base 
load. 

In Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999), the courts have stated that 
"[a]n adequate EIR must be 'prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences' [Citation). It 'must include 
detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand 
and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project' [Citation)." 

In rejecting the "new generation" alternative, the lead Agency references an un-cited 
source (Le., "according to a Southern California air-emissions industry consultant," p. 6-
23) as the basis for asserting that air quality permits could not be obtained for this 
alternative and, if obtainable, would cost "on the order of $100 million or more" (pp. 6-23 
and 6-24). Since no source is cited either in the text or in Chapter 6 (References), 
stakeholders are neither able to independently verify the validity of the DEIR's 
assumptions nor understand the implications of additional carried cost on the Proposed 
Project's feasibility. 

In addition, the lead Agency alleges that "the operation of the New Generation 
Alternative would result in very significant environmental impacts in the form of extensive 
particulate matter emissions" (p. 6-24). However, as indicated in the City of Riverside's 
"Application for Certification for a Small Power Plant Exemption - Environmental 
Assessment" for the 96 MW Riverside Energy Resource Center, "the air quality impact 
analYSis demonstrates that the [RERCJ project will not lead to, or Significantly add to, an 
exceedance of the most stringent air quality standards when both turbines and the 
cooling tower are in full operation, including startup operations. The project's ambient air 
quality impacts are demonstrated to be below a level of Significance" (City of 
Riverside/Power Engineers, Environmental Assessment, Section 6.1 - Air Quality, April 
2004, pp. 93-94). Assuming that the "new generation" alternative was comparable to the 
RERC, air quality impacts WOUld, therefore, be expected to be less than significant. 

In rejecting the "new generation" alternative, the lead Agency states that this alternative 
would not address "the inability of RPU to maximize the potential for importing 
renewable energy generated in the Western U.S." (p. 6-24). Similarly, the lead Agency 
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rejects an "energy conservation and load management" alternative because it "does not 
provide a second pOint for importing energy, including from renewable sources" (p. 6-
25). Increased utilization of "renewable energy" and reduced consumption of fossil fuels 
is a very worthwhile objective but has no direct relevancy to the Proposed Project 
because the "importing [of] renewable energy" is not a stated project objective. With 
single exception (see p. 3-93), absent from the DEIR is any discussion of the importation 
of renewable energy andlor any evidence that the Proposed Project would facilitate that 
importation to any greater extend than now occurs based on SCE's existing facilities 
(e.g., under the "no project" alternative). 

No evidence is presented that the use of "renewable energy" will increase within the 
RPU service area as a direct or indirect result of the Proposed Project or that an 
alternative alignment would not equally "allow the City of Riverside to access more 
renewable energy sources" (p. 5-7). As a result, the Lead Agency seeks to reject project 
alternatives based on worthwhile but extraneous parameters and unsupported 
assertions for which no factual basis has been established. 

The Lead Agency further states that "it is not standard utility practice to defer the 
addition of transformer capacity by installing generation. To do so is akin to applying a 
mere 'band-aid' to a condition that really calls for a larger solution" (p. 6-24). However, 
as indicated under Agenda Item 4 (Approval of the New Energy Point-of-Delivery 
Project, Additional Appropriation, and Consulting Engineering Services - Work Order 
642975) of the Official Minutes of the Board of Public Utilities' January 20, 2006 meeting, 
construction of a second point of energy delivery within the City of Riverside would 
provide U[c]apacity adequate for [onlY1 27 years and can be expanded at that time." It, 
therefore, appears that the Proposed Project is itself but a "band-aid" and constitutes 
only the initial phase of a larger undisclosed "expanded" project. 

As indicated in the FPEIR: "In the unlikely event that future growth of the City reaches 
the Maximum or Maximum w/PRD levels, the existing facilities plus RTRP facilities and 
planned generating units would not accommodate projected need" (FPEIR, Volume /I, p. 
5.16-49). The City of Riverside acknowledges that implementation of the RTRP, in and 
of itself, will likely prove insufficient in addressing RPU's service area needs. As a 
result, the RTRP must itself be considered a "band-aid" and not a long-term solution. 

Absent from the DEIR is any discussion of RPU' "Reliability Rate Plan," including a list of 
energy-related projects identified therein. With the separate processing of the RERC 
and Springs units, STP, and RTRP, it is evident that the City of Riverside has either not 
sought the development and implementation of a comprehensive strategy ("larger 
solution") to address its long-term energy needs or has intentionally fragmented and 
piecemealed the individual component parts of that strategy (e.g., "The five-year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) for the electric system of $181,078,000 will be required to 
replace outdated facilities, serve new growth, and install infrastructure to ensure electric 
system reliability," City of Riverside, Capital Improvement Program: 2009/10 - 2013/14) 
in order to minimize the disclosure and mitigation of cumulative environmental effects. 

• Vista Substation Capacity Upgrades (Option 1). As indicated under Agenda Item 4 
(Approval of the New Energy Point-of-Delivery Project, Additional Appropriation, and 
Consulting Engineering Services - Work Order 642975) of the Official Minutes of the 
Board of Public Utilities' January 20,2006 meeting, the RPU's Deputy Director described 
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the two "planning options" available to address "energy delivery" for RPU. As indicated 
therein, "Option 1" was identified as "add[ing] capacity at Vista Substation." "Option 2" 
was identified as "construct[ing] second point of energy delivery within the City [of 
Riverside]." While "Option 2" appears to constitute the Proposed Project (as analyzed in 
the DEIR), absent from the DEIR is any reference to or discussion of "Option 1." 

• Undergrounding. The Lead Agency asserts that "undergrounding even limited sections 
of the Project as a means of potential mitigation .is infeasible" (p. 3-242). However, as 
indicated in Power Engineers' Scope of Services, not only is undergrounding identified 
as a feasible technology, but Power Engineers' work program was based on 
"[a]pproximately three miles of line" and "three miles of underground line staking" (Scope 
of Services, pp. 57-59). Although the relationship cannot be discerned, it is noted that 
the "1-15 Route" is estimated to be approximately 3.5 miles (p. 3-55). 

Referencing the CEC's 2009 "Strategic Transmission Investment Plan": 
"Undergrounding transmission lines inherently have no visual effects, which could 
reduce public opposition and speed approval of new lines. Construction costs and 
environmental impacts for underground lines, however, are much greater than those for 
overhead lines. The gap is narrowing, as the costs to site and build standard overhead 
alternating current (AC) lines are increasing. New converter technologies and cables, as 
well as new construction methods such as directional drilling, have emerged and are 
improving the costs and environmental impacts of underground transmission lines" 
(2009 STIP, p. 137). 

While acknowledging that undergrounding is more costly (e.g., "economic considerations 
associated with undergrounding show that undergrounding is infeasible," p. 3-243), from 
a technological perspective, undergrounding HVTLs is both feasible and is presently in 
operation both in the United States and internationally. Citing the Joint Legislative Audit 
and Review Commission to the Governor and the General Assembly of Virginia's 
"Evaluation of Underground Electric Transmission Lines, House Document No. 87" 
(Document No. 87) (http://jlarc.virginia.gov/reports/Rpt343.pdf), the Virginia State 
Corporation Commission (SCC), focusing exclusively on transmission systems with 
voltages of 230 kV and above, noted that nationally "there are about 160,000 miles of 
overhead line and about 750 to 1,000 miles of underground line at these voltages. Thus, 
at the higher voltages, the percent of underground line is about 0.5 to 0.6 percent of the 
total. Some industry observers have indicated that the underground options may be 
increasing in appeal in the United States, due to reductions in underground costs and 
other concerns (Document No. 87, p. 18). The SCC found that "underground lines 
typically appear to cost four to ten times more than overhead lines" and "underground 
lines can be very cost competitive in some unique circumstances" (Document No. 87, 
pp. 33 and 34). Because "[t]his method of transmission largely eliminates the need for 
towers and substantially reduces the width of the right-of-way on which the line is 
located" (Document No. 87, p. 6), reduced real property and steel costs may serve to 
offset some or all of the costs associated with undergrounding transmission lines. 

The SCC stated that "the two systems which are seen by U.S. experts as the most 
viable for use for most higher voltage transmission projects are HPFF (fluid-insulated 
cable) and XLPE (cable insulated by a solid material, polyethylene). HPFF accounts for 
about 80 percent of all underground line mileage in the United States" (Document No. 
87, p. 24). As indicted in the DEIR: "Currently, the industry trend is to use XLPE as the 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 82 

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-168

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-169

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-170

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-171



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

cable type of choice for undergrounding. In the U.S., at least two manufacturers, noting 
this trend, have developed manufacturing capacity for 230 kV cable. Outside the U.S., 
manufacturing capability of up to 765 kV XLPE exists" (p. 6-27). Based on these 
excerpts, the Lead Agency acknowledges that undergrounding is technically feasible. 

The Lead Agency alleges that "[w]hile undergrounding may reduce some of the Project's 
potentially significant land use impacts, the overall environmental impacts caused by 
undergrounding would be greater and, as such, it is not considered a feasible mitigation 
measure for the Proposed Project" (p. 3-242). The Lead Agency further alleges that 
undergrounding would result in "increased environmental impacts to air quality, 
agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, and geology and water 
resources" (p. 3-242 [see also p. 3-253]). Note that "aesthetics" is not among the list of 
impacts identified by the Lead Agency. 

With the exception of "agricultural resources" and for which no mitigation has been 
proposed by the Lead Agency (e.g., "there are no feasible mitigation measures for 
Proposed Project-related loss of these agricultural lands," p. 3-68), none of the above 
referenced impacts were deemed to be significant from a project perspective and no 
evidence is presented that undergrounding would elevate an otherwise less-than
significant impact to a level of significance. Since "air quality" impacts were deemed to 
be cumulatively significant, it would be assumed that cumulative impacts would continue 
to exist independent of whether the project were to be developed and independent of 
whether the transmission line were constructed overhead or underground. 

With regards to the 230 kV transmission line, the Lead Agency acknowledges that the 
Proposed Project would adversely "affect scenic vistas" and "degrade the scenic quality," 
however, "no "mitigation measures [have been] proposed" (p. ES-9). As indicated in the 
Edison Electric Institute's "Out of Sight, Out of Mind? A Study of the Costs and Benefits 
of Undergrounding Overhead Power Lines" (Johnson, Brad, January 2004) (EEl Study). 
with regards to undergrounding, "[t]he 'aesthetic' benefits are virtually impossible to 
quantity but are, in many instances, the primary justification for projects to place existing 
power lines underground." (EEl Study, p. 11). As a result, with regards to the City's 1-15 
Freeway frontage, it can reasonably be concluded that: (1) undergrounding is feasible; 
and (2) undergrounding would effectively reduce aesthetic impacts to a less-than
significant level. 

• Parallel Alignment and Rewiring. With regards to "an additional point of delivery of 
bulk power" (pp. 2-5 and 6-1), the Lead Agency has failed to present any factual 
information that would eliminate from consideration either a parallel alignment following 
the "existing SCE 230 kV transmission line" (either within the existing or expanded SCE 
ROW) or a rewiring alternative allowing for more efficient energy conveyance. For 
example, the 3M Company has developed a high-performance Aluminum Conductor 
Composite Reinforced (ACCR) transmission conductor that can provide transmission 
capacities up to two to three times greater than those of existing transmission lines. 
None of the Lead Agency's stated objectives would appear to preclude consideration of 
such alternatives. 

In addition to the Proposed Project, only two 230 kV transmission alignment alternatives were 
analyzed in detail in the DEIR. Since one of those alternatives (Le., "no project" alternative) is 
specifically required under CEOA and since the Lead Agency concludes that a "no project" 
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alternative fails to meet any the Proposed Project's identified objectives (pp. ES-11, 6-58, and 6-
63) and is deemed "infeasible" (pp. ES-11 and 6-63), only a single 230 kV transmission 
alignment alternative is presented in the DEIR (Le., "Van Buren Offset"). With regards to the 
"Van Buren Offset" alternative, the DEIR notes that the document's "impact analysis ... includes 
assessment of only the 230 kV transmission line alternative route" (p. 6-67). Based on a project 
of the magnitude of the RTRP and the presence of a number of unmitigated significant 
environmental effects, a single 230 kV transmission alignment alternative fails to meet the 
CEQA requirement to "describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project" (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). 

As indicated in Power Engineer's Scope of Service: "It is assumed that the 69 kV line will have 
no alternatives for comparison" (Scope of Services, p. 31). With regards to the analysis of 69 
kV subtransmission line alternatives, the DEIR notes: (1) "Most of the 69 kV subtransmission 
line routes were eliminated from consideration for the Proposed Project. Those routes that were 
retained became a part of the Proposed Project" (p. 6-55); and (2) "No reasonable alternatives 
to upgrading these four 69 kV substations were considered feasible" (p. 6-56). It is, therefore, 
not surprising that, with the possible exception of the "no project" alternative (pp. 6-63 through 
6-66), no alternatives to the proposed 69 kV subtransmission alignment and associated 
SUbstation improvements are identified or presented in the DEIR. 

The Lead Agency's failure to include an analysis of a "range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project or to the location of the project" (14 CCR 15126.6[a]) prevents the EIR from producing 
"information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives as far as environmental 
aspects are concerned" (San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of San 
Bernardino [19841). 

Each of the alternatives examined in the DEIR are separately addressed below. 

• No Project Alternative. As stipulated in the Guidelines, the EIR shall include an 
analysis of a "no project" alternative: "(1) The specific alternative of 'no project' shall also 
be evaluated along with its impacts. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no 
project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the 
proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. The no project 
alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project's 
environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing 
environmental setting analysis which does establish the baseline. (2) The 'no project' 
analysis shall discuss the existing environmental conditions at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time the 
environmental analYSis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure, and community services" (14 CCR 
15126.6[e]). 

The analytical requirements specified under the Guidelines have not been addressed by 
the Lead Agency in the DEIR. The "no project" alternative analysis fails to discuss the 
existing environmental conditions and the impacts that would reasonably be expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future (if the project were not approved) based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. In lieu of that 
analysis and absent any reference to other sections in the DEIR where relevant 
information can be found, the Lead Agency states that, under the "no project" alternative, 
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"the Proposed Project would not be implemented and the existing conditions in the 
Proposed Project area would not be changed" (p. 6-63). 

Under the "no project" alternative, "electric power would continue to be delivered to the 
City of Riverside through a single interconnection point, which is at capacity" (p. 6-63). 
The DEIR states that U[i1f this deficient condition would persist under the projected load 
growth scenario, long-term system reliability would be in jeopardy, increasing the 
potential for black-outs in the City [of Riverside"] (p. 6-63). As part of the "no project" 
assessment, the Guidelines direct the Lead Agency to include an analysis "consistent 
with available infrastructure and community services." Contrary to that requirement, the 
"no project" alternative analysis presumes that the RPU and SCE would "acquire new 
ROW" for a hypothetic "new transmission project" and that such actions would adversely 
affect "designated Farmland." 

As indicated under Section 150030) of the Guidelines: "CEQA requires that decisions be 
informed and balanced. It must not be subverted into an instrument for the oppression 
and delay of social, economic, or recreational development or advancement." 

The Lead Agency asserts that if the Proposed Project is not constructed, then "traffic 
Signals that depend on power to regulate the flow of traffic would be rendered inoperable 
during an electricity outage, and subsequent traffic could delay the response time of 
emergency response providers. Depending on the frequency, duration, and extent of 
these service interruptions, impacts associated with the No Project Alternative could be 
significant and cumulatively considerable. Other public services that could be impacted 
by disruptions to electrical service include hospitals, schools and universities, 
government services (courts, jails, etc.), and all types of businesses that serve the 
public" (p. 6-66). 

The City makes no light of these conditions and recognizes that disruptions to electrical 
services to critical public facilities and private institutions could have significant public 
health and safety impacts. It is reasonable and appropriate for the operators of those 
facilities and institutions, working in concert with energy providers, to take all actions to 
protect their constituents and to ensure the continuance of the services they provide. 

The need for the Proposed Project appears to be premised more on "anticipated future 
growth" than on "existing electric system demand" (p. 6-19). As such, the above 
analYSis appears intended to inflame and manipulate the public toward a specific 
outcome rather offer a balanced perspective, while focusing attention away from the 
existence of other non-pursued supply-side and load management options available to 
and the delayed response to local energy concerns by the City of Riverside and RPU. 

In Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (2010), 
(Sunnyvale) the courts have states that "[c]ase law makes clear that '[a]n EIR must focus 
on impacts to the existing environment, not hypothetical situations [Citation].' 'It is only 
against this baseline that any significant environmental effects can be determined 
[Citation].''' In that case, the court noted that "[t]he Supreme Court explained: 'An 
approach using hypothetical allowable conditions as the baseline results in "illusory" 
comparisons that "can only mislead the public as to the reality of the impacts and 
subvert full consideration of the actual environmental impacts,' a result at direct odds 
with CEQA's intent [Citation]." "The Supreme Court never sanctioned the use of 
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predicted conditions on a date subsequent to EIR certification or project approval as the 
"baseline" for assessing a project's environmental consequences." 

Since the Lead Agency alleges that the Proposed Project is already past due (e.g., 
"During the June 14, 2006 California Independent System Operators Board of 
Governor's meeting, SCE was directed to build the RTRP (including 230 kV transmission 
line interconnection and other elements) as soon as possible and preferably no later 
than June 30, 2009," p. ES-1), it is unclear when the Lead Agency presumes these 
horrific conditions will occur (e.g., whether they reflect today's inevitability or a 
hypothetical future scenario) and, in lieu of the Proposed Project, what efforts are being 
or have been taken by the City of Riverside and by RPU to reduce their probability. To 
the extent that these purported "electricity outage[s]" describe current and locally-unique 
conditions, those conditions are neither presented in the DEIR's analysis of the 
Proposed Project nor with regards to any other project alternative (e.g., each 
alternative's ability to prevent or forestall these conditions). 

Rather than presenting the information specified under CEQA regulations, the Lead 
Agency states that "[iJn the absence of the Proposed Project, it is likely that RPU would 
opt to construct another similar transmission project in lieu of the RTRP" (p. 6-63). As 
alleged by the Lead Agency, if the proposed RTRP were not to be approved, "RPU and 
SCE would likely be required to design a new transmission project in order to satisfy the 
objectives of the Proposed Project. Potential impacts from the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of such a project would likely be similar in significance level to the 
Proposed Project" (pp. 6-63, 6-64, 6-65, and 6-66). Instead of presenting a reasoned 
analysis of the "no project" alternative's potential impacts upon each topical issue (at 
least with regards to aesthetics, air quality biological resources, geology and soils, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, 
mineral resources, noise, population and housing public services and utilities, recreation, 
and transportation and traffic), the Lead Agency merely "cuts-and-pastes" the same 
narrative and rationale under each of those topical headings. 

The repeated assertion that, should the Proposed Project not be approved, RPU and 
SCE would merely "design a new transmission project" suggests that there exists other 
alignments and other design alternatives that are known to the City of Riverside and 
RPU but which the Lead Agency has elected not to present in the DEIR. 

• Van Buren Offset Route. Insufficient information is presented with regards to this 
alternative to allow the City to provide a more definite assessment. Selection of this 
alternative alignment may alleviate some of the City's stated concerns with regards to 
the "1-15 Route" but may result in the introduction of new or further exacerbate the 
existence of certain environmental and socioeconomic impacts previously addressed 
herein. Because this alternative alignment "would locate the route within many private 
parcels" (p. 6-11), the City raises concerns as to its potential direct and indirect impacts 
on residents and businesses, on land use and valuation (including developability, 
marketability, and functionality of the residual property), and on the more intrinsic 
concept of community character. 

Based on the description presented in the DEIR, it would appear that the "Van Buren 
Offset Route" would produce substantial deleterious visual impacts that would be 
unacceptable to the City (e.g., "the alternative route travels into hilly terrain and through 
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residential areas of Jurupa. In this area the route also crosses another large throughfare 
[Limonite Avenue] with two more lattice steel tower structures adjacent to each side of 
Limonite Avenue. The route zigzags through residential areas where the structures 
would be accentuated by the hilly terrain and pronounce their visibility for the local 
neighborhood streets, residential properties, and recreationists in Jurupa Hills," p. 6-68). 

The OEIR concludes that the "Van Buren Offset Alternative would meet the majority of 
the Proposed Project Objectives. However, environmental impacts to Aesthetics, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Population and Housing, and Public Services and Utilities 
would be increased in comparison to the Proposed Project" (p. 6-102). As such, the 
"Van Buren Offset Alternative" does not meet CEQA's statutory requirements as to what 
constitutes a valid alternative. As specified in the Guidelines: "An EIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project" (emphasis added) (14 
CCR 15126.6[a]). 

With regards to the "Van Buren Offset Route," the OEIR states that "[t]he Van Buren 
Alternative was originally sited within the Union Pacific Railroad corridor," however, 
"upon investigation and communication with Union Pacific (UPRR 2007, 2007), this 
alternative was eliminated due to infeasibility of placing a high voltage transmission line 
within a railroad ROW. This infeasibility is based upon the inability to obtain access to 
railroad ROW, the potential for induction effects if the Project's electrical lines were 
located nearby the railroad" (p. 6-11). With regards to the "current Van Buren Offset 
Route," the OEIR notes that the alignment "cross[es] the Union Pacific railroad tracks" 
(p. 6-11). If, as the Lead Agency asserts, locating a HVTL "nearby the railroad" makes a 
route infeasible, then it would appear that the "current Van Buren Offset Route" would 
itself be deemed infeasible based on the overcrossing of the "Union Pacific railroad 
tracks" (e.g., "The route would also require three crossings of the railroad ROW," p. 6-
11). It, therefore, appears that the Lead Agency has created a "strawman" alternative 
which it will subsequently reject based on an inherent defect that the Lead Agency has 
itself created. 

1 0.0 POTENTIAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

In the following comments, the City is neither alleging the existence of a conflict of interest nor 
improper collusion among any parties associated with the Proposed Project. The City seeks 
only to raise the issue of the specter of a potential conflict of interest so that the Lead Agency 
has the opportunity to dispel any such concerns, while concurrently addressing the issue of 
independency and objectivity with regards to the planning, design, entitlement, and construction 
of the Proposed Project. 

As indicated in the OEIR: "Power Engineers, Inc. (Power Engineers) was retained to complete 
the RTRP Feasibility Study. This Siting Study is a component of the Feasibility Study for the 
RTRP" (Appendix 0, p. 1). Power Engineers is also identified as the party responsible for the 
preparation of the OEIR (Cover and Title Page). The same independent contractor performed 
the preliminary routing analysis, the routing analysis, the OEIR's alternatives analysis, and the 
environmental analysis on the routes that Power Engineers itself identified. Absent from the 
OEIR is any evidence of third-party review, including any detailed review by either the City of 
Riverside and RPU. In addition, undisclosed is whether Power Engineers has performed or is 
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currently performing any consulting or other work for or in conjunction with SCE, such as work 
being performed on project-related activities. 

On January 20, 2006, RPU entered into a design-build agreement with Power Engineers to 
design, entitle, and construct the proposed RTRP. As specified in Exhibit A (Scope of Services) 
in the supplemental "Agreement for Professional Consulting Services" (November 15, 2006): "In 
addition to environmental permitting and right of way acquisition for both the 230 kV and 69 kV 
lines, Power [Engineers] is responsible for the detailed engineering of the selected 69 kV lines 
and 69 kV stations requiring upgrades, providing procurement support, providing contractor 
selection support and providing construction management services for the 69 kV work" (Scope 
of Services, p. 2). 

As indicated in a June 26, 2006 "Board Memorandum" (Subject: Approval of Power Engineers 
Agreement for Work Related to the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project) to the Board of 
Public Utilities, as signed by Stephen H. Badgett (Public Utilities Deputy Director), David H. 
Wright (Public Utilities General Manager), Gregory P. Priamus (City Attorney), and Jerry D. 
Rogers (Public Utilities Assistant Director/Finance): "The Phase 2 Engineering Services 
Agreement (ESA), which will cover PE's [Power Engineers] work through completion of the 
project, is being negotiated at this time and is expected to be brought to the Board for approval 
within two months." 

Without inferring any misdeeds or impropriety, because a singe private entity is tasked to design 
the Proposed Project (including the preparation of associated engineering studies), prepare and 
process the CEQA documentation (including responding to stakeholder comments critical of that 
document), and provide construction and/or construction management services once the 
Proposed Project is approved, one might suspect that a single profit-motivated entity would be 
generally disinclined to criticize its own design (engineering) work, admit to any errors or 
shortcomings in analyses or judgment, perform services (including technical studies) which 
have not been contracted for by RPU, or take any actions that might impact costs or poorly 
reflect the company. If the EIR is not certified and the Proposed Project is not entitled, the 
single contract entity loses the ability to perform later and potentially more profitable phases of 
work. The company may have already incurred costs which may only be recoverable if those 
later phases were to proceed. 

The Guidelines stipulate that "[t]he lead agency may choose one of the following arrangements 
or a combination of them for preparing a draft EIR. (1) Prepare the draft EIR directly with its own 
staff. (3) Contracting with another entity, public or private, to prepare the draft EIR. (3) Accepting 
a draft prepared by the applicant, a consultant retained by the applicant, or any other person. (4) 
Executing a third party contract or memorandum of understanding with the applicant to govern 
the preparation of the draft EIR by an independent contractor. (5) Using a previously prepared 
EIR. (6) Before using a draft prepared by another person, the lead agency shall subject the draft 
to the agency's own review and analysis." 

The Lead Agency's execution of a design-build contract, in which the selected contractor also 
serves as the CEQA consultant and prepares the EIR, constitutes a potential violation of CEQA 
because the firm preparing the EIR is no longer an "independent contractor" (14 CCR 
15084[d][3]) but a firm with a vested interest in the project's approval. 
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11.0 FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUEST 

Numerous documents are referenced in the DEIR which appear germane to an understanding 
of the Proposed Project and its potential environmental impacts but which are neither included 
therein nor readily accessible to the general public. Included herein is a Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA) request for the production and delivery of those documents to the City by the Lead 
Agency. Since disclosure of the requested information is in the public interest and because it is 
likely to contribute significantly to public understanding of the Proposed Project's operations or 
activities examined in the DEIR, the City requests a waiver of any fees associated therewith. 

Because the information presented in the following documents may be germane to 
understanding the precise nature of the Proposed Project and the potential direct, indirect, and 
cumulative environmental impacts that may result therefrom, the City is unable to fully comment 
on the adequacy of the DEIR and the Lead Agency's environmental analysis pending receipt 
and review of the documents identified in this FOIA. To the extent that they are germane to the 
Proposed Project and the Lead Agency's CEQA documentation, the City reserves the right to 
submit additional comments to the Lead Agency following its review of the requested material. 

Those documents included in this FOIA, including their potential relevancy to the Proposed 
Project, are briefly described below. 

• General Session Minutes and System Impact Study. As indicated in the FIS
RERCS&4, dated December 2008: "Since the RPU 69 kV system is not a part of the 
California Independent System Operator (California ISO) grid and its normal operation is 
not controlled by the California ISO, the California ISO is not directly responsible for 
ensuring electric system reliability for the proposed generator interconnection and does 
not provide any approval for interconnection of the project" (FIS-RERC3&4, p. 16-2). As 
further indicated therein: "RPU is a participating transmission owner and under operation 
control of the California ISO for the existing SCE 230/69 kV interconnection at Vista 
230/69 substation. But RPU is responsible for planning, reliability and operation of their 
69 kV network" (FIS-RERC3&4, p. 16-5). From those excerpts, because it is not within 
their jurisdiction, it appears that (at least with regards to the RERC) the California ISO 
neither examines nor controls the operation of the RPU's 69 kV subtransmission system. 
Similarly, it appears evident that RPU lacks jurisdiction over the planning, construction, 
or operation of SCE's 230 kV transmission system. 

The DEIR, however, states: (1) "During the June 14, 2006 California Independent 
System Operators Board of Governor's meeting, SCE was directed to build the RTRP 
(including 230 kV transmission line interconnection and other elements) as soon as 
possible and preferably no later than June 30, 2009" (p. ES-1); and (2) "On June 14, 
2006, the CAISO approved and directed SCE to construct and provide the City [of 
Riverside] a new 230 kV interconnection with the CAISO electrical system" (p. 1-7) (see 
also p. 1-18). Information from that meeting, including, but not limited to, the precise 
nature of any approvals and directives, any and all technical studies, supporting 
documentation, testimony, and minutes, as prepared by SCE, its consultants, and/or the 
CAISO are critical to an understanding of the Proposed Project. 

The documents subject to this request include, but may not be limited to, "General 
Session Minutes" (California Independent System Operator Corporation, June 14, 2006) 
and documentation upon which the CAISO action was derived. Since no clear citations 
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to that information are presented in the DEIR, the City is, however, unable to provide a 
more comprehensive listing of the documents encompassed by this request. Based on 
the Lead Agency's own declarations and the active involvement of both RPU and SCE in 
the RTRP, those parties have clear and distinct knowledge as to the exact extent of the 
information that was presented to the CAISO on or about June 14, 2006. It is noted that 
representatives of "Southern California Edison" (p. 9-1) were active contributors to the 
information and analysis presented in the DEIR. 

Although not disclosed in the DEIR, as specified in the CAISO's June 13-14, 2006 
presentation material and June 7, 2006 memorandum from Dariush Shimohammadi 
(Director of Regional Transmission - South) and Armando Perez (VP, Planning & 
Infrastructure Development) to the [CA]ISO Operating Committee (Re: Approval of City 
of Riverside 230kV Transmission Interconnect Project), with regards to the project: (1) 
SCE intends to construct, own, operate, and maintain 230 kV lines and 230 kV 
substation; (2) RPU intends to construct, own, operate, and maintain Jurupa Substation 
66 kV switchyard (with 2-230/66 kV MVA transformers); and (3) SCE and RPU have 
entered into an Interim Interconnection Agreement to expedite pre-construction activities 
while an Interconnection Agreement is developed that contains terms for RPU to 
interconnect to the SCE electrical system. 

Three design options were examined by the CAl SO. "Option 1" improvements, totaling 
an estimated $52.5 million (of which $48.2 million were CAl SO-controlled facilities), 
included "[I]oop[ing] the existing Mira Loma-Vista #1 230 kV line by building 8.25 miles of 
new 230 kV double circuit transmission line from the existing Mira Loma-Vista #1 TIL 
ROW into a new 230 kV SCE interconnect facility with RPU's new Jurupa Substation in 
Riverside." "Option 2" included "[b]uild[ing] a 230 kV SCE interconnect facility located at 
Riverside's new Jurupa Substation with two new 230 kV lines from the Mira Loma and 
Vista substations to the new Jurupa Substation." "Option 3" included "[b1uild[ing] a new 
230 kV interconnection facility adjacent to the existing Mira Loma-Vista 230 kV right-of
way with new 8.25 miles of double circuit 230 kV transmission to a new Riverside 230/66 
kV Jurupa Substation." SCE studies purported concluded that "Option 2" was 
impractical based on physical limitations at the Vista 230 kV bus. 

Since the Proposed Project is identified as including 11 miles of new 230 kV 
transmission line, "Option 1" appears materially different from the project described in 
the DEIR. Those differences need to be identified and the rationale for the rejection of 
the "new 8.25 miles of 230 kV double-circuit transmission line," which was purportedly 
"approved" by the CAISO, needs to be explained. 

The City requests copies of all documentation presented by SCE and RPU with regards 
to those three options. In addition, the City requests copies of the "Interim 
Interconnection Agreement," the "Interconnection Agreement," and all supporting 
documentation upon which the CAISO actions were derived. 

Included among the "project objectives" are the following statements: (1) "Provide 
sufficient capacity, in a timely manner, to meet existing electric system demand and 
anticipated future load growth"; and (2) "Meet Proposed Project need in a cost-effective 
manner" (p. 2-5). Insufficient information is provided in the DEIR to allow stakeholders 
to independently ascertain "sufficient capacity," "anticipated future load growth," and 
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"project need." The information sought in this FOIA is required, in part, to allow 
stakeholders to understand the fundamental basis for the Proposed Project. 

• System Impact Study and Facilities Study. As indicated in NOP2: "In November 
2004, the Riverside Board of Public Utilities authorized RPU to enter [into] an agreement 
with SCE for completion of a System Impact Study and a Facilities Study. The results of 
these studies indicate the need for construction of a new double circuit 230 kV 
transmission line into Riverside" (NOP2, p. 1). The documents that are the subject of 
this FOIA request include, but may not be limited to, RPU's "System Impact Study" 
(RPU, June 2006) (pp. 8-1) and SCE's "System Impact Study and Facilities Study" 
(SCE, October 2005) (p. 1-7). 

As indicated in the CEC's FIS-RERC3&4: "The System Impact and Facilities Studies 
analyze the grid with and without the proposed project under conditions specified in the 
planning standards and reliability criteria. The standards and criteria define the 
assumptions used in the study and analyze the impact of the project for the first year of 
operation and thus are based on a forecast of loads, generation and transmission. 
Forecasts are developed by the interconnected utility. . .The studies are focused 
normally on thermal overloads, voltage deviations, system stability (excessive 
oscillations in generators and transmission systems, voltage collapse, loss of loads or 
cascading outages), and short circuit duties. If the studies show that the interconnection 
of the project causes the grid to be out of compliance with reliability standards then the 
study will identify mitigation alternatives or ways in which the grid could be brought into 
compliance with reliability standards. If the interconnecting utility determines that the 
only feasible mitigation includes transmission modifications or additions which require 
CEQA review as part of the 'whole of the action,' the Energy Commission must analyze 
these modifications or additions according to CEQA requirements" (FIS-RERC3&4, pp. 
16-5 and 16-6). 

Absent a review of RPU's "System Impact Study" and SCE's "System Impact Study and 
Facilities Study," prepared in accordance with the CAISO Tariff and applying the 
CAISO's Grid Planning Criteria (which includes the WECC Reliability Criteria and the 
NERC Planning Standards), it is not possible to ascertain whether there may exist other 
improvements to existing transmission and distribution systems (beyond those disclosed 
in the DEIR) and any associated mitigation plans or mitigation alternatives for SCE's 
service territory that may be required to accommodate changes to the power flows 
resulting from the implementation of the Proposed Project. Absent the disclosure of 
those additional off-site improvements, if any, the EIR is unable to examine the "whole of 
the action" (14 CCR 15003[h] and 15378) which has the potential to produce a physical 
change in the environment. The information commissioned by the RPU and performed 
by SCE is or may be directly germane to an understanding of Proposed Project, the full 
extend of any system-wide improvements that may be associated therewith, and the 
project's need. That information may serve to expand the range of alternatives 
warranting consideration by the Lead Agency. The City, therefore, requests copies of 
both RPU's "request" and SCE's "interconnection studies." 

• Siting Study and Alternatives Analysis. As indicated NOP2: "In August 2006, a Siting 
Study was completed that presents the results of an inventory of baseline environmental 
conditions, environmental sensitivity analyses, and alternative route locations for the 230 
kV transmission line. A separate study prepared in June 2006, referred to as the 
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Alternatives Analysis, identified the proposed route locations for the new 69 kV 
subtransmission lines within Riverside. The report involved studying a variety of 
environmental and engineering factors to select the proposed 69 kV routes" (NOP2, p. 
2). Presented in Appendix 0 (Siting Study) of the OEIR is a document entitled 
"Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Siting Study" (Power Engineers, August 31, 
2006). It is assumed that the Appendix 0 study is the one cited in NOP2; however, 
neither the June 2006 "Alternatives Analysis" nor the June 2006 "69 kV Siting Study" 
were included therein. 

Because the information presented in the "Alternatives Analysis" and "69 kV Siting 
Study" is or may be directly germane to an understanding of Proposed Project and its 
potential alternatives, the City requests copies of those documents. 

• CPUC Application and Proponents Environmental Assessment. With regards to 
IOUs, existing constitutional authority exists for CPUC jurisdiction over transmission 
siting and approval. The CPUC has discretionary authority regarding electric 
infrastructure owned and/or operated by IOUs. Traditionally, for siting transmission lines 
which are to be constructed by investor-owned utilities, the IOU prepares a plan of 
service and submits that plan to the CAISO for approval. After the CAISO approves the 
project based on economic and reliability analysis, the IOU then prepares an application 
and a "Proponent's Environmental Assessment" (PEA) and submits those documents to 
the CPUC. As specified, the PEA includes all information and studies required under the 
Commission's "Information and Criteria List," adopted pursuant to Chapter 1200 of the 
Statutes of 1977 (Sections 65940 through 65942, CGC). Once the application is filed 
with and deemed complete by the CPUC, an environmental document is prepared. 

Since the OEIR states that the CAISO has taken formal action with regards to the 
Proposed Project (e.g., "During the June 14, 2006 California Independent System 
Operators [CAl SO] Board of Governors meeting, SCE was directed to build the RTRP 
[including 230 kV transmission line interconnection and other elements] as soon as 
possible and preferably no later than June 30, 2009," p. ES-1), because they have direct 
relevancy to understanding the proposed RTRP and its potential environmental impacts, 
and because they may help clarify CEQA lead agency obligations, the City requests 
copies of any SCE-filed application(s) and any CPUC-filed or RPU-filed environmental 
documents (e.g., PEA) germane to the proposed project or any component(s) thereof. 

• Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity. In accordance with Section III(A) in 
GO 131-0: "No electric public utility shall begin construction in this state of any new 
electric generating plant having in aggregate a net capacity available at the busbar in 
excess of 50 megawatts (MW), or of the modification, alteration, or addition to an 
existing electric generating plant that results in a 50 MW or more net increase in the 
electric generating plant that results in a 50 MW or more net increase in the electric 
generating capacity available at the busbar of the existing plant, or of major electric 
transmission line facilities which are designed for immediate or eventual operation at 200 
kV or more without this Commission's having first found that said facilities are necessary 
to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of the public, and that they are 
required by the public convenience and necessity." 

As specified in Section 1003 of the PUC: "Every electrical and every gas corporation 
submitting an application to the [CJommission for a certificate authorizing the new 
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construction of any electric plant, line, or extension, or gas plant, line, or extension, not 
subject to the provisions of Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 25500) of Division 15 of 
the Public Resources Code, shall include all of the following information in the 
application in addition to any other required information: (a) Preliminary engineering and 
design information on the project. The design information provided for thermal electric 
plants shall include preliminary data regarding the operating characteristics of the 
proposed plant, including, but not limited to, the annual capacity factor, availability factor, 
and the heat rate for each year of the useful life of the plant, line, or extension. (b) A 
project implementation plan showing how the project would be contracted for and 
constructed. This plan shall show how all major tasks would be integrated and shall 
include a timetable identifying the design, construction, completion, and operation dates 
for each major component of the plant, line, or extension. c) An appropriate cost 
estimate, including preliminary estimates of the costs of financing, construction, and 
operation, including fuel, maintenance, and dismantling or inactivation after the useful 
life of the plant, line, or extension. (d) A cost analysis comparing the project with any 
feasible alternative sources of power. The corporation shall demonstrate the financial 
impact of the plant, line, or extension construction on the corporation's ratepayers, 
stockholders, and on the cost of the corporation's borrowed capital. The cost analyses 
shall be performed for the projected useful life of the plant, line, or extension, including 
dismantling or inactivation after the useful life of the plant, line, or extension. (e) A design 
and construction management and cost control plan which indicates the contractual and 
working responsibilities and interrelationships between the corporation's management 
and other major parties involved in the project. This plan shall also include a construction 
progress information system and specific cost controls" (see also Section 1003.5 of the 
PUC). 

The City request copies of any application for a CPCN, as submitted by or on behalf of 
SCE to the CPUC for the RTRP (whether by that name or others and associated, in 
whole or in part, with any of the proposed facilities identified in the DEIR) and copies of 
any actions or contemplated actions by the Commission in response to that application. 

• Interconnection Studies. As indicated in NOP2: "In 2004, pursuant to SCE's FERC
approved Transmission Owner (TO) Tariff, RPU made a request for SCE to provide 
additional transmission capacity to meet projected load growth and to provide for system 
reliability. SCE performed a series of interconnection studies that determined it could 
not expand Vista Substation due to site and environmental constraints but could expand 
the regional electrical system to provide RPU a second source of transmission capacity 
to import bulk electric power" (NOP2, p. 1). 

Because the information commissioned by the RPU and performed by SCE is or may be 
directly germane to an understanding of Proposed Project, the full extend of any system
wide improvements that may be associated therewith, and may serve to expand the 
range of alternatives warranting consideration by the Lead Agency, the City requests 
copies of both RPU's "request" and SCE-produced "interconnection studies." 

• RPU System Load. The Lead Agency asserts that the "the Proposed Project does not 
involve combustion of fossil fuels or involve other chemical processes that produce 
gaseous emissions" (p. 4-10). However, the Lead Agency states that: (1) "RPU made a 
request for SCE to develop a means to provide additional transmission capacity to meet 
projected load growth" and "[t]he Proposed Project would provide RPU with long-term 
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system capacity for load growth" (emphasis added) (p. 1-3); (2) "A new interconnection 
to SCE's transmission system is urgently needed to provide capacity for existing as well 
as new electrical load" and "[w]ithout this addition, load shedding and area electrical 
blackouts will eventually be required" (emphasis added) (pp. ES-4 and 1-14); (3) "The 
Proposed Project is intended to accommodate, rather than encourage, area growth" and 
"[b]oth PRU's and SCE's systems are proposed for expansion under the Proposed 
Project in order to meet projected load growth" (emphasis added) (pp. 3-278 and 3-288); 
and (4) "Within the City of Riverside Public Utilities' service area, demand is already 
exceeding capacity to provide reliable electric power from external generation sources. 
The Proposed Project will allow RPU to meet current demand for energy service within 
the city [of Riverside] limits, as well as projected demand related to population and 
economic growth" (emphasis added) (p. 5-1). 

As further indicated in the DEIR: "It is estimated that the local RPU system load will grow 
approximately 15 MW per year, on average, through the year 2016 (RPU Power 
Resource Division Forecast 2009)" (p. 1-15). Electric power demands within the City or 
Riverside are associated with and delivered from RPU's 69 kV system and are locally 
consumed at that voltage (e.g., "The voltage of the electrical power would be 
transformed to 69 kV for integration into the RPU electric system serving the City [of 
Riverside]," pp. 1-3 and 1-4). The rationale for the new double circuit 230 kV 
transmission interconnection and new RPU 230/69 kV electric substation (Wilderness 
Substation) are to bring large quantities of remotely-generated power to the City of 
Riverside (in lieu of local generation) and not because power is consumed at that higher 
voltage (e.g., "This transformation or 'stepping down' of power from 230 kV to 69 kV 
would take place at a second new substation, named Wilderness Substation," p. 1-4). 

Because the purported need for the project is based on projections of load growth, 
documentation concerning the assumptions relating to growth projections constitutes an 
important component to an understanding of the Proposed Project. Additionally, the 
"RPU Power Resource Division Forecast 2009" may include information concerning both 
peak and non-peak demands, the availability of the existing system to address those 
demands, and how those local demands could be met (e.g., local generation). The City, 
therefore, requests a copy of the "Forecast 2009" document, including any supporting 
documentation associated therewith. 

• CEQA Lead Agency Determination. With regards to CEQA lead agency determination 
for the Proposed Project or any portion thereof, the City requests copies of all 
correspondence (e.g., letters and emails) and other relevant information generated by 
the City of Riverside, RPU, SCE, the CPUC, and the Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research (State Clearinghouse) pursuant to Section 21165 of CEQA and Sections 
15051-15053 of the Guidelines. 

• Union Pacific Railroad Correspondence. As indicated in the DEIR: "The Van Buren 
Alternative was originally sited within the Union Pacific Railroad corridor, specifically 
located between Van Buren Blvd. and the railway. Upon further investigation and 
communication with Union Pacific (UPRR 2006, 2007), this alternative was eliminated 
due to infeasibility of placing a high voltage transmission line within a railroad ROW" (p. 
6-11). The Lead Agency cites two separate documents from the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) (see pp. 8-19 and 8-20). Because they appear germane to an understanding of 
project alternatives, the City requests copies of those referenced documents. 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

• Feasibility Study and Additional Environmental Analysis. The DEIR notes that 
"RPU and SCE engineers previously examined alternative interconnection points, 
transmission line routes, and substation sites prior to the current interconnection studies 
and the subsequent Initial Study/Notice of Preparation prepared for the RTRP in 
November, 2009" (p. 6-2). As further noted in the DEIR: "The reasonable routing and 
siting alternatives, including the Proposed Project routes and sUbstation sites, 
documented in this chapter were identified through an environmental analysis process 
that sought to avoid or substantially reduce any potentially significant effects of the 
Proposed Project, while satisfying the Proposed Project's objectives" (p. 6-2). In 
addition, the DEIR notes that "Power Engineers, Inc. was retained to complete the RTRP 
Feasibility Study. This Siting Study is a component of the Feasibility Study for the 
RTRP" (Appendix D, p. 1). 

Based on those excerpts, it appears that there exists both a separate "environmental 
analysis process" (separate and distinct from the DEIR and Siting Study) and "Feasibility 
Study." Because those documents could shed additional light on the Proposed Project's 
environmental impacts (including mitigation measures and alternatives), the City 
requests copies of the "Feasibility Study" and any additional environmental studies, 
documents, and analyses not included in the DEIR, including any supporting 
documentation associated therewith. 

• Santa Ana West River Corridor. With regards to feasibility, the DEIR states: "in 2006, 
an initial westward route was investigated and rejected because of feasibility concerns. 
The so-called 'Santa Ana River West Corridor' route was eliminated because of 
environmental conflicts with the river corridor open space and wildlife habitat 
management and current and proposed urban development along the 1-15 corridor. 
However, further investigation and route refinement resulted in a number of changes that 
addressed initial concerns and reduced many identified impacts. A new corridor, roughly 
following the old one, was reexamined and proposed as the current 1-15 Route 
(Proposed Project)" (p. 6-12). 

Critical information concerning the Proposed Project does not appear to be disclosed in 
the DEIR. Although the "Santa Ana River West Corridor" was rejected by RPU "in 
2006," the "Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Siting Study" (included in Appendix 
D of the DEIR), dated August 31, 2006, identifies and illustrates that alignment. 
However, the January 19, 2007 "Initial Study" contains no reference to or illustration of 
the "Santa Ana West Corridor." 

The City requests all information known to the City of Riverside, RPU, and SCE and their 
consultants regarding: (1) the identification, plotting, and analyses of the "initial westward 
route"; (2) the precise nature of "environmental conflicts" and "initial concerns" 
associated with "current and proposed urban development" in proximity to the "initial 
westward route"; and (3) the precise identification and description of the "changes that 
addressed initial concerns." Specifically, since the "new corridor roughly follow[s] the old 
one," the City seeks all documentation relating to both the reasons associated with the 
initial rejection of the "Santa Ana River West Corridor" and the what precisely predicated 
not only the reintroduction of that route but its elevation from "eliminated" to "Proposed 
Project" status. 

City of Jurupa Valley 
DEIR Comments 

November 2011 
Page 95 

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-204

sbennett
Line

sbennett
Text Box
P-205



Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

• Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation. As indicated in the DEIR, a 
potential 230 kV alignment along the Santa Ana River, extending from the "Proposed 
230 kV/69 KV Substation through Rubidoux and Belltown into San Bernardino County 
(see Figure 6.2-3, p. 6-13) was rejected based on the information presented in SCE's 
"Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation (SCE 2010)" (p. 6-12). The Lead 
Agency purports that the study concludes that "the Western (1-15 Route) and Van Buren 
(Offset) alternatives both are clearly more favorable than the Eastern Alignment 
Alternative" (p. 6-12). 

Among the list of references cited in the DEIR, the subject document appears to be 
SCE's "Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation, Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project: Double Circuit 230 kV TIL. Eastern, Western and Van Buren 
Suggested Routes, Mira Loma-Vista #1 230 kV to Wildlife Substation. Riverside County, 
California, Revision 1" (SCE, June 10, 2010) (p. 8-19). Because the report's findings 
appear to constitute the Lead Agency's sole basis for rejecting a potential alternative 
transmission route, the substance of that report is important for stakeholder 
consideration. The City, therefore, request a copy of the above-referenced geology and 
geotechnical evaluation. 

• SCE's Easement Policy and Secondary Land Use Policy. SCE policies and 
Commission regulations limit or otherwise restrict the subsequent use of real property 
within established 230 kV transmission line ROWs. In order for the City to fully 
understand the land-use and other implications of those limitations and restrictions, as 
well as the additional permitting requirements that may be associated therewith, Jurupa 
Valley requests copies of SCE's "Easement Policy" and "Secondary Land Use Policy," in 
combination with such other documents known to the City of Riverside, RPU, and SCE 
which relate, either directly or indirectly, to the subsequent use of those ROWs. 

12.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Section 21092.5 of CEQA mandates that "the lead agency shall provide a written proposed 
response to a public agency on comments made by that agency which conform with the 
requirements of this division." The Guidelines require that "[t]he lead agency shall prepare a 
final EIR before approving the project" (14 CCR 15089). 

Because the preparation of an EIR is futile if that EIR is not adequately considered by the public 
agency responsible for approving a project (Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of 
Supervisors [1982]), it is important that the project's decision makers fully consider any 
comments which are received concerning the environmental consequences of that project, in 
combination with the Lead Agency's written responses to those comments. As noted by the 
courts: "Where comments from responsible experts or sister agencies disclose new or 
conflicting data or opinions that cause concern that the agency may not have fully evaluated the 
project and its alternatives, these comments may not simply be ignored. There must be good 
faith, reasoned analysis in response" (People v. County of Kern [1974]). 

The City appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments to the Lead Agency and hopes 
that they will result in both a productive dialogue between our agencies and an interagency 
commitment to work cooperative toward resolution of those issues that confront our two 
jurisdictions. 
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Statement of Qualifications 
Planning and Environmental Consultants 

CURRICULUM VITAE 

PETER LEWANDOWSKI, PRINCIPAL 

Education 
Graduate Program, Architecture, Cal Poly 

Pomona 
MURP, Urban Planning, CalPoly Pomona 
BA, Social Ecology, UC Irvine 
Certificate Program, Construct. Management, 

UC Irvine 

Experience 
~r. Le~andowski is a widely recognized expert 
In envIronmental permitting. With nearly 30 
years . of ~xperi~nce as an planning 
professIonal, IncludIng serving as Director of 
Planning and Environmental Services for a 
Fortune 500 firm (LG&E Power/Ultrasystems 
Engineers & Constructors), Mr. Lewandowski 
possesses a detailed understanding of urban 
and. regional planning, engineering, and 
envIronmental compliance and demonstrated 
and successful experience in preparing and 
pro?essing general and specific plans, major 
resIdential, commercial, and industrial 
development projects, transportation facilities, 
energy facilities, water facilities, and capital 
improvement projects. 

Mr. Lewandowski is often called upon by major 
law firms to prepare CEQAlNEPA documents 
and to conduct third-party reviews of 
documents prepared by other consultants. In 
addition to work with individual and corporate 
attorneys, clients have included Latham & 
Watkins; Rutan & Tucker; Brown Winfield 
Canzoneri; Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & 
Hampton; Oliver, Vose, Sandifer, Murphy & 
Lee; and Buchalter Nemer Fields & Younger. 

Relevant project experience includes: 

• Project Manager responsible for the 
preparation and processing of jOint 
NEPA/CEQA documents for the federal 
500-megawatt Lake Elsinore Advanced 
Pumped Storage Project and TENS 500-
kV Interconnect Project. 

Environmental Impact Sciences 
Ethics, Integrity, and Service 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Project Manager for numerous residential 
development projects, including: (1) Tick 
Canyon/Park Place Project (Los Angeles 
County); (2) Compton Senior Housing 
Project (Compton); (3) Puente Romano 
Mixed-Use Project (Whittier); and (4) 
Sandstone Canyon (Diamond Bar) 

Project Manager for major commercial 
pr?jects, including IKEA (Covina), Target 
(DIamond Bar), Lowe's (Huntington 
Beach), Anaheim Festival Center 
(Anaheim), and Citrus Plaza Regional Mall 
(San Bernardino County). 

Project Manager for major water and 
wastewater facilities, including (1) EI Toro 
Reservoir (EI Toro Water District); (2) 
Abalone Cove Combination Sewer System 
(Rancho Palos Verdes); and (3) Machado 
Groundwater Wells (Elsinore Valley 
Municipal Water District). 

Project Manager responsible for major 
infrastructure projects, such as the 
Wildomar Community Facilities District 
(Riverside County), including over 10-miles 
of new water and wastewater facilities in 
Riverside County. 

Project Manager for federally funded and 
permitted projects including: (1) Ramona 
Avenue Grade Crossing (Montclair); (2) 
Hobsonway Beautification Project (Blythe); 
(3) Atwood Avenue Street Improvement 
Project (Moreno Valley); (4) Ontario 
Metrolink Station (Ontario); and (5) Mercy 
House Homeless Services Continuum of 
Care Program (Ontario). 

Project Manager for major specific and 
master plan projects, including: (1) 
Downtown Covina Specific Plan (Covina); 
(2) Lytle Creek North Master Plan (San 
Bernardino County); (3) South Pointe 
Master Plan (Diamond Bar); and (4) Walnut 
Hills Master Plan (Walnut). 

August 2011 
Page 8 
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Comment Letter P: Peter M. Thorson, Richards, Watson & Gershon, representing 
the City of Jurupa Valley 

Response to Comment P-1 

Per the requirements of CEQA, the RTRP DEIR complies with CEQA requirements including, 

but not limited to, consideration of reasonable and feasible alternatives (Chapter 6) and 

disclosure and analysis of environmental impacts (Chapter 3). The following responses to 

comments respond to the specific comments provided by the commenter. 

 

Response to Comment P-2 

The Lead Agency will continue with the environmental process for the Proposed Project, as the 

DEIR as released is fully adequate under CEQA. No recirculation is required, as discussed in 

Master Response #4. 

 

Response to Comment P-3 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, written responses to comments on environmental issues 

have been prepared and will be provided to the commenter in accordance with CEQA‘s 

requirements. Again, and contrary to the commenter‘s generalized statements, the City‘s EIR is 

fully adequate under CEQA as set forth in more detail below. Finally, Mr. Lewandowki‘s role as 

the City‘s environmental consultant does not mean that his statements and questions constitute 

―expert‖ opinion. Similarly, merely attaching Mr. Lewandowski‘s résumé does not automatically 

qualify him as an ―expert.‖ To the contrary, CEQA is clear that comments that amount to 

―[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly erroneous 

or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not 

caused by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence‖ (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15384). 

 

Response to Comment P-4 

Baseline conditions were established at the date of publication of the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP); however, a good faith effort was made to incorporate new data and ongoing changes in 

the affected environment from the time the NOP was issued in November of 2009. As set forth in 

Master Response #8, the City of Jurupa Valley did not exist at the time that the baseline was 

established. Regardless, impacts within the City of Jurupa Valley (including localized impacts) 

are identical to potential impacts within Riverside County in the same locations. Land use 

categories, habitats, roads, residence locations, schools, etc. are the same. The creation of the 

City of Jurupa Valley was characterized as a transfer of municipal authorities from the County of 

Riverside to the new city (see Jurupa Valley Incorporation, Negative Declaration dated 

November 2009). This same document affirms that no land use changes would occur, no changes 

to the physical environment would occur (other than those already planned under the County of 

Riverside General Plan), and that the City of Jurupa Valley would adopt zoning ordinances, 

policies and goals stated in the County of Riverside General Plan and the Jurupa Area Land Use 

Plan. See Chapter 3 of the DEIR for impact analysis prepared per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.  

 

Moreover, the City of Jurupa Valley was acknowledged and described in the DEIR on pages ES-

1, ES-2, 3-2, 3-95, 3-116, 3-117, 3-124, 3-156, 3-185, 3-228, 3-233, 3-234, 3-276, 3-299, and 3-

313. Nonetheless, the FEIR‘s text and figures have been further updated to represent current 
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jurisdictional lines that resulted from the commenter‘s incorporation on July 1, 2011. Just as the 

2009 Negative Declaration confirmed, the mere transfer of land use jurisdiction from the County 

to the City of Jurupa Valley does not create environmental impacts, nor does the commenter 

explain what impacts to the physical environment it believes would occur due to the transfer. 

Thus, the EIR‘s analysis of the Project‘s potential impacts is fully adequate under CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment P-5 

Comment P-5 mischaracterizes the DEIR. Figure 2.3-2 shows the general Proposed Project and 

displays no jurisdictional boundaries whatsoever. Figure 2.3-3 shows jurisdictional boundaries 

correctly. Figure 6.2-1 indicated the City of Jurupa Valley correctly. Figures 6.2-2 and 6.2-3 did 

not expressly show the jurisdictional boundary between the City of Jurupa Valley and the City of 

Riverside, but the analysis of impacts is not dependent upon those jurisdictional boundaries and 

the commenter does not identify what impacts to the physical environment it believes were 

inadequately reviewed. Nonetheless, Figures 6.2-2 and 6.2-3 have been updated to reflect current 

jurisdictional boundaries. Figure 6.2-4 provides information on the 69 kV portion of the 

Proposed Project within the City of Riverside. The Proposed Project‘s physical location is 

accurately presented in the DEIR, and the commenter provides no explanation as to why it 

believes the depiction of jurisdictional boundaries would change the impacts to the physical 

environment. 

 

Response to Comment P-6 

CEQA states in §21069 that a ―Responsible Agency means a public agency, other than the lead 

agency, which has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.‖ CEQA Guidelines 

§15381 further clarifies that responsible agencies are ―all public agencies other than the lead 

agency which have discretionary approval power of the project‖ (emphasis added). The 

components of the Proposed Project that would cross through the City of Jurupa Valley include a 

portion of the 230 kV transmission line, which is an electrical facility under the CPUC‘s General 

Order (GO) Number 131-D, that would be owned and operated by SCE. Since SCE is an 

investor-owned utility, final responsibility for approving this component of the Proposed Project 

would come under the jurisdiction of the CPUC in issuing a Certificate for Public Convenience 

and Necessity (CPCN). Additionally, and as stated on page 3-239 of the DEIR, the CPUC‘s GO 

131-D, Section XIV B states that: ―Local jurisdictions acting pursuant to local authority are 

preempted from regulating electric power line projects, distribution lines, substations, or electric 

facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the Commission‘s [CPUC‘s] jurisdiction. 

However, in locating such projects, the public utilities shall consult with local agencies regarding 

land use matters‖ (emphasis added). Accordingly, the CPUC‘s General Order preempts any local 

agency discretionary permitting of the 230 kV portion of the Project. Because the City of Jurupa 

Valley cannot issue any discretionary approvals for the portions of the Project within its 

boundaries, the City of Jurupa Valley is not a responsible agency pursuant to CEQA‘s 

definitions.  

 

As the commenter correctly notes, however, the EIR does confirm that the 230 kV portion of the 

Project would be subject to any ministerial permitting requirements applicable under local codes 

(including that of the City of Jurupa Valley). However, a ministerial permit is one that involves 

no discretion and (provided the requirements of the code are met) must be issued regardless of 

environmental impacts (see Pub. Res. Code, § 21080(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines, § 15369). 
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Accordingly, the commenter is incorrect that it must ―rely upon the EIR‖ for purposes of issuing 

those ministerial permits.  

 

Please also see Master Response #8, regarding the City of Jurupa Valley, and Master Response 

#11, regarding CPUC GO 131-D. Contrary to the commenter‘s statement that the City of 

Riverside has treated Jurupa Valley and its residents as ―non-entities,‖ the City of Riverside 

undertook extensive consulting efforts to capture the concerns and comments of the residents of 

Jurupa Valley, and even extended the CEQA public comment period on the Draft EIR to provide 

the newly incorporated City of Jurupa Valley additional time to comment. The EIR fully 

captures all potential Project impacts and the City of Riverside fully complied with all of 

CEQA‘s consultation requirements. 

 

Response to Comment P-7 

As described under Master Response #5, CEQA Guidelines Section 15051 states:  

 

―Where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project, the determination of which 

agency will be the Lead Agency shall be governed by the following criteria: 

 

(a) If the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the Lead 

Agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public 

agency. 

(b) If the project is to be carried out by a nongovernmental person or entity, the Lead 

Agency shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or 

approving the project as a whole. 

(1) The Lead Agency will normally be the agency with general governmental powers, 

such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose such 

as an air pollution control district or a district which will provide a public service or 

public utility to the project. 

(2) Where a city prezones an area, the city will be the appropriate Lead Agency for 

any subsequent annexation of the area and should prepare the appropriate 

environmental document at the time of the prezoning. The Local Agency Formation 

Commission shall act as a Responsible Agency. 

(c) Where more than one public agency equally meet the criteria in subdivision (b), the 

agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the Lead Agency. 

(d) Where the provisions of subdivision (a), (b), and (c) leave two or more public 

agencies with a substantial claim to be the Lead Agency, the public agencies may by 

agreement designate an agency as the Lead Agency. An agreement may also provide for 

cooperative.‖ 

 

(Emphasis added.) 

 

Under these criteria, the City of Riverside is the appropriate Lead Agency under CEQA for the 

RTRP. SCE will be required to obtain a CPCN from the CPUC following a decision by the 

CEQA lead agency, the City of Riverside. The City of Riverside, as the lead agency, is 

responsible for a decision for the entire Project, which includes both the 69 kV components and 

the 230 kV components. The commenter correctly notes and quotes from the DEIR that SCE 

would be exempt from local discretionary permits following a CEQA decision. This lack of 
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discretionary permits for the 230 kV components only does not reduce the responsibility for the 

City of Riverside as the CEQA lead agency making a decision on the Proposed Project as a 

whole.  

 

Response to Comment P-8 

For the RTRP, environmental review and route siting of both the 230 kV transmission and 69 kV 

subtransmission lines were conducted iteratively in a concerted effort to identify and avoid 

impacts to the environment. A reasonable range of non-transmission alternatives were also 

investigated in Section 6.4.2 of the DEIR. Some amount of preliminary engineering is required 

for this process to both identify alternatives and determine their feasibility. These activities are 

not actions that foreclose alternatives or mitigation measures but actually support the spirit and 

intent of CEQA by providing a more accurate account of potential impacts to the environment. 

Chapter 6 of the DEIR reviews this process. No ―post hoc rationalization‖ may be concluded 

from a careful review of this chapter. As comment P-5a notes, detailed design, easement 

acquisition, material procurement and construction management would only be undertaken 

―upon successful completion of PHASE 1‖ (environmental work [emphasis added]) and only 

following the Project coming back before the City for a potential subsequent approval. Refer to 

Master Response #9 for more information. See also Master Response #9. 

 

Response to Comment P-9 

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR failed to analyze any 69 kV subtransmission line 

alternative alignments. See Figures 6.4-1 and 6.5-2 of the DEIR for graphical presentation of 

69 kV alternatives considered and evaluated. Section 6.4.4 of the DEIR discussed the 69 kV 

alternatives evaluated. Elimination of 69 kV alternatives is described on page 6-55 of the DEIR. 

Routes were eliminated based on the number of homes, schools, and day care facilities adjacent 

to the routes when compared to the selected routes, as well as an attempt to maximally utilize 

existing overhead subtransmission structures and to avoid potential aviation hazards associated 

with airports within the Project area. The commenter‘s statement regarding ―selective claims of 

problems with undergrounding lines‖ is vague. Accordingly, no further response can be 

provided. Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment P-10 

An analysis of Environmental Justice is not required under CEQA. Under CEQA, a lead agency 

has an obligation to analyze impacts on the physical environment, not social or economic 

impacts, unless they contribute to or are caused by physical impacts on the environment (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064(e)). Accordingly, an Environmental Justice analysis is not required. 

However, in the interest of the Lead Agency to provide full disclosure of any potential 

environmental impacts, an Environmental Justice analysis was provided in the Final EIR (see 

Master Response #7). The analysis covers the Proposed Project, the Van Buren Offset 

Alternative, the Eastern Route, and the No Project Alternative. The analysis concluded that the 

Proposed Project and Alternatives would not result in disproportionate impacts to minority or 

low-income populations. In addition, see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment P-11 

The CPUC addresses public concerns regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) and 

establishes policy for California‘s regulated utilities. EMF is not a CEQA topic. Refer to 
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Appendix C of the DEIR for discussion of EMF associated with RTRP, and refer to Master 

Response #6 for information related to EMF. Please also see Master Response #14 regarding 

local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-12 

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR should have analyzed the income of residents 

along the proposed routes in relation to a disproportionate burden of impacts between the City of 

Riverside and the City of Jurupa Valley. This type of analysis is not required by CEQA to be 

included within an EIR (please also see Master Response #7 for more information on economic 

and social impacts of the Proposed Project). Section 3.2.12 of the DEIR does include a 

discussion of population and housing impacts from the RTRP within the Proposed Project area, 

including the City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

As discussed in Master Response #14, Local Benefits of the Proposed Project, RTRP would 

improve the reliability of the regional transmission system, which includes all cities within the 

Proposed Project area and adjacent unincorporated Riverside and San Bernardino counties. The 

Proposed Project would provide a more reliable electrical system during major outages, such as 

the loss of a major generating facility or of another high-voltage transmission line, and would 

strengthen electrical reliability within Riverside by providing a second source of power to the 

City. This more reliable electrical system within the City of Riverside, in turn, would provide 

more reliable energy to critical infrastructure and public facilities, such as schools (University of 

California, Riverside), hospitals (Riverside Community Hospital and Kaiser Foundation 

Hospital), fire/police departments, government facilities (County of Riverside Administration 

Building – Emergency Operations Center, which serves as the primary emergency operations 

center for the entire county of Riverside), water facilities (Mills Filtration Plant, under the 

Western Municipal Water District, which serves the cities of Norco, Jurupa Valley, Eastvale, and 

Riverside
4
), and wastewater treatment facilities (under contract to treat Jurupa Community 

Services District sewage). These facilities currently benefit other nearby communities and cities 

outside of the City of Riverside, including the City of Jurupa Valley, which relies on the City of 

Riverside to provide electricity for the treatment of sewage. The City of Riverside also provides 

the Metropolitan Water District facilities in Riverside with electricity. 

 

The City of Riverside is the county seat of Riverside County. As a ―contract city,‖ the City of 

Jurupa Valley contracts for services with County of Riverside departments (among them road 

maintenance, law enforcement, planning, engineering, animal control, and traffic control), all of 

which are headquartered in the City of Riverside. Thus, from an operational perspective, the 

RTRP is of direct benefit to the City of Jurupa Valley.   

 

Although it includes a power transmission component, the RTRP is limited in geographic extent 

and serves as a local project. The proposed 230 kV transmission line is 9.7 miles long, but the 

straight-line distance between its ends is only around 6 miles. It does not merely pass through 

cities in the project area to deliver power to some distant recipients. In fact, the line‘s terminus at 

the proposed Wildlife Substation would be approximately 800 feet from the border of the City of 

Jurupa Valley. The City of Riverside is surrounded by a group of interdependent cities and 

unincorporated communities. Residents move among area cities daily and are dependent on 

                                                 
4
 http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/memberag/agencies/western.htm 

http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/memberag/agencies/western.htm
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neighboring communities for goods, services, employment, entertainment, cultural events, and 

other needs.  

 

Please refer to Master Response #6 for information related to ―no-cost‖ and ―low-cost‖ measures 

to reduce EMF. The CPUC requires a Field Management Plan be submitted as part of the 

application for a CPCN. The Field Management Plan will include both ―no-cost‖ and ―low-cost‖ 

measures and the CPUC would ensure that they are implemented into the final design of the 

230 kV transmission line components. Note that EMF issues are generally not considered 

CEQA-related and the measures identified in a Field Management Plan for implementation as 

part of a project are not considered mitigation for any potentially significant impacts. 

 

Please also see Master Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-13 

Chapter 2 of the DEIR presents a description of the Proposed Project. The comment is incorrect. 

The November 2009 Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR does not state that the Proposed 

Project would include upgrades to eight substations. The two documents (DEIR, November 2009 

NOP) are not inconsistent as related to substation upgrades to Harvey Lynn, Mountain View, 

Freeman, and RERC. 

 

However, to clarify, the Lead Agency did prepare an NOP dated January 19, 2007 in accordance 

with CEQA for RTRP. Data collection, preliminary engineering, issues identification, land use 

investigations, route revision, and agency consultation continued beyond this date in an iterative 

process. The 2007 NOP included the Initial Study prepared for the Proposed Project, which did 

identify upgrades at eight substations as part of the project description. However, the refined 

project description contained in the 2009 NOP and all analysis performed for the DEIR is 

consistent as to four substations requiring upgrades as part of the Proposed Project. 

 

A series of informal open houses were hosted by SCE and RPU to present revised routes and 

obtain public comments. Since that time, SCE and RPU continued a process of alternate route 

refinement, data collection, and agency consultation. In the fall of 2009, the Lead Agency 

determined that preparation of a new Initial Study afforded no efficacy as a decision-making 

document, and that the RTRP concept was sufficiently refined to move forward with preparing a 

Draft EIR directly. The Lead Agency published the NOP in November 2009 announcing their 

intent to prepare a DEIR.  

 

The commenter incorrectly states that the Proposed Project is in flux. A high level of design for 

the entire Project was completed for the impact analysis included within the DEIR, including 

analysis of potential FAA requirements (included as Attachment B to this FEIR) and a 

preliminary geotechnical report (included as Attachment C to this FEIR). The DEIR correctly 

states that final engineering for the RTRP would be conducted following the completion of 

environmental review under CEQA for the entire Proposed Project and following the CPUC 

review for a CPCN related to the 230 kV components only. Final engineering for a transmission 

line requires access to the entire ROW, most of which is private property that would not be 

obtained for the Proposed Project until after a decision has been made by the Lead Agency. 

Preliminary engineering design has been included with this FEIR as Attachment D. Therefore, 

the DEIR has correctly accounted for minor variations in structure placement in relation to 
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environmental impacts and mitigation to reduce those impacts. Consequently, the impact 

analysis within the DEIR is not ―deferred analysis,‖ as alleged by the commenter; rather, worst-

case scenarios were assumed in order to accurately capture any potential impacts that may occur 

as a result of implantation of the Proposed Project. Further, the DEIR includes a list of necessary 

permits that would be obtained following CEQA review, which would require final design. The 

DEIR also includes as mitigation environmental monitoring during construction. Preliminary 

engineering for both the 230 kV transmission line and the 69 kV subtransmission line was 

developed sufficient to conservatively identify significant environmental impacts and disclose 

environmental effects while allowing the design the ability to absorb refinements that further 

reduce impacts. 

 

Response to Comment P-14 

CEQA requires that the visual impacts be disclosed relative to the Proposed Project alternatives, 

and socioeconomic impacts are not within the scope of the CEQA analysis. See Master Response 

#7. Contrary to the commenter‘s assertion, visual impacts to the I-15 corridor were evaluated 

relative to both natural and developed areas and are discussed in the DEIR on page 3-55 and 

shown in Figure 3.2.1-17. Also see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

As described on page 3-9 of the DEIR, in developed areas, Landscape Character Types (LCTs) 

do not correlate with broader physiographic patterns as well as more natural, undeveloped 

landscapes because the modification of landscape features (landform, water, vegetation, etc.) 

often introduces elements that significantly deviate from naturally occurring patterns. CEQA 

criteria require analysis of a proposed project‘s potential visual impact to scenic vistas, scenic 

resources, existing visual character of the site, and light and glare. Implementation of the 

Proposed Project in the developed I-15 corridor would not result in degradation of the existing 

visual character or quality of the corridor, which is not a highly visually sensitive road for 

travelers, and therefore would not result in significant impacts.  

 

The commenter fails to consider the actual inventory and analysis methodology employed by the 

Lead Agency‘s visual analysis specialist. Pages 3-4 through 3-10 and 3-18 through 3-22 of the 

DEIR discuss how visual resources were inventoried and analyzed. Nowhere is it stated or even 

implied that photo simulations are the basis for aesthetic effects analysis. Photography shown in 

the DEIR is used to:  

1) provide examples of the types and categories of LCTs present in the analysis area;  

2) aid in the development of visual simulations used to illustrate for the public the reasonable 

expected visual changes based on preliminary engineering; and 

3) allow for the evaluation of accuracy and verification of impacts at representative locations. 

 

The commenter asserts that the aesthetics impact analysis is flawed and then presents as the sole 

substantiating evidence that two of the photographs presented in the DEIR date from 2007. 

 

Regarding the dates of photographs used for the visual simulations in the DEIR: of the 14 

photographs used for the presented visual simulations, nine were taken in 2010 (including all 

photographs representing the City of Jurupa Valley), two were taken in 2008 (showing open 

space trails and parks), and three were taken in 2007. Numerous field trips have occurred 

between the time initial photographs were taken in 2007 up to the present date; photographs and 

simulations were updated, as appropriate, to clearly and accurately represent the Proposed 

Project. The commenter references two photographs: Viewpoint 10, photograph dated June 7, 
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2007, and Viewpoint 11, photograph dated June 13, 2007. Viewpoint 10 presents the proposed 

69 kV subtransmission line from Jurupa Avenue looking east in an area of mixed industrial 

development at the intersection of Wilderness Avenue in the City of Riverside. Since the original 

photograph was taken, a single-story, commercial development has been constructed in a 

formerly vacant lot in what would be the background of the photograph. No other changes have 

occurred. Viewpoint 11 presents the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line from Tyler Street 

looking southeast from a point just northwest of the intersection of Magnolia Avenue in the City 

of Riverside. The area is a fully built-out commercial/retail shopping corridor and has been for 

many years. Since the original photograph was taken, some trees and shrubs have been replaced 

in existing landscaping, but no other changes are apparent. A third photograph (Viewpoint 1), 

not mentioned by the commenter, shows the undeveloped parcel upon which the proposed 

substations would be constructed; it has also not changed. Thus, the viewsheds shown in the 

photographs have not substantially changed (altered transmission infrastructure, new buildings or 

architectural structures, substantially different vegetation patterns, etc. resulting in changes in 

landscape character, scenic quality or visual integrity, or visual sensitivity) from the conditions 

that existed at the time the photographs were taken, nor does the commenter claim that they have 

or provide any specific substantial evidence suggesting how things have changed. Instead, the 

commenter says ―it is not clear‖ whether the photographs accurately reflect the conditions on the 

Project site. To be clear and as detailed above, the photographs accurately represent baseline 

conditions in 2009, and those conditions have not substantially changed between 2007 and 2009. 

Therefore, the existing conditions shown in the visual simulations are still valid to show changes 

in the visual characteristics of each viewpoint. The commenter‘s claim that the ―Aesthetic Impact 

Analysis is Flawed‖ is unsubstantiated and without any basis.  

 

Response to Comment P-15 

The ―City‖ referred to in the document is the City of Riverside, including City staff responsible 

for analyzing and reporting on environmental impacts. The excerpted quote in the comment is 

from a section fully disclosing significant and unavoidable impacts to Farmland. As stated in the 

DEIR, imposition of agricultural easements and purchase of mitigation credits to mitigate loss of 

farmland are mitigations without true efficacy in protecting the environment. That approach 

could be seen as a way to obfuscate disclosure of significant impacts. In the analysis 

(substantiated by the court decisions cited in the DEIR), this approach is rejected as an infeasible 

mitigation measure. The statement is consistent with previous City findings (City of Riverside 

General Plan 2025 Final Program EIR, Volume 2, pp.5.2-25 to 5.2-28). For a full explanation, 

see discussion in Section 3.2.2 of the DEIR under CEQA impact (a). 

 

This approach is also consistent with the Riverside County General Plan Final Programmatic 

EIR, Volume 1, Section 4.2.4. It should be noted that upon its incorporation, the City of Jurupa 

Valley adopted the Riverside County General Plan.  

 

Response to Comment P-16 

Contrary to the comment, Table 3.2.3-10 in the DEIR shows an overall construction start date of 

August 2012 and a completion date of May 2015. A Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity (CPCN) is not required for RPU‘s 69 kV subtransmission line. Table 3.2.3-10 shows a 

start date of June 2014 for construction of the 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project. The delay 

of start of the 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project is the result of a mitigative staggered 

schedule and reflects coordination between RPU and SCE to reduce air quality impacts. The 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-117 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Proposed Project description is consistent with this approach. It should also be noted that when 

considering air quality impacts from emissions, it is not the specific year within which 

construction occurs, but rather the length and intensity of overall construction (since a condensed 

and more intense construction schedule would cause greater daily emissions). Accordingly, even 

if the Project were approved and construction commenced on a date different from that predicted 

in the EIR, that would likely have no effect on the significance conclusions of the air quality 

analysis because the length and intensity of that construction (and hence the attendant impacts) 

would be the same as that set forth in the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-17 

The DEIR clearly states the surveys are valid for one calendar year for Phase II and III work. 

This means that regardless of when surveys were conducted for CEQA evaluation, additional 

surveys for burrowing owls would need to be conducted no more than one year prior to 

construction.  

 

Contrary to the comment, biological resources surveys for the Proposed Project have been 

conducted throughout the period from 2006 to 2011. Specifically, Phase I and Phase II 

burrowing owl surveys were conducted in 2006 and 2007 (see survey reports in the Biological 

Resources Technical Appendix in the DEIR). Periodic meetings were held with the RCA, the 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS). Data collection and approach to analysis were found to be adequate by these agencies 

at the time the data was presented. Given the CDFG‘s role as a trustee agency, and both the 

CDFG‘s and USFWS‘s experience with species, their concurrence represents substantial 

evidence supporting the City‘s conclusions that the existing surveys are adequate. 

 

During a March 2010 meeting, RCA, USFWS, and CDFG were presented information from RPU 

that Proposed Project area conditions had not substantially changed from those occurring during 

the 2006 through 2008 surveys, and that these surveys were satisfactory for analysis 

requirements of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project area comprises primarily urban land 

use with discrete areas of open space supporting native and non-native habitat. The conditions 

present during the surveys conducted for the Proposed Project and alternatives evaluated in the 

biological resource assessment and the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 

consistency analysis are consistent with those present at the time the Proposed Project was 

reviewed with RCA in 2010 and exist as of June, 2011. There have been minor, less than 

significant changes to types or acreage of habitat present within the survey area that would affect 

the amount of habitat present and therefore the types or number of potentially occurring sensitive 

species.  

 

Furthermore, the additional presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl cited in the comment 

were developed in coordination with the RCA for MSHCP compliance and reflect the fact that 

actual construction of the Proposed Project will occur sometime after analysis for the DEIR and 

certification. These surveys are not deferral, but rather ensure species protection. 

 

Please see the introduction to Section 3.2.4 (Biological Resources) and the methodology 

description in this same section of the DEIR for a full explanation. As discussed in the DEIR, 

burrowing owls will utilize heavily disturbed areas as long as soil has the correct structure and 

mammal burrows are present. Habitat utilized by burrowing owls includes, but is not limited to, 
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native and non-native grasslands, fallow fields, washes, arroyos, areas of low-density cover, 

vacant lots, and road embankments; during surveys, individuals were observed at multiple 

locations within the study corridor. The commenter misrepresents the DEIR by stating that, ―The 

DEIR…fails to quantify the area of permanent impact or provide any other description of it. This 

plainly fails as information disclosure.‖ However, Table 3.2.4-4, ―Proposed Project Footprint 

Habitat Impacts,‖ on page 3-126 of the DEIR lists all temporary and permanent habitat impacts 

by habitat type.  

 

Additionally, and as detailed in the DEIR, focused breeding season and pre-construction surveys 

will be performed to allow for avoidance of occupied habitat; however, burrowing owls are 

highly mobile creatures that often find suitable habitat in disturbed soils: if owls attempt to nest 

in construction areas, they may be relocated and burrows blocked until construction in complete 

(on the order of a few days, depending on activity). Once constructed, the only project areas 

potentially excluded from burrowing owl use would be some structure footprints and some 

access roads. (The total area of suitable habitat affected by structures and roads would be equal 

to approximately 10.4 acres, or approximately 1.3%, of these habitats within the project analysis 

corridor. It should be noted that only a small proportion of suitable habitat is actually utilized by 

burrowing owls.) Mitigation Measure BIO-03 would ensure burrowing owl protection is 

consistent with the MSHCP. 

 

Response to Comment P-18 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency, Master Response #10a regarding 

undergrounding, and Master Response #15 regarding FAA issues. Analysis presented in the 

DEIR is fully supported by substantial evidence. 

 

Response to Comment P-19 

Subsequent to the publishing of the DEIR, RPU consulted with the ALUC and determined that 

within Zones A, B1, B2, and C, the 69 kV component of the Proposed Project would be 

undergrounded using a directional bore method in the area identified as being inconsistent with 

the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, and where it would potentially be a 

hazard to aircraft. The project description and environmental analysis have been modified to 

account for this Proposed Project modification (see FEIR Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, and FEIR 

Chapter 3, Sections 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 3.2.9, Land Use and Planning). 

This change in the project description, and the resulting elimination of the 69 kV component as a 

potential hazard and an area of potential plan conflict, reduces the impacts from ―significant‖ to 

―not significant.‖ The reduction of impact, therefore, does not meet the CEQA Guidelines 

requiring recirculation of the DEIR. Please see Master Response #15 regarding FAA issues. As 

described therein, ALUC review (69 kV subtransmission lines) and FAA review (230 kV 

transmission line) were not conducted prior to the publication of the DEIR because the structure 

locations were preliminary. These locations could have changed as a result of the public review 

process. 

 

Response to Comment P-20 

The socioeconomic assessment used the input-output economic model Impact Analysis for 

Planning (IMPLAN) to estimate the Proposed Project alternatives‘ ripple impacts on 

employment. The model produces multipliers that allowed calculation of the secondary (or 
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―ripple‖) impacts of the Project. The final sentence in the identified paragraph in Section 3.2.12, 

Environmental Impacts, criterion a), has been corrected to read, ―The temporary population 

increase of 744 persons is a standard statistical estimate based on standard statistics secondary 

(or ripple) effect and does not caused by represent workers and their dependents directly 

associated with the construction or operation of the Proposed Project. This population increase 

was estimated by assuming workers for jobs created in firms directly supplying the Project, as 

well as workers taking employment as a result of ripple effects.‖ Revisions can be seen in 

Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-21 

CEQA confirms that ―[t]he determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to 

the extent possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is 

not always possible…‖ (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b)). The quoted statement in the comment is 

a clear disclosure of potential impacts based on the Project‘s description, the location of parks, 

and other factual information (DEIR p. 3-309). That impact, however, was determined to be less 

than significant. The subsequent paragraph on DEIR p. 3-309 explains how mitigation and 

coordination with facilities managers would minimize the number of recreationists affected by 

construction. During operations, the Proposed Project would be a passive feature that would not 

impair recreation. 

 

The DEIR explains that mitigation would result in coordinating course hole and/or driving range 

closures with the manager/owner of the golf course, would schedule construction activities to 

avoid heavy use periods (e.g., holidays or tournaments), and would post notice of the closure at 

the golf course prior to the closure (DEIR page 3-309). Coordination would minimize the 

number of recreationists affected; advanced noticing would minimize the number of persons 

surprised by short-term construction activities. The implementation of these mitigation measures 

would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The DEIR further explains that any impacts 

to golf course operations would be short-term and temporary. 

 

Response to Comment P-22 

The mitigation measures would be implemented to work together to move vehicles and bicyclists 

through areas of construction while maintaining an acceptable LOS for traffic flow. Because the 

Project is a linear feature, construction impacts to transportation and traffic would be short-term 

in any one location over the entire construction period. In response to comments, two additional 

mitigation measures (MM TRANS-04 and MM TRANS-05) would be implemented to ensure 

impacts are kept below a level of significance related to bus transit routes and bicycle facilities, 

respectively. These mitigation measures would keep at least one lane of traffic open with 

reversible flow (utilizing flagmen) during times of transit line operation and allow continued 

bicycle access or adequate diversion at all times. Collectively, the mitigation measures that 

would be applied are expected to provide an acceptable LOS in traffic operations through 

construction zones. As discussed in the DEIR, with the implementation of the mitigation 

measures, the resulting traffic impacts to each type of transportation resource would be less than 

significant for all CEQA criteria related to transportation and traffic. 

 

As stated in the DEIR, in collaboration with responsible transportation agencies, RPU will 

prepare traffic management plans (EPE TRANS-03) to reduce site-specific impacts on local 
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streets. This collaboration can only be conducted once a project is approved and final design and 

specific, detailed construction scheduling can be prepared. This allows RPU to have more 

specific information available to provide to agencies with whom it consults on Traffic 

Management Plans. The agencies, in turn, can provide precise feedback to RPU to develop plans 

with specific guidance. 

 

LOS calculations are based on the time delay experienced at the study roadways and 

intersections. Therefore, the commenter‘s request for the DEIR to ―explain what this Project‘s 

contribution to this downgrade would be‖ is inherent in the analysis and determinations of LOS 

during Project construction. The specific LOS analysis conducted for the construction of the 

Wilderness and Wildlife substations indicated that the minor increase in delay would not change 

the LOS of the Wilderness/Jurupa, Wilderness/Van Buren, and Jurupa Avenue/Van Buren 

Boulevard intersections. A table indicating these results is located in the Traffic Technical 

Report and has been added to Section 3.2.15, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR.  

 

Analysis was completed consistent with CEQA criteria of transportation and traffic identified in 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. To address the comment, additional details on analysis 

methodology from the Traffic Technical Report have been added to the FEIR in Section 3.2.15. 

 

Response to Comment P-23 

The DEIR reviews resource impacts associated undergrounding the 230 kV transmission line. 

Economic feasibility was one factor affecting the overall analysis of this alternative. Although 

detailed design and a cost estimate for this alternative were not completed, as stated in the DEIR, 

costs typically run 10 to 20 times higher than comparable overhead lines (Chapter 6 of the 

DEIR). As discussed in Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR, undergrounding of the 230 kV transmission 

line in the current environmental setting would only impart benefit to aesthetic resources and 

would be impactful to several other resources considered under CEQA. The commenter states 

that undergrounding parts of the transmission line should be considered. Section 6.4.3, 

Alternative Technologies, subheading Underground 230 kV Transmission Line, includes an 

analysis of the potential environmental impacts resulting from undergrounding portions of the 

230 kV transmission line. The commenter cites to the ―Martin Project,‖ without providing any 

details, as the evidence that industry trend is to underground transmission lines. However, the 

commenter fails to note that each project must be evaluated based on its specific characteristics 

(voltages, length, etc.), location (urban area, rural area, built environment), and environmental 

characteristics (rocky soil, water crossings, etc.) in reaching a conclusion about whether 

undergrounding is feasible. The Lead Agency has no information on the justification for 

technologies selected by PG&E for the Jefferson to Martin project. Accordingly, even if the 

―Martin Project‖ did involve undergrounding, it has no bearing on whether undergrounding is 

feasible for this Project. An overhead line in areas of dense urban development, such as with the 

―Martin Project,‖ is typically not feasible due to conflicts with buildings or other structures and 

the need for a wide ROW to accommodate the overhead line. These conditions do not exist for 

the Proposed Project. See Master Response #10a. 

 

Moreover, the commenter cites to no other examples of underground projects, no regulatory 

guidance, no judicial precedent, nor any other evidence to support the conclusion that 

undergrounding transmission lines is the ―industry trend.‖ Accordingly, the commenter‘s 

assertion that ―industry trends have been towards undergrounding‖ is speculative and is not 
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supported by substantial evidence; please see Master Response #2. Also see Master Response 

#10a. 

 

Response to Comment P-24 

The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR does not analyze more than one alternative route 

for the 230 kV line or 69 kV line. As discussed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR, the Van Buren Offset 

Alternative was considered a potentially feasible alternative and was compared to the Proposed 

Project (Section 6.5 of the DEIR). In addition to this alternative route, many other routing 

alternatives for both the 230 kV and 69 kV lines were considered and were either not feasible, 

did not meet most of the Project objectives, or would not reduce significant impacts in 

comparison to the Proposed Project (Table 6.4-2, DEIR page 6-56). The commenter incorrectly 

states that the Eastern Route was rejected from consideration based solely on the need for 

additional federal permits. This statement in the DEIR regarding a take permit under the federal 

Endangered Species Act was considered in the feasibility of the Eastern Route alternative 

because it was expected to greatly impact the stated Project‘s purpose and need for the in-service 

date. The Eastern Route would also result in adverse impacts to land use, aesthetics, protected 

species, riparian habitat, wetlands, and the Santa Ana River floodway, as well as present 

constructability and operational conflicts and public safety hazards. The commenter further 

incorrectly states that the DEIR did not consider a ―range of reasonable alternatives‖ for the 

69 kV lines. The DEIR considered a wide range of alternatives, including routing alternatives for 

the 69 kV subtransmission lines, as discussed in Chapter 6 and Appendix D of the DEIR. A 

considerable effort was undertaken to analyze a wide range of alternatives for comparison to the 

Proposed Project and, therefore, the DEIR is not flawed as the commenter suggests. 

 

Response to Comment P-25 

The commenter incorrectly suggests that the DEIR failed to recognize the City of Jurupa Valley 

and that the DEIR should be recirculated due to inaccuracies and omissions. As discussed in 

Master Response #4, regarding recirculation, and Responses to Comments P-4, P-5 and P-6, the 

DEIR does recognize the newly incorporated City of Jurupa Valley and recirculation of the 

DEIR is not necessary based on substantial evidence supporting the City of Riverside‘s 

determination under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)). 

 

Response to Comment P-26 

In addition to the express preemption stated in GO 131-D, the California courts have also 

recognized the CPUC‘s exclusive authority over private utility projects. Most recently, in City of 

Los Angeles v. Tesoro Refining & Marketing Co. (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 840, the Court of 

Appeal examined the California Constitution, the Public Utilities Code, and prior case law and 

made clear that a city may not regulate matters over which the Legislature grants regulatory 

power to the CPUC, except for municipal affairs pursuant to a city charter. The Court also 

confirmed the well-settled rule that an order of the CPUC controls over a local ordinance where 

the two conflict.(Id., at 848-849; see also Rainbow Disposal Co. v. Escondido Mobilehome Rent 

Review Bd. [1998] 64 Cal.App.4th 1159, 1168–1169). Accordingly, the City has no legal 

authority to alter this State law in response to the commenter‘s perception that there has been an 

―infringement upon [its] local sovereignty and self-determination.‖ In addition, see Master 

Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. Regarding consultation, see 

Master Response #8 for details on consultation conducted with Jurupa Valley. 
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Response to Comment P-27 

As described in Chapter 7 of the DEIR, during DEIR development, a series of nine informational 

Public Open Houses were held in both the City of Riverside and unincorporated sections of 

Riverside County. Locations where Riverside County public meetings were held were 

subsequently incorporated into the City of Jurupa Valley (July 2011) approximately one month 

prior to the release of the DEIR for public review. Therefore, involving the City of Jurupa Valley 

staff within the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) or official briefings with the City of 

Jurupa Valley was not possible prior to the release of the DEIR. See Section 7.2.2 and Table 7.2-

3 of the DEIR. Also see Response to Comment P-4 and Master Response #8. 

 

Chapter 7 of the DEIR describes public and agency coordination associated with the Proposed 

Project. Early in Project development, a TAC was formed to establish a group representing a 

range of opinions from the local area in a forum small enough to allow for thorough education of 

the participants, detailed discussion of issues, and informal dialogue. Representation included 

county and municipal agencies that had administrative jurisdiction in the Proposed Project area. 

The purpose of the TAC was to allow members to share their knowledge of the Proposed Project 

area and of potential issues during environmental studies and evaluation of alternative routes. 

TAC members were encouraged to share their thoughts on Project studies throughout the 

planning process. New members were subsequently added to the TAC based on an identified 

need for representation or as recommended by existing members. 

 

Response to Comment P-28 

The City of Jurupa Valley did not receive the 2007 or 2009 NOPs for the Proposed Project 

because the city was not in existence until July 2011. The City of Riverside did not intentionally 

exclude the City of Jurupa Valley from scoping activities associated with DEIR development, as 

the commenter suggests, as the City of Jurupa Valley had not yet become incorporated at the 

time of the scoping process. The Lead Agency has no obligation under CEQA to re-open scoping 

activities or engage in additional alternatives analysis for the Proposed Project after the 

incorporation of the City of Jurupa Valley, because the residents within the Project area 

(including the then-unincorporated City of Jurupa Valley) were notified and were provided 

numerous opportunities to participate and comment prior to the release of the DEIR. The scoping 

process was conducted in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15083. The City of Jurupa 

Valley was notified of the release of the DEIR so its comments could be considered and analyzed 

for the FEIR. Further, as discussed in Master Response #8, coordination with and requests from 

the City of Jurupa Valley following the release of the DEIR for public review were fulfilled by 

the City of Riverside, including the extension of the public comment period by 60 days.  

 

Response to Comment P-29 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) requires that the public review period for a draft EIR 

submitted to the State Clearinghouse (as was RTRP) should be 45 days and not ―longer than 60 

days except under unusual circumstances.‖ In order to allow the City of Jurupa Valley with 

ample time to review the DEIR, the Lead Agency extended the public review period to 120 days. 

Within this time, the City of Jurupa Valley was able to develop and submit a comment letter 

consisting of more than 100 pages, indicating that sufficient time was provided for the City of 

Jurupa Valley to conduct a comprehensive review of the DEIR. The City is responding to all 
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comments that were received within the comment period, including those from the City of 

Jurupa Valley and any of its residents. Additionally, the commenter seems unaware that the 

CPUC‘s Intervenor Compensation Program (addressed under California Public Utility Code 

Sections 1801-1812) does not allow for compensation of any state, federal, or local government 

agency (Public Utility Code Section 1802(b)(2)). Accordingly, contrary to the commenter‘s 

statement, any potential monetary cost to the commenter from participating in the CEQA process 

would be the same even if the CPUC served as lead agency. 

 

Response to Comment P-30 

The comment regarding proximity of the Proposed Project to residential areas is vague and does 

not raise any specific environmental concern. Please see Master Responses #1, #2, and #12 

found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment P-31 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #6 

regarding electric and magnetic fields and Master Response #7 regarding economic and social 

impacts. Jurupa Valley‘s allegation that residents and properties affected by the Proposed Project 

and/or one or more of the alternative alignments will be ―subjected to increased health and safety 

risks, altered views, diminished property valuation, forfeiture of development opportunities, and 

reduction in the quality of their lives‖ is conclusory and not supported by evidence in the 

comment or by the DEIR‘s analysis. As described by resource (and in detail) throughout the 

DEIR, analysis corridors were specific to the impacts associated with each resource and extended 

well beyond the defined Project ROW, as appropriate, in order to accurately capture all potential 

impacts. Please see Master Response #2. 

 

Response to Comment P-32 

Section 7.2.1 of Chapter 7 of the DEIR describes mailing list development and maintenance as 

well as other mechanisms of communication information to the public. Contrary to the 

commenter‘s assertion, parties well-outside the ROW were noticed:  

 

―Publications were sent out to individuals, organizations, and agencies on the project 

mailing list. These entities were identified based on those jurisdictions or agencies 

potentially affected by or with permitting authority related to the Proposed Project, and 

individuals who attended public meetings or provided comments on the Proposed Project. 

Additionally, county assessor data was obtained and property owners within one mile of 

either side of the 230 kV alternatives and 0.25 mile of either side of the 69 kV 

alternatives were included in the project mailing list for each newsletter. As alternatives 

were eliminated or refined, the assessor data was updated to ensure potentially affected 

property owners received newsletters and meeting announcements. In addition, although 

the Eastern route and Bain Street route had been eliminated from further consideration, 

assessor data for property owners along these routes was included in the mailing list for 

Newsletters #6 (January 2009) and #7 (September 2009) to notify adjacent residents of 

the current status of those routes.‖ 

 

To clarify, Project-related publications were mailed to the addresses in the Project database at the 

time of such mailings. It is not known whether the occupants of some of the addresses were 
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property owners or tenants, but the City ultimately conducted far more notice and outreach than 

is required by CEQA. 

  

Response to Comment P-33 

As discussed in Response to Comment P-28, the City of Jurupa Valley was incorporated one 

month prior to the public release of the DEIR and, because of the reasons stated in Response to 

Comment P-28, the recirculation of the DEIR is not necessary. The Lead Agency did update the 

DEIR with references to the incorporated City of Jurupa Valley prior to the printing of the DEIR 

for public review on August 1, 2011. Additional references and updates to mapping have been 

included in this Final EIR.  

 

The Lead Agency does not agree with the commenter‘s statement that the lack of some 

references to the City of Jurupa Valley creates substantive factual and material errors in the 

DEIR. Nor was the affected public denied meaningful opportunities to participate in the CEQA 

process (see Chapter 7 of the DEIR for a summary of outreach efforts employed by RPU). The 

Proposed Project impacts as described in the DEIR are correct in regards to the Riverside County 

lands newly incorporated into the City of Jurupa Valley as discussed below. 

 

Impacts to the City of Jurupa Valley (including localized impacts) are identical to impacts to 

Riverside County in the same locations. Land use categories, habitats, roads, residence locations, 

schools, etc. are the same. The creation of the City of Jurupa Valley was characterized as a 

transfer of municipal authorities from the County of Riverside to the new city (see Jurupa Valley 

Incorporation, Negative Declaration dated November 2009). This same document affirms that no 

land use changes would occur, no changes to the physical environment would occur (other than 

those already planned under the County of Riverside General Plan), and that the City of Jurupa 

Valley would adopt zoning ordinances, policies, and goals stated in the County of Riverside 

General Plan and the Jurupa Area Land Use Plan. The City of Jurupa Valley had no General Plan 

or planning commission of its own at the time of publication of the DEIR. To avoid confusion, 

analysis in the DEIR includes Riverside County General Plan designations and consistency 

reviews for impact analysis purposes. Regional settings used for analysis (including the City of 

Jurupa Valley) may be found in Section 3.1.1. See specific resource sections in Chapter 3 of the 

DEIR for impact analysis prepared per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126. For some resource 

sections, municipal authority of the City of Jurupa Valley has been further clarified in 

introductions. These clarifications do not affect disclosure of impacts or significance of impacts. 

Furthermore, although the commenter repeatedly alleges that impacts could not be analyzed 

without identifying the jurisdictional authority of the newly incorporate City of Jurupa Valley, 

the commenter does not provide even a single example of an impact that would arguably be 

different than that already presented in the EIR. Accordingly, no further response is required 

(Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Jose [1986] 181 

Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is made, a general response is sufficient]). 

 

Finally, no condition exists that would require recirculation of the DEIR. Per Section 15088.5 of 

the CEQA Guidelines, no new information has been added to the EIR that would be considered 

significant: ―New information added to an EIR is not ‗significant‘ unless the EIR is changed in a 

way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 

environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect 
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(including a feasible project alternative) that the project‘s proponents have declined to 

implement.‖ See Master Response #4 regarding recirculation of the DEIR. 

 

Additionally, see Response to Comment P-5. Graphics were updated to show boundaries of the 

City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

The Lead Agency under CEQA is clearly identified in the DEIR, as discussed in Master 

Response #5. Additionally, regarding Jurupa Valley‘s statement that its comments should be 

construed as having broad application and relevancy, the City has responded in good faith to all 

issues raised by the comment letter. 

 

Response to Comment P-35 

The baseline used for analysis was not erroneous in regards to the City of Jurupa Valley‘s 

incorporation as described in Response to Comment P-34. The impact analysis that affects the 

area incorporated by the City of Jurupa Valley was correctly documented within the DEIR and in 

efforts to reflect the incorporation of the City of Jurupa Valley in the DEIR and further within 

this Final EIR. The commenter correctly asserts that data collection was updated to increase 

accuracy of baseline conditions; however, incorporation of the City of Jurupa Valley does not 

constitute a substantial physical change in baseline environmental conditions (as the creation of 

the City of Jurupa Valley was characterized as a transfer of municipal authorities from the 

County of Riverside to the new city), nor does it have substantive ramification on the 

environmental analysis as described in Responses to Comment P-4 and P-34. Therefore, a 

different baseline is not warranted.  

 

Response to Comment P-36 

Please see Master Response #4 regarding recirculation of the DEIR, and Master Response #8 

regarding the involvement of City of Jurupa Valley. Again, the commenter repeats its statements 

that impacts were not adequately addressed, but again fails to provide even a single example of 

any impact that it believes was not adequately analyzed or any explanation of how the Draft 

EIR‘s analysis or significance conclusions would be different if the City of the Jurupa Valley‘s 

jurisdictional boundaries were more extensively discussed. Accordingly, there is no substantial 

evidence supporting the commenter‘s statements and no further response is required. (Browning-

Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Jose [1986] 181 

Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is made, a general response is sufficient].) 

 

Response to Comment P-37 

The City of Riverside is the Lead Agency. The Public Utilities Department is a department of the 

City and not a separate entity. Per the City of Riverside‘s CEQA Resolution No. 21106 only the 

City Council can certify an EIR after the Planning Commission has reviewed the same. The 

identity of the Lead Agency is clearly stated in the DEIR, as discussed in Master Response #5.  

 

Response to Comment P-38 

The commenter has removed a partial statement from context and then concluded that it is 

confusing. The full paragraph on page 3-277 of the DEIR reads:  
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―As described in Chapter 2, SCE would be the owner/operator of the 230 kV 

transmission line and associated Proposed Project components, while RPU would be the 

owner/operator of the 69 kV subtransmission line Proposed Project components. SCE 

would be responsible for acquiring its own ROWs; RPU would construct its components 

in existing public ROWs or within property already owned by the City, such as existing 

substation locations.‖  

 

SCE would own and operate the 230 kV transmission line and associated components (e.g., 

230 kV substation); RPU would own and operate the 69 kV subtransmission line and associated 

components (e.g., 69 kV substations) within RPU‘s system. This is explained in more detail in 

Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIR. See Response to Comment P-39. The City of Riverside is the 

Lead Agency under CEQA, as described in Master Response #5. 

 

Response to Comment P-39 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d)(1), Section 2.8 of the DEIR describes major federal, 

State, and local permits, approvals, and consultations identified for the construction and 

operation of the Proposed Project. As discussed in the DEIR, the list presented (Table 2.9-1) was 

based on reasonably foreseeable project parameters and may be augmented based on final 

engineering and agency coordination (note emphasis added). CEQA directs that an EIR contain a 

list of permits and other approvals as well as related environmental review and consultation 

requirements required by federal, State, or local laws, regulations, or policies ―to the extent that 

the information is known to the lead agency‖ (Section 15124(d)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines). 

The Lead Agency is also directed to ―integrate CEQA review with these related environmental 

review and consultation requirements‖ (Section 15124(d)(1)(c)) of the CEQA Guidelines). 

Comment P-26b provides a partial quote from the DEIR and is indirect and vague; it is unclear if 

the commenter is attempting to imply that because the table does not include the CEQA process 

itself (i.e., EIR‘s certification), the Lead Agency does not have discretionary authority over its 

own project. Typically, tables such as Table 2.9-1 would not include approval of the DEIR itself, 

as this process would be described in more detail elsewhere in the DEIR. Section 1.1.1 (Decision 

Making Process) of the DEIR discusses both the Lead Agency‘s (the City) role in the decision-

making process for RTRP, including identification of the Riverside City Council as the decision-

making body that would either approve or disapprove this discretionary project. The DEIR fully 

complies with CEQA. The Proposed Project description is complete, and the Lead Agency has 

discretionary authority over the Proposed Project as discussed in Master Response #5. 

Ultimately, the City of Riverside has discretionary authority over the Project, because the RTRP 

is the City‘s own project and the City will be the agency that must issue a discretionary approval 

as to the Project as a whole. Additionally, the commenter‘s statement that the City of Riverside 

has no discretionary authority over the Proposed Project is incorrect because, in addition to 

approving the Proposed Project, the City of Riverside would also issue a construction contract 

for the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-40 

The DEIR is not contradictory. The DEIR does not state that the Project would be exempt from 

City of Riverside grading permit requirements. The logical sequence in the comment is unclear. 

The commenter excerpted statements (one referring to County and City discretionary jurisdiction 

over transmission project components and one referring to City Title 19 zoning code exemption 

for subtransmission project components) from their context (and separated by 11 pages) strung 
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them together and then linked everything to grading permit requirements. The commenter 

conflated these items to then conclude that the Proposed Project would ―appear to be exempt 

from the City of Riverside‘s ‗grading permit‘ requirements.‖ Further, the commenter seems 

unable to determine ―whether the ‗Riverside City‘ grading permit constitutes a discretionary or 

ministerial action.‖ However, the commenter (in the previous paragraph) refers to ―a ministerial 

‗grading permit‘‖ from Table 2.9-1 on page 2-85 of the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment P-41 

The quoted statements from the DEIR are factually correct. Section 15015(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states, ―If the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the 

Lead Agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public 

agency.‖ In addition, Section 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines states, ― ‗Lead Agency‘ means the 

public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. The 

Lead Agency will decide whether an EIR or Negative Declaration will be required for the project 

and will cause the document to be prepared.‖ See Master Response #5 for further explanation. 

Although the 230 kV transmission line is exempt from certain consistency evaluations and 

reviews, the City of Riverside will still issue discretionary approvals for the Project and approve 

the implementation of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-42 

Section 1.1.1 of the DEIR clearly outlines the decision-making process for the EIR. As discussed 

in previous comments and in the DEIR on page 1-14, the City of Riverside Department of Public 

Utilities is a department of the City, under the management and control of the City Manager, but 

tasked by the City Council with duties required for the function and operation of utilities for the 

City and its inhabitants (See Article XII of the Riverside City Charter). See Responses to 

Comments P-25 and P-29 and Master Response #5 regarding the Lead Agency.  

 

Response to Comment P-43 

The commenter claims that the document is internally inconsistent with regards to the 

identification of the proponent of the Proposed Project and, therefore, the Proposed Project 

cannot be understood. The DEIR is not inconsistent and clearly explains which entity is 

responsible for the construction, operation, and maintenance of each component of the RTRP. 

Please see Chapter 1 of the DEIR for an explanation of Proposed Project construction and 

operation responsibilities. See also Response to Comment P-41. 

 

Response to Comment P-44 

Section 15055(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states: ―The lead agency shall evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a 

written response‖ (emphasis added). Please see Master Response #1 regarding non-

environmental issues. The commenter fails to identify any specific impact or area of analysis that 

it believes is inadequate as a result of the EIR‘s preparation by a private consulting firm. 

Moreover, as the commenter acknowledges, when an outside consulting firm is hired to prepare 

an EIR, CEQA requires that the contract be directly executed by the Lead Agency (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15084(d)). The commenter‘s statements that bias may result from such a 

contractual arrangement flies directly in the face of the plain language of the statute, which 

requires that a contract exist directly between the Lead Agency and the consulting firm. 
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Moreover, the design-build approach is a process specifically authorized by our State Legislature 

under existing law. (See e.g., Cal. Gov. Code, § 65864(c) [Allowing counties and cities to enter 

into development agreements that provide for design and construction of public facilities, 

including utility facilities]; Cal. Gov. Code, § 5956 et seq. [Allowing design-build for revenue-

generating infrastructure projects, with the caveat that operations may have to be included in the 

package]; Cal. Pub. Cont. Code, § 20175.2 [Authorizing cities, with city council approval, to 

enter into design-build contracts for non-transportation projects costing at least $1,000,000]; Pub. 

Cont. Code, § 20209.5 et seq. [authorizing transit operators to enter into design-build contracts 

for transit projects].) Please also note that POWER Engineers, Inc. (POWER) does not have a 

design-build contract with the City of Riverside or SCE. POWER has been hired as the design 

engineer for the 69 kV subtransmission line components, but not for the 230 kV transmission 

line components. POWER has been hired to provide environmental services for both the 69 kV 

and the 230 kV components of the Proposed Project and is not a design-build contractor. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15084(e) requires that the Lead Agency is responsible for the adequacy and 

objectivity of the draft EIR following its own review and analysis, and the Lead Agency must 

ensure that the draft EIR reflects its own independent judgment. Pursuant to CEQA, the Lead 

Agency is required to make such findings prior to any approval of the Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-45 

The comment derives from a false premise that RPU and the Lead Agency ―constitute separate 

and distinct entities.‖ The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU) is a department 

of the City of Riverside. ―To the extent‖ relevant to the comment, RPU is ―the City‖ as Lead 

Agency, CEQA manager, and developer of the RTRP. As stated on page 1-14 of the DEIR, 

―Created under Article XII of the Riverside City Charter, RPU is a municipal utility owned and 

operated by the City for its customers.‖ This is a completely clear and accurate statement. The 

City‘s active participation is abundantly stated in the DEIR and reiterated throughout both the 

Executive Summary and the DEIR chapters. Among stated roles are included: 

 

 Determination of ―project‖ status of RTRP under CEQA 

 Environmental review 

 Consideration of arrange of alternatives 

 Defining scope of analysis 

 Decision making 

 Publisher of the NOP 

 Preparer of the Initial Study, DEIR, and FEIR 

 

Additionally, the commenter asserts that RPU is an ―applicant‖ under CEQA (this is stated or 

implied in comments P-44, P-56, P-57, P-60, P-73, P-133 and P-181, as well). Nowhere in the 

DEIR is the word ―applicant‖ used in reference to RPU, nor does RPU take on the implied roles 

of an applicant. Based on the CEQA definition of ―applicant‖ (see Section 15351 of the CEQA 

Guidelines), the City of Riverside Public Utilities Department could not be an applicant for the 

Proposed Project.  

 

Finally, the commenter cites ―six representatives of RPU‖ and ―no representatives of the City‖ 

among the list of preparers. As supported by the preceding discussion, Response to Comment P-

37 and Master Response #5, RPU staff members are City staff. Per Section 15129 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, Chapter 9 (List of Preparers) of the DEIR identifies ―the persons, firm, or agency 
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preparing the draft EIR.‖ Members of the City‘s core team responsible for RTRP CEQA project 

management and document authorship are listed first.  

 

The commenter‘s conclusion that ―there exists no evidence that the City of Riverside played any 

role‖ in the DEIR‘s preparation is not supported by the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment 

P-37 and Master Response #5 regarding Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment P-46 

Consistent with Section 15084(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR was prepared with full 

review and analysis by the Lead Agency and does reflect the independent judgment of the Lead 

Agency. The contractor hired to prepare the DEIR (POWER Engineers, Inc.) did so as part of an 

integrated team with the Lead Agency and SCE. The project record includes meetings of the 

project team throughout the process that included regular participation by the City of Riverside 

Planning Department and the City Attorney‘s Office. See Response to Comment P-45. 

 

Response to Comment P-47 

The commenter is incorrect in stating that there is a distinction between ―the City of Riverside‖ 

and ―the City of Riverside Department of Public Utilities.‖ Section 1.1.1 of the DEIR clearly 

outlines the decision-making process for the EIR. See Responses to Comments P-37 and P-45 

and Master Response #5 regarding Lead Agency. The certification process for the EIR involves 

consideration of the document by the City of Riverside Planning Commission, who then issues a 

recommendation to the City of Riverside City Council on whether or not to certify the EIR. The 

Planning Commission issued a recommendation to certify the EIR on April 5, 2012; the City 

Council will consider certification of the EIR on November 27, 2012. 

 

Response to Comment P-48 

The City has never claimed planning or permitting authority over the ―Western United States 

electric transmission system.‖ To the contrary, the City merely has lead agency status under State 

law with regard to the environmental review for the Project under CEQA. The EIR makes this 

clear. Please also see Response to Comment P-7. 

 

Response to Comment P-49 

See Master Response #11 regarding CPUC GO 131-D and Master Response #5 regarding Lead 

Agency. Although SCE would be bringing additional transmission into the City of Riverside, the 

Proposed Project‘s objectives, as stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, of the DEIR, include the 

provision of capacity to meet existing demand and anticipated growth within RPU‘s system, 

provision of additional bulk delivery into RPU‘s system, and upgrade of RPU‘s subtransmission 

system; the City of Riverside is the appropriate Lead Agency under CEQA, as the purpose of the 

RTRP is to add capacity and reliability to RPU‘s system. SCE‘s delivery of bulk power will 

facilitate the Proposed Project, and the expansion of its regional electric system would be 

performed to provide a second source of transmission capacity to RPU. The City‘s role as Lead 

Agency would not divest the CPUC of its authority over RTRP. As far as is required, the CPUC 

would have full authority and apply its own regulations to the Proposed Project. Application of 

CPUC regulations with the City of Riverside as Lead Agency is just as arduous as they would be 

for a project for which the CPUC is the Lead Agency. In addition, the CPUC‘s Intervenor 

Compensation Program (addressed under California Public Utility Code Sections 1801-1812) 
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does not allow for compensation of any state, federal or local government agency (Public Utility 

Code Section 1802. (2)). Accordingly, contrary to the commenter‘s statement, any potential 

monetary cost to the commenter from participating in the CEQA process would be the same even 

if the CPUC served as lead agency. 

 

Response to Comment P-50 

See Responses to Comments P-6 and P-51 and Master Response #5 regarding Lead Agency.  

 

Response to Comment P-51 

As discussed in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1 and Section 6.1.1 of Chapter 6 of the DEIR, all 

Proposed Project components were required to meet project objectives and identify a range of 

alternatives. Voltage and construction schedule differences among Proposed Project components 

do not create a valid basis for asserting there are two separate and distinct projects. As required 

by CEQA Guidelines Section 15003, ―[t]he lead agency must consider the whole of an action, 

not simply its constituent parts, when determining whether it will have a significant 

environmental effect. (Citizens Assoc. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of 

Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d. 692).‖ In considering both the 230 kV and 69 kV components of 

the Proposed Project, the Lead Agency is evaluating the whole of the action in order to properly 

analyze its potential environmental effects. The Wildlife and Wilderness Substations and their 

respective owner/operators are accurately described in the DEIR (see Chapter 2). RTRP was the 

project identified by the Lead Agency.  

 

Mitigation measures have been identified in the DEIR that would reduce or avoid potentially 

significant adverse impacts. These mitigation measures were presented for consideration by the 

public and agency commenters. SCE and RPU would be responsible to implement the mitigation 

measures as they apply to the 230 kV and 69 kV components of the Proposed Project, 

respectively. The SCE 230 kV components of the Proposed Project (including portions of the 

230 kV transmission line that would cross through the City of Jurupa Valley) are considered an 

electrical facility under the CPUC‘s General Order (GO) Number 131-D, that would be owned 

and operated by SCE. Since SCE is an investor-owned utility, final responsibility for approval 

and oversight of this component of the Proposed Project would come under the jurisdiction of 

the CPUC in issuing a CPCN. Additionally, the CPUC serves as the Responsible Agency under 

CEQA. CEQA states in §21069 that a ―Responsible Agency means a public agency, other than 

the lead agency, which has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.‖ In its 

development of the FEIR for RTRP, the Lead Agency has refined and finalized enforceable 

mitigation to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts with input from the Responsible 

Agency and commenting public agencies. Adoption and implementation of mitigation measures 

as documented in the certified FEIR would be a condition of approval by the CPUC of SCE‘s 

CPCN application. Under CEQA, Lead and Responsible Agencies coordinate their mitigation 

monitoring and reporting. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the City of Riverside, as the Lead 

Agency under CEQA, to ensure that both utilities implement the identified mitigation measures.  

 

Response to Comment P-52 

The 69 kV portion of the Proposed Project does not require a Certificate for Public Convenience 

and Necessity (CPCN). A CPCN is not required for certification of the FEIR and approval of the 

entire Proposed Project. The CPUC does not regulate the City of Riverside‘s independent 
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electrical system. Commencing construction of the 69 kV component of the Proposed Project 

prior to the CPUC‘s issuance of the CPCN for the 230 kV component of the Proposed Project 

does not constitute fragmentation, as CEQA certification of the FEIR for the Proposed Project as 

a whole as well as obtaining required approval and permits for the 69 kV portion of the project 

(as outlined in Table 2.9-1 in Chapter 2) would be obtained prior to start of any construction. 

Any additional certifications or permits applicable only to the 230 kV transmission line would be 

obtained prior to commencement of construction of the 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project. 

The commenter is dividing integral processes and conflating separate processes in order to claim 

fragmentation. 

 

Response to Comment P-53 

Contrary to the assertion in this comment, no members of the public were denied access to the 

environmental or entitlement process for the RTRP. Section 7.2.1 of the DEIR describes the 

process of notification of affected members of the public for the Proposed Project, including 

development and maintenance of mailing lists. As discussed, public mailing lists were developed 

based upon individuals who attended public meetings or provided comments on the Proposed 

Project and county assessor data obtained for property owners within one mile of either side of 

the 230 kV alternatives and 0.25 mile of either side of the 69 kV alternatives. These lists would 

have included SCE ratepayers within the Proposed Project area meeting the above-stated 

conditions.  

 

Section 15064(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states, ―In evaluating the significance of the 

environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the 

environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 

changes in the environment which may be caused by the project.‖ Further, Section 15064(d) of 

the CEQA Guidelines states, ―Economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be 

treated as significant effects on the environment.‖ However, the CEQA Guidelines go on to 

qualify this statement by adding,  

 

―Economic or social changes may be used, however, to determine that a physical change 

shall be regarded as a significant effect on the environment. Where a physical change is 

caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may be regarded as 

a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting from the 

project. Alternatively, economic and social effects of a physical change may be used to 

determine that the physical change is a significant effect on the environment. If the 

physical change causes adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse 

effects may be used as a factor in determining whether the physical change is 

significant.‖  

 

With regards to SCE ratepayers in general, these conditions are not met by the Proposed Project. 

Inclusion of ―the majority of SCE‘s ratepayers‖ in the current CEQA process, notification, and 

dissemination of the DEIR would be well beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. The 

commenter‘s inference that the Proposed Project area would appropriately be extended to include 

SCE‘s entire 50,000 square-mile service territory and 14 million ratepayers would place the 

analysis area well beyond a scale reasonably expected to experience a ―substantial, or potentially 

substantial, adverse change in the environment‖ (State CEQA Statute § 21068. Significant Effect 

on the Environment). 
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―The current CEQA process, notification, and dissemination of the DEIR‖ is not ―inadequate.‖  

 

Response to Comment P-54 

See Master Response #5 regarding proper Lead Agency status of the City under CEQA. As 

required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the Lead Agency will impose all feasible 

mitigation for potentially significant impacts and ensure that the mitigation measures identified 

in the EIR are implemented by adopting a program for monitoring or reporting on the measures it 

has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. The Lead Agency‘s 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the RTRP is included as Chapter 3 in this 

FEIR. The CPUC will still have the authority to consider costs and benefits consistent with its 

statutory mandate for purposes of the CPCN; however, this is not a CEQA issue. Please see 

Master Response #11 regarding General Order 131-D.  

 

Response to Comment P-55 

The CPUC is identified as a Responsible Agency under CEQA for the Proposed Project. CEQA 

states in §21069 that a ―Responsible Agency means a public agency, other than the lead agency, 

which has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project.‖ The components of the 

Proposed Project that would cross through the City of Jurupa Valley include a portion of the 

230 kV transmission line, which is considered an electrical facility under the CPUC‘s General 

Order (GO) Number 131-D, that would be owned and operated by SCE. Since SCE is an 

investor-owned utility, final responsibility for approving this component of the Proposed Project 

would come under the jurisdiction of the CPUC in issuing a CPCN. Additionally, and as stated 

on page 3-239 of the DEIR, the CPUC‘s GO 131-D, Section XIV B states that: ―Local 

jurisdictions acting pursuant to local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line 

projects, distribution lines, substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject 

to the Commission‘s [CPUC‘s] jurisdiction.‖ The City of Riverside is identified as the Lead 

Agency. See Master Responses #5, Lead Agency, and #11, General Order 131-D. The 

commenter‘s feelings about who ―should‖ serve as lead agency does not override State law 

regarding who is required to serve as lead agency under CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment P-56 

As discussed in Response to Comment P-44, RPU does not have a design-build agreement with 

POWER Engineers. The City of Riverside, as Lead Agency, and the CPUC, as Responsible 

Agency (as also acknowledged in Comment Letter O from the CPUC), are both fully authorized 

by CEQA to serve these roles. See Master Response #5, Lead Agency. Also see Master 

Response #11, regarding General Order 131-D. For discussion regarding enforcement of 

mitigation measures, please refer to Response to Comment P-51. 

 

Regarding the referenced San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop Transmission Project, it would be 

inappropriate to make any comparisons regarding specific mitigations, impacts, environmental 

protection, or any other aspect of that project or its environmental review. Under CEQA, each 

project must be evaluated based on its own objectives and physical environment in order to 

appropriately evaluate impacts and identify reasonable alternatives. As stated previously, the 

CPUC is deprived of no jurisdiction over the RTRP or any responsibilities under CEQA. 
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Response to Comment P-57 

In response to comments on the DEIR, the 230 kV transmission line route has been modified to 

avoid the Vernola Marketplace parking lot, as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, of this FEIR 

(see Volume II). As a result, the commenter‘s referenced impacts to the Vernola Marketplace 

would no longer occur. See Response to Comment P-114. 

 

Riverside County is also not designated as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project; the 

commenter‘s allegation that the Lead Agency has declared Jurupa Valley and/or Riverside 

County as subordinate to the City of Riverside since jurisdictional authority has not been 

afforded to Jurupa Valley/Riverside County with regards to the Proposed Project is patently false 

and is not supported by substantial evidence. The City of Riverside has not declared ―exclusive 

authority and control over land-use decisions, design and development, and environmental 

mitigation within Jurupa Valley‘s corporate boundaries, including eminent domain authority 

over public and private lands located therein.‖ As the Lead Agency under CEQA, the City of 

Riverside‘s implementation of the Proposed Project is subject to the CEQA Statute and 

permitting authorities, and the Lead Agency is not afforded jurisdictional control over municipal 

authorities. 

 

Please see Master Response #5, regarding Lead Agency, and Master Response #11, regarding 

General Order 131-D. As explained in these master responses, both the City of Riverside, as 

Lead Agency, and the CPUC, as Responsible Agency, are fully authorized by CEQA to serve 

these roles. As discussed in the DEIR, projects under CPUC jurisdiction are exempt from local 

land use and zoning regulations and discretionary permits.  

 

Furthermore and contrary to the commenter‘s assertions, the City of Riverside has faithfully 

fulfilled its CEQA obligations, including disclosure and mitigation of significant environmental 

effects, through preparation of the EIR.  

 

Response to Comment P-58 

Please see Master Response #5, regarding Lead Agency. The City serving as Lead Agency does 

not deny the CPUC any jurisdiction over the RTRP or any responsibilities under CEQA.  

 

Response to Comment P-59 

Section 1.1.1 of the DEIR clearly outlines the decision-making process for the EIR. As discussed 

in previous comments and in the DEIR on page 1-14, the City of Riverside Department of Public 

Utilities is a department of the City, under the management and control of the City Manager, but 

tasked by the City Council with duties required for the function and operation of utilities for the 

City and its inhabitants (see Article XII of the Riverside City Charter). See Responses to 

Comments P-37 and P-45 and Master Response #5 regarding Lead Agency.  

 

Response to Comment P-60 

Comment P-60 concerns a purported ―Improper Delegation of Responsibilities.‖ As Lead 

Agency, the City managed development of all aspects of the RTRP DEIR. SCE‘s contributing 

role to this process is correctly stated by the commenter. The commenter provides a partial quote 

from the DEIR (―The DEIR states that SCE (not RPU) ‗reviewed a range of alternatives‘ (p. 1-

3)‖) as evidence of improper delegation. The full quote from page 1-3 of the DEIR reads:  
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―RPU made a request for SCE to develop a means to provide additional transmission 

capacity to meet projected load growth and to provide a second interconnection for 

system reliability. SCE determined that in order to meet RPU‘s request, SCE should 

expand its regional electrical system to provide RPU a second source of transmission 

capacity to import bulk electric power. This expansion would be accomplished by the: 

 

 creation of a new SCE 230 kilovolt (kV) transmission interconnection,  

 construction of a new SCE substation,  

 construction of a new RPU substation, and  

 expansion of the RPU 69 kV system.  

 

SCE then reviewed a range of alternatives that would provide that second source of 

transmission‖ (emphasis added). 

 

Taking this quote out of its context creates a false impression that RPU delegated to SCE the 

responsibility for CEQA alternatives development when, in reality, RPU approached SCE to use 

its expertise to identify a range of possible modifications to its system in order to create a second 

source of transmission for the City of Riverside. It can certainly be assumed that SCE is an 

expert on its own transmission system and that SCE would be recognized in California as an 

expert on transmission system design, engineering feasibility, and operation.  

 

CEQA allows for many avenues of input in the development of an EIR and the identification of 

alternatives and mitigations. Section 15084(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states: ―Any person, 

including the applicant, may submit information or comments to the Lead Agency to assist in the 

preparation of the draft EIR. The submittal may be presented in any format, including the form 

of a draft EIR. The Lead Agency must consider all information and comments received. The 

information or comments may be included in the draft EIR in whole or in part.‖ 

 

Continuing, the commenter quotes in part from page 3-3 of the DEIR (―SCE and RPU would be 

responsible to implement the mitigation measures…‖ [emphasis added]) and then argues that the 

Lead Agency cannot delegate to SCE ―enforcement of mitigation measures promulgated for the 

purposes of avoidance or minimization of a significant environmental effect‖ (emphasis added). 

Implementation and enforcement are not synonymous. Further, the complete quote from the 

DEIR states:  

 

―Mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce or avoid potentially 

significant adverse impacts. These mitigation measures are presented for consideration by 

decision makers of the Proposed Project approval. SCE and RPU would be responsible to 

implement the mitigation measures as they apply to the 230 kV and 69 kV components of 

the Proposed Project, respectively. The EPEs and mitigation measures that are included 

within each resource section apply to each component of the Proposed Project unless they 

identify a specific component. In this case, either RPU or SCE would be responsible 

depending on that specific component, either 69 kV or 230 kV. It is the responsibility of 

the City of Riverside, as the Lead Agency under CEQA, to ensure that both utilities 

implement the identified EPEs and mitigation measures as identified in reducing impacts 

within this DEIR.‖  
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Nowhere does the DEIR assign SCE an enforcement role either explicitly or implicitly.  

 

SCE‘s contributions are fully allowable under CEQA and do not represent an improper 

delegation of the Lead Agency‘s authority. See Master Response #5 regarding the City‘s role as 

Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment P-61 

Please see Master Response #9 regarding Post Hoc rationalization. Also see Response to 

Comment P-9. 

 

Response to Comment P-62 

Please see Master Response #10a on undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment P-63 

Please see Chapter 2, Section 2.1 of this FEIR, Chapter 7 of the DEIR in Volume II, and Master 

Response #8 for descriptions of the public involvement process for the RTRP and the preparation 

of the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-64 

The commenter excerpts from the DEIR to create a false impression of the Proposed Project‘s 

development as it relates to CAISO. The full narrative on page 1-3 of the DEIR states: 

 

―RPU‘s mission statement includes a commitment to provide the highest quality electric 

service to its customers. The Board of Public Utilities sets policy for RPU to fulfill this 

mission and has been concerned since the early 1990s about the capacity of the system to 

supply RPU customers, as well as the reliability of the existing single point of service 

with the regional transmission system. Beginning in 2006, the City‘s electric demand 

exceeded the capacity of the interconnection with the regional system.  

 

In 2004, pursuant to SCE‘s Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)-approved 

Transmission Owner (TO) Tariff, RPU made a request for SCE to develop a means to 

provide additional transmission capacity to meet projected load growth and to provide a 

second interconnection for system reliability. SCE determined that in order to meet 

RPU‘s request, SCE should expand its regional electrical system to provide RPU a 

second source of transmission capacity to import bulk electric power. This expansion 

would be accomplished by the: 

 

 creation of a new SCE 230 kilovolt (kV) transmission interconnection,  

 construction of a new SCE substation,  

 construction of a new RPU substation, and  

 expansion of the RPU 69 kV system.  

 

SCE then reviewed a range of alternatives that would provide that second source of 

transmission. The alternative that was considered to best meet RPU‘s request is presented 

herein as the Proposed Project (Chapter 2); other identified alternatives are presented as 
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project alternatives (Chapter 6). The Proposed Project would provide RPU with long-

term system capacity for load growth, and needed system reliability and flexibility. 

 

The majority of the regional transmission system in California is operated by the CAISO, 

including SCE‘s bulk power transmission system. Electric energy delivered through the 

CAISO transmission system to RPU‘s local system is delivered by RPU to customers that 

are within the City. In 2006, SCE presented the problem and its solutions to the CAISO. 

Upon review, the CAISO concluded that the proposed interconnection and other elements 

identified above were needed. At the June 14, 2006 CAISO Board of Governors meeting, 

CAISO directed SCE to build the interconnection and other elements as determined as 

soon as possible and preferably no later than June 30, 2009.‖ 

 

In summary: 

 

 The City of Riverside (the City‘s Department of Public Utilities under its responsibilities 

authorized by the City Council) identified specific capacity and reliability issues. 

 

 The City (RPU) approached SCE to develop a solution. SCE reviewed a range of 

alternatives related to its transmission system and worked with RPU to develop a project 

that would address the problem by making changes to both the City‘s sub-transmission 

system and SCE‘s transmission system. 

 

 As an independent system operator, SCE approached the CAISO with the City of 

Riverside‘s problem and the joint solution. 

 

 The CAISO concurred and directed SCE to pursue the joint solution. 

 

The DEIR does not imply that the City of Riverside is ―powerless to exercise independent 

judgment‖ as stated by the commenter; the City Council has the authority to deny certification of 

the EIR. Contrary to the commenter‘s implication, the CAISO‘s past conclusion regarding the 

need for the Project does not impose a legal obligation on the City to actually approve the 

Project. Also see Master Response #9 regarding Post Hoc rationalization. Furthermore, the 

RPU‘s likely need to construct another similar transmission project in the absence of the 

Proposed Project does not preclude RPU‘s pursuit of a ―different strategy,‖ as alleged in the 

comment; if the RTRP were not approved, the existing deficient condition in RPU‘s system 

would remain, necessitating the proposal of a similar project in order to correct the deficient 

conditions.  

 

Finally, the City of Riverside‘s Capital Improvement Program document is a planning document 

outlining the City‘s need for improvements to its electric system. It does not, as the commenter 

alleges, constitute a commitment to the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-65 

The City of Riverside Sub-transmission Project (STP) has been under construction since 2011 

and is now partially operational. The STP is expected to be completed by 2013. It was approved 

with a Mitigated Negative Declaration. It was identified as a cumulative project in the RTRP 

DEIR. See the methodology for cumulative analysis in Section 4.1.1 of the DEIR. Further, STP 
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and RTRP are separate, independent projects that have separate and distinct objectives. Either 

one of the projects could proceed forward without the other, and each one is needed regardless of 

whether the other is approved. Accordingly, these are not dependent and interconnected parts of 

a single project, but instead are totally separate projects meriting separate CEQA review. 

 

Response to Comment P-66 

Separate and distinct from the Proposed Project, STP did not involve the below-ground 

installation of 230 kV transmission lines; it involved undergrounding of 69 kV subtransmission 

and 12 kV distribution lines. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to compare undergrounding 

associated with the STP with undergrounding of the 230 kV component of the RTRP. Please see 

Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding, which describes the various constraints related 

to undergrounding of different voltages.  

 

Response to Comment P-67 

The commenter is incorrect. Expansion at Vista Substation to increase capacity (―Option 1,‖ 

referenced in the comment) is both referenced and discussed in the DEIR on pages 6-12 (under 

the subheading ―Substation Siting‖), 6-20, and 6-50 (under the subheading ―Expand Vista 

Substation‖). The Lead Agency examined the possibility of expansion at a total of four existing 

substations to support new banks of 230 kV/69 kV transformers to increase City of Riverside 

capacity. 

 

Response to Comment P-68 

Comment P-68, quoting from the January 20, 2006 minutes from the Regular Meeting of the 

Board of Public Utilities, states: 

 

As indicated above, in 2006, two options were presented to the Board of Utilities for 

addressing the City of Riverside‘s projected electrical energy needs. ―Option 1‖ presented 

a ―solution for approximately 13 years‖ and ―Option 2‖ provided ―capacity adequate for 

27 years‖ but could be ―expanded at any time.‖ ―Option 2‖ appears to represent the 

proposed RTRP. No reference to or discussion of ―Option 1‖ is, however, presented in 

the DEIR. 

 

As indicated in Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg (1986)‖ ―Construction of 

the roadway and utilities cannot be considered in isolation from the development it 

presages ... In sum, our decision in this case arises out of the realization that the sole 

reason to construct the road and sewer project is to provide a catalyst for further 

development in the immediate area. Because construction of the project could not easily 

be undone, and because achievement of its purpose would almost certainly have 

significant environmental impacts, construction should not be permitted to commence 

until such impacts are evaluated in the manner prescribed by CEQA. As Justice Rouse 

explained in our opinion San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of 

San Francisco (1984) [Citation], the fact that a particular development which now 

appears reasonably foreseeable may, in fact, never occur does not release it from the EIR 

process [Citation]. Similarly, the fact that future development may take several forms 

does not excuse environmental review.‖ Because ―Option 2‖ has a finite lifespan and 

―can be expanded at any time,‖ it appears that there exists or may exist later activities 
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which are reasonably foreseeable but which have not been identified or addressed by the 

Lead Agency in the DEIR‖ [emphasis added]. 

 

In the January 20, 2006 minutes from the Regular Meeting of the Board of Public Utilities, 

Deputy Director Badgett stated that creation of a second energy delivery point within the City 

would provide ―Capacity adequate for 27 years and can be expanded at that time‖ (emphasis 

added).  

 

By changing the word ―that‖ to ―any‖ in the quote from Deputy Director Badgett, the commenter 

attempts to establish the false claim that there are additional unaddressed expansion activities 

associated with the Proposed Project that are reasonably foreseeable over the next 27 years and 

which the Lead Agency has failed to identify or analyze in the DEIR. Rather, Deputy Director 

Badgett was asserting that the Proposed Project (at that time referred to as ―Option 2‖) would 

address the City‘s capacity issues for the foreseeable future (27 years) and at that time would still 

support expansion within the footprint of the City-owned proposed 20-acre substation site.  

 

As discussed in Section 5.1.2 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project would accommodate already 

planned growth based on the City of Riverside‘s General Plan 2025. Predicting activities and, 

presumably, associated direct and indirect significant impacts beyond the limits of any City 

planning documents or informed forecasts of load or demand would be speculative. City capacity 

needs 27 years into the future are beyond reasonable prediction and planning. Such changes and 

associated direct or indirect impacts to the physical environment would not be reasonably 

foreseeable but rather speculative and unlikely to occur. 

 

Section 15064(d)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

―An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable 

impact which may be caused by the project. A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is 

not reasonably foreseeable.‖  

 

Response to Comment P-69 

Please see Master Response #15 regarding RCALUC and FAA issues. (See Sundstrom v. County 

of Mendocino; mitigation can be properly deferred as long as a specific performance standard 

was in place. The court held that the mitigation was adequate.) 

 

Response to Comment P-70 

The commenter does not state under what guideline or statute article there is a requirement that 

all Notices of Preparation filed be included in the DEIR. Section 15082(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines states that ―[i]mmediately after deciding that an environmental impact report is 

required for a project, the lead agency shall send to the Office of Planning and Research and each 

responsible and trustee agency a notice of preparation stating that an environmental impact 

report will be prepared.‖ The Lead Agency prepared the NOP dated January 19, 2007 in 

accordance with CEQA to solicit input from responsible and trustee agencies on the Proposed 

Project in its current state at the beginning of 2007, with the NOP providing sufficient 

information describing the project and the potential environmental effects to enable the 

responsible agencies (associated with alternatives identified at the time) to make a meaningful 

response. Additional data collection and resulting route refinements required that an NOP dated 

November 18, 2009 be published subsequent to the January 2007 NOP primarily to solicit input 
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on routing alternatives and mitigation measures from responsible agencies and organizations on 

the most current routing alternatives identified. Because of the time between the 2007 and 2009 

NOPs and revised alternative locations, issues identified with the routes not applicable to the 

January 2007 NOP alternatives would need to be considered by the Lead Agency and responsible 

agencies, and the routes identified in the January 2007 NOP would no longer be relevant. 

Therefore, the primary purpose of the NOP—that is, to provide sufficient information describing 

the project and the potential environmental effects to enable the responsible agencies to make a 

meaningful response—was obsolete in regards to the project routes and potential environmental 

impacts identified under the January 2007 NOP. Furthermore, identifying issues in the DEIR that 

pertain to obsolete alternatives (e.g., NOP alternatives) does not serve CEQA‘s intent of 

identifying, disclosing, and mitigating impacts of the alternatives in the EIR. Including 

comments from organizations and agencies related to obsolete Project Alternatives is not 

required by CEQA, and does not help to identify and disclose impacts or mitigation measures 

relative to current alternatives.  

 

CEQA does not include any provisions requiring that any and all correspondences received in 

response to the dissemination of the January 2007 NOP and the November 2009 NOP be 

included in the DEIR in their entirety. As stated in the Public Resources Code section 21061: 

 

―……provided that information or data which is relevant to such a statement [the EIR] 

and is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public need not be 

repeated in its entirety in such statement, but may be specifically cited as the source for 

conclusions stated therein; and provided further that such information or data shall be 

briefly described, that its relationship to the environmental impact report shall be 

indicated, and that the source thereof shall be reasonably available for inspection at a 

public place or public building‖ [see CEQA Statute Section 21061]. 

 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120 through 15131 discuss the required contents of a DEIR. 

Section 15123 (b)(2) states that the EIR shall contain a summary that shall identify ―[a]reas of 

controversy known to the lead agency including issues raised by agencies and the public.‖ A 

summary of comments received is included in the DEIR in Section 7.4, Summary of Issues and 

Concerns.  

 

Response to Comment P-71 

As stated in Section 7.3.1 of the DEIR, county assessor data was obtained and property owners 

within one mile of either side of the 230 kV alternatives and 0.25 mile of either side of the 69 kV 

alternatives were included in the project mailing list for each newsletter developed to inform the 

interested parties about the environmental process, the project status, and opportunities to 

participate. Publications were sent out to individuals, organizations, and agencies on the project 

mailing list. As required by CEQA, and detailed in Section 15082(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, 

―the lead agency shall send to the Office of Planning and Research and each responsible and 

trustee agency a notice of preparation stating that an environmental impact report will be 

prepared. This notice shall also be sent to every federal agency involved in approving or funding 

the project‖ (emphasis added). Ratepayers, individuals, and businesses located within or near the 

Proposed Project were not sent either of the NOPs or any ―environmental notices‖ other than as 

required by CEQA and stated in Section 7.3 of the DEIR, and there is no requirement that the 
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Lead Agency do so other than as set forth in CEQA. Maps depicting the location of all properties 

and parties that received copies of the NOP and NOC will not be provided. 

 

Response to Comment P-72 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments and Master Response 

#10a regarding undergrounding. Moreover, just because an EIR does not incorporate certain 

documents by reference, it doesn‘t mean that the EIR‘s text is the limit of the administrative 

record, as the commenter seems to be implying. To the contrary, the administrative record 

includes the documents relied upon and cited in the EIR, all evidence that is considered by the 

final decision-making body, and all other evidence that was relied upon in reaching a decision on 

the Project (see generally Public Resources Code 21167.6). 

 

Response to Comment P-73 

The commenter is attempting to link project impacts and economic infeasibility of 

undergrounding under CEQA to all SCE ratepayers. Extending the Proposed Project area of 

effects analysis to include all 14 million SCE ratepayers and the impacts of specific mitigation 

alternatives on them is outside the scope of the Proposed Project. Pages 6-26 through 6-40 in 

Section 6.4.3 (Alternative Technologies) of the DEIR discuss technical aspects of 230 kV 

transmission line undergrounding and their environmental impacts specific to the Proposed 

Project area. Undergrounding as an alternative or mitigation was eliminated from further 

consideration for a variety of technical and environmental considerations detailed in the DEIR, 

and not solely on economic grounds. The commenter‘s assertion that mitigative undergrounding 

was rejected ―based solely on undisclosed ‗economic considerations‘ ‖ has no factual basis. See 

Response to Comment P-53 regarding inclusion of SCE‘s entire service territory in the Proposed 

Project area. See Master Response #10a, for discussion of undergrounding and underground 

alternatives. 

 

While the commenter states it is ―reasonable to assume‖ that reference to other needed system 

improvements, as stated in the City of Riverside City Council Memorandum dated May 19, 

2009, refers specifically to the RTRP, such an assumption is without basis in fact. It is just as 

reasonable to assume that the reference to needed system improvements refers in general to 

exactly that—needed system improvements—and not specifically to the project as proposed in 

the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-74 

Please see Response to Comment P-71. Also please see Master Responses #7, #8, and #14.  

 

Response to Comment P-75 

Chapter 2 of the DEIR presents a description of the Proposed Project. The November 2009 

Notice of Preparation for the DEIR does not state that the Proposed Project would include 

upgrades to eight substations, and is the only pertinent NOP. The two documents (DEIR, 

November 2009 NOP) are not inconsistent as related to substation upgrades to Harvey Lynn, 

Mountain View, Freeman, and RERC. 
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Response to Comment P-76 

The commenter asserts that the Lead Agency does not appear to define the underlying purpose of 

the Proposed Project as the delivery of electricity to residents and businesses within its service 

area as a means of limiting the type and number of alternatives examined in the DEIR, and 

quotes one Project Objective from Section 2.2 of the DEIR (―Provide an additional point of 

delivery for bulk power into the RPU electrical system, thereby reducing dependence on Vista 

Substation and increasing overall reliability‖ [emphasis added]). The commenter ignores that the 

previously stated Project Objective in that section of the DEIR is to ―provide sufficient capacity, 

in a timely manner, to meet existing electric system demand and anticipated future load growth‖ 

(emphasis added). Given the two Projects Objectives as stated above, the purpose of the 

Proposed Project is to provide an additional point of bulk power delivery into the RPU system to 

meet existing and future demand created by residents and businesses in the RPU service area.  

 

The commenter also erroneously asserts that the CPUC‘s website, which states that a ―bulk-

power system generally consists of the high-voltage electricity network connecting generators to 

areas of power consumption,‖ constitutes ―statutory language.‖ Please see Master Response #2 

and Response to Comment P-78 below. 

 

Response to Comment P-77 

Please see Master Response #5 and Response to Comment P-78. The delivery of bulk power is 

not ―the underlying purpose of the project,‖ as the commenter alleges. 

 

Response to Comment P-78 

The commenter reasons that ―self-imposed objectives‖ limit the identification of other (non-

overhead transmission line) alternatives, without suggesting what entity or agency should 

develop the Project Objectives. CEQA Guidelines 15124(b) state that the EIR shall include a 

―statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of 

objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the 

EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding 

considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose 

of the project.‖ Per CEQA Guidelines 15063(b)(1)(A), the Lead Agency is charged with 

developing the EIR and, therefore, identifying Project Objectives. Here, the Project Objectives 

include the term ―delivery of bulk power,‖ which the CPUC informally states on their website as 

the system that ―generally consists of the high-voltage electricity network connecting generators 

to areas of power consumption‖ (emphasis added). This informal statement is clearly the 

generally accepted idea of the ―bulk power‖ system, but offers no operational definition that 

validates the commenters‘ erroneous assumptions as to what constitutes the Bulk Electric 

System.  

 

On November 18, 2010, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) issued Order 743 

and directed the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) to revise the definition 

of Bulk Electric System so that the definition encompasses all elements and facilities necessary 

for the reliable operation and planning of the interconnected bulk power system (see Project 

2010-17: Definition of Bulk Electric System, NERC). According to the NERC‘s current draft 

definition, Bulk Electric Systems (BES) include 100 kV ―transmission elements‖ as well as 

―[g]enerating resource(s) with gross individual nameplate rating greater than 20 MVA or gross 
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plant/facility aggregate nameplate rating greater than 75 MVA including the generator terminals 

through the high-side of the set-up transformer(s) connected at a voltage of 100 kV or above‖ 

(emphasis added) and ―[d]ispersed power producing resources with aggregate capacity of greater 

than 75 MVA (gross aggregate nameplate rating) utilizing a system designed primarily for 

aggregating capacity, connected at a voltage of 100 kV or above.‖ The consideration of 

alternatives as identified in Sections 6.3 and 6.4 of the DEIR included delivery of bulk power 

that included those as defined above. SCE, as a high-voltage, bulk power utility, per its regulated 

tariff requirements, is obligated to deliver power to RPU in order for RPU to maintain system 

reliability and adequate transmission capacity.  

 

The elimination of 69 kV alternatives is described both in the Siting Study included as Appendix 

D to the DEIR, and on page 6-55 of the DEIR. Routes were eliminated based on the number of 

homes, schools, and day care facilities adjacent to the routes when compared to the selected 

routes, as well as an attempt to maximally utilize existing overhead subtransmission structures. 

 

Response to Comment P-79 

The commenter‘s assertion that the Proposed Project has been ―in the planning stage since at 

least the 1960s (p. 1-7) or 1970s (p. 1-7) or 2004 (p. 1-3 and 1-7)‖ is a misrepresentation of what 

is stated on those pages. As stated on page 1-7, earlier efforts to establish a 230 kV 

interconnection differed from the Proposed Project in purpose and need, substation service, and 

load forecast assumptions. Therefore, the Proposed Project‘s purpose, need, and objectives differ 

from previous general efforts to establish a transmission interconnection with the City of 

Riverside. 

 

Beginning in 2006, RPU‘s electrical demand has exceeded the available 557 MW of capacity 

from Vista Substation, requiring local generation during peak load conditions. A new 

interconnection to SCE‘s transmission system is urgently needed to provide capacity for existing 

as well as new electrical load and an additional point of interconnection for reliability purposes. 

Without this addition, load shedding and area electrical blackouts will eventually be required. 

Regardless of the time taken for approval and construction of the Project, the additional capacity 

is urgently needed in order to protect the electrical system from outages. 

 

Contrary to the commenter‘s assertion, the Proposed Project has complied with CEQA 

throughout the planning process, and the commenter fails to identify why the Lead Agency has 

not complied with CEQA regarding ―self-generated failings.‖ The commenter asserts that ―there 

appears to be no apparent connectivity between unbridled development and the realization that 

infrastructure delivery systems need to be in place prior to allowing demand to outstrip supply,‖ 

while ignoring that one of the Project‘s Objectives is to ―provide sufficient capacity, in a timely 

manner, to meet existing electric system demand and anticipated future load growth.‖  

 

Response to Comment P-80 

The commenter contends that the Bain Street and Eastern Route alternatives were rejected 

exclusively because of 1) timing considerations, and 2) necessary specified permits, a conclusion 

that is baseless because it ignores the stated environmental impacts of the Eastern Route 

alternative detailed in the section cited by the commenter:  
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―…constructing a transmission line within the Santa Ana River East Corridor is 

considered not feasible and would create adverse impacts to land use, aesthetics, 

protected species, riparian habitat, wetlands, and the Santa Ana River floodway. Suitable 

habitat for special-status species would be impacted by a transmission line in this 

corridor. The line would extend across special management areas known as Criteria 

Cells, which are important areas to conserve for special-status species.‖  

 

Furthermore, the Bain Street alternative would violate the California Department of Education‘s 

setback requirements at Mira Loma Middle School, which resulted in the elimination of this 

alternative (DEIR page 6-45), in addition to other significant environmental effects, such as to 

the scenic quality of the Santa Ana River corridor, a Riverside County regional trail, and the 

longest crossing of the Hidden Valley Wildlife area of all alternatives, as compared to the 

Proposed Project.  

 

As detailed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR, there were multiple environmental issues that contributed 

to the elimination of the Bain Street, Eastern Route, and other alternatives, and contrary to the 

commenter‘s assertion, no alternative was eliminated ―solely or predominantly on singular 

issues.‖ Also please see Master Response #10b. 

 

The commenter cites page 3-239 as supporting evidence that the Lead Agency rejected ―certain 

alternatives‖ based on scheduling ramifications or having to work with non-exempt 

governmental entities from whom requisite permits and approvals may be required. The cited 

section is that of the Regulatory Setting of the Proposed Project, and bears no relation to 

Alternatives considered and eliminated.  

 

Response to Comment P-81 

Please see Response to Comment BBBB-6 regarding Proposed Project mapping and Master 

Response #10a regarding undergrounding. See Master Responses #7 and #8 regarding Economic 

and Social Impacts and Involvement of the City of Jurupa Valley. Information regarding the 

general economic characteristics of the Proposed Project may be found throughout the DEIR. 

These include Project costs and workers employed during construction (Chapter 2 of the DEIR); 

purpose and need for the Project to support the City and region (Section 1.5 of the DEIR); 

housing (Section 3.2.12 of the DEIR); and growth (Section 5.1 of the DEIR). As stated in 

Chapter 2 of the DEIR (page 2-1), the proposed Project would cost hundreds of millions of 

dollars. 

 

In addition, the commenter lifts several statements regarding economic considerations of 

alternatives out of their context and then falsely presents them as though the City used them as 

the sole basis for rejection. For example, a new generation alternative (see full discussion in 

Section 6.4.2 of the DEIR) was carefully considered by the City. New generation (i.e., 

construction of a new base load fossil-fuel power plant within the City of Riverside) compared to 

the Proposed Project (one 9.7-mile, six-conductor transmission line and associated substation 

and subtransmission components) would produced far greater air quality impacts, require nearly 

exhausting PM credits available in the region, present problematic reliability issues (90% 

reliability for power plants, versus nearly 100% reliability for transmission lines), use millions of 

gallons of water daily for cooling, and cost much more, among other issues. 
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Response to Comment P-82 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. As the commenter acknowledges, 

―…it can be argued that ‗although such an alternative might provide some overall increase in 

reliability, an underground alternative would not meet the Proposed Project‘s fundamental goal 

of increased long-term reliability of the transmission and distribution system in the area to the 

same extent as the Proposed Project‘ (emphasis added) (p.6-40)‖; accordingly, the DEIR does 

not state that the Proposed Project would ―out-perform‖ an undergrounding alternative, but that it 

would not meet the Project objective to increase long-term reliability for RPU‘s electric system. 

 

Response to Comment P-83 

The commenter‘s assertion that the terms ―study area‖ and ―project area‖ are arbitrary is without 

foundation. The use and application of the terms ―project area,‖ ―service area,‖ and ―study area‖ 

in the DEIR did not impose any ―limiting constraints‖ on the development of alternatives or the 

environmental analysis of alternatives considered or carried forward in the DEIR. These terms, 

in fact, have specific meanings. As stated in the DEIR (Section 6.2), a ―study area‖ was defined 

early in the siting process to identify potential 230 kV routing alternatives, given the purpose, 

need and objectives of the Proposed Project (e.g., provide an additional point of delivery for bulk 

power into the RPU electrical system; build a new double-circuit 230 kV transmission line 

between the Mira Loma-Vista #1 transmission line and the new 230 kV substation). This study 

area was based on a broad range of possible interconnection points to the existing Mira Loma #1-

Vista 500 kV Transmission Line and alternative Wilderness Substation sites, including those 

potentially traversing the City of Riverside. This ―study area‖ included portions of the RPU 

―service area,‖ as well as jurisdictional areas outside of the RPU service area because, as stated 

in the DEIR (page 6-3), areas outside of this delineated boundary would necessarily substantially 

increase the length of the transmission alignments and associated environmental impacts such as 

air quality emissions, impacts to residences and public facilities associated with line crossings, 

and visual impacts caused by the extended transmission line. Therefore, consideration of 

alignments outside of the ―study area‖ were not brought forward for further analysis. After 

routing alternatives were developed, eliminated, and/or carried forward, as described on pages 6-

11 and 6-12 of the DEIR, the ―project area‖ was established based on the location of the routes 

identified and carried forward. The project area was based on the environmental study corridors 

(or ―study area‖ as defined for each resource as described in Chapter 3 of the DEIR), if 

applicable, and used to describe the environmental context encompassing the Proposed Project. 

Also see Master Response #14 regarding Local Benefits. 

 

Response to Comment P-84 

The commenter‘s assertions regarding the areas permanently disturbed as a result of the 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project are speculative and without foundation. In 

addition, the commenter‘s speculative disturbance criteria is inconsistently applied within the 

comment itself. Permanent disturbance is based on environmental impacts as required by CEQA 

(see Master Response #1), and disturbance assumptions are identified in Section 2.5.2 of the 

DEIR. No ―uneconomic parcel remnants‖ will be created as a result of the Proposed Project, and 

development would not generally be precluded on parcels crossed. The Commenter presents no 

objective assumptions and cites no evidence to the contrary but simply contends that the entire 

100-foot ROW along an arbitrary 36% of the route would be subject to 100% permanent ground 

disturbance. As with all linear utility projects, a wide variety of land uses could occur within 
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project rights-of-way, except at facility locations and as restricted for safety or access reasons. In 

fact, even within the area identified by the commenter a variety of land uses occur and would 

continue to occur, if the Proposed Project were approved. If the RTRP were to create some sort 

of exclusion zone within rights-of-way (as implied by the commenter), this would be unheard of. 

Land use impacts related to rights-of-way are discussed on pages 3-252 and 3-253 of the DEIR. 

Please also see Response to Comment BBBB-3 and Master Response #7 regarding social and 

economic impacts.  

 

Response to Comment P-85 

The commenter asserts that the Lead Agency did not examine the Proposed Project ―from the 

perspective of ‗mandatory findings of significant impacts‘ as presented in Appendix G of the 

Guidelines.‖ Contrary to the commenter‘s erroneous opinion, each resource evaluated in Chapter 

3 of the DEIR, including land use, included significance criteria based on Appendix G of the 

CEQA Guidelines. Also contrary to the commenter‘s erroneous opinion and not supported by the 

facts, the land use resource analysis was not based ―solely to an assessment of general plan and 

zoning code consistency,‖ but also on whether or not the Proposed Project would physically 

divide an established community; directly or indirectly disrupt an established or recently 

approved land use; or conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 

community conservation plan (page 3-251), as required by CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. Also 

see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. Mandatory findings of 

significance are discussed in Section 3.3 of the DEIR. Chapter 4 of the DEIR evaluated 

cumulative impacts for all resources including land use. Cumulatively considerable impacts to 

air quality may be found in Section 3.2.3, criterion c), of the DEIR and to water resources in 

Section 4.2.8 of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-86 

The commenter erroneously asserts that the November 2009 NOP Proposed Project description 

and the Proposed Project description in the DEIR differ, and because the SCE System Impact 

Study is not included in the DEIR, the full extent of system upgrades may not be ―fully 

disclosed.‖ Chapter 2 of the DEIR presents a description of the Proposed Project. The November 

2009 NOP for the DEIR does not state that the Proposed Project would include upgrades to eight 

substations. The two documents are not inconsistent as related to substation upgrades to Harvey 

Lynn, Mountain View, Freeman, and RERC. Finally, all aspects of the Project were fully 

described and analyzed in the EIR—including electrical system improvements. Accordingly, the 

inclusion of a ―System Impact Study‖ in the DEIR is not required by CEQA.  

 

However, to clarify, the Lead Agency did prepare an NOP dated January 19, 2007 in accordance 

with CEQA for RTRP. Data collection, preliminary engineering, issues identification, land use 

investigations, route revision, and agency consultation continued beyond this date in an iterative 

process. The 2007 NOP included the Initial Study prepared for the Proposed Project, which did 

identify upgrades at eight substations as part of the project description. However, the refined 

project description contained in the 2009 NOP and all analysis performed for the DEIR is 

consistent as to four substations requiring upgrades as part of the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment P-87 

The original construction drawings obtained from SCE for the 230 kV transmission line structure 

used in the simulation specified the line as 220 kV, the SCE standard system voltage, and there is 

no difference between a 220 kV and 230 kV line from a construction, implementation, or 

environmental standpoint. The operating voltage of the lines ranges between 220 kV to 240 kV. 

The RTRP is designed and described as a 230 kV project. For purposes of the FEIR, any 

references to 220 kV components have been revised to 230 kV, as shown in Volume II of this 

FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-88 

Text in Section 3.2.1, Regulatory Setting, has been revised to include the City of Jurupa Valley. 

Revisions can be seen in Volume II of this FEIR. Though the text has now been revised, the 

impacts previously identified in the DEIR remain exactly the same, since the jurisdictional 

boundary is irrelevant for purposes of determining actual physical impacts on the aesthetic 

environment. 

 

Response to Comment P-89 

The socio-economic impacts attributable to visual impacts are not quantifiable because it is very 

difficult to establish a cause and effect relationship between the degree of visual change and 

quantifiable socioeconomic effect and would amount to speculation as to this Project. CEQA 

requires that the visual impacts be disclosed relative to the Proposed Project alternatives. Visual 

impacts relative to the I-15 corridor are discussed in the DEIR on page 3-55 and shown in Figure 

3.2.1-17. Also see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. According to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b), impacts to be analyzed in the EIR must be ―related to 

physical changes‖ in the environment, not in economic conditions. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15131(a) does not require an analysis of a project‘s social or economic effects because such 

impacts are not, in and of themselves, considered significant effects on the environment and 

because it is not reasonably foreseeable that economic impacts (if any) will result in impacts to 

the physical environment. 

 

See Response to Comment BBBB-7 regarding the assessment of developed and natural 

landscapes. 

 

Response to Comment P-90 

The visual impact assessment uses, as a basis, an established, standardized, and widely used 

methodology that attempts to systematically evaluate visual resources using specific, industry 

accepted criteria developed by the BLM for use across broad open landscapes (VRM system). 

Terminology, key elements, and format are comparable to the California Energy Commission 

methodology used for energy generation projects. Surveys of the attitudes of individuals 

potentially affected by any particular project is rarely, if ever, used for the assessment of visual 

impacts, and is not required by CEQA. The collective attitudes and values of individual 

observers are typically reflected in local general planning documents where the local 

constituency‘s values are codified, and are disclosed in the DEIR. Contrary to what is implied by 

the commenter, opinion-based surveys were not conducted for the RERC. The claim that the 

well-established and accepted BLM VRM system is somehow flawed has no factual basis. Other 

than addressing the requirements of CEQA to assess significant impacts as detailed in CEQA, 
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the assessment of visual and aesthetic impacts is not required to follow any specific 

methodology. 

 

Table 9 in the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report shows the various 

combinations of viewer attitude toward change, viewing duration, and use levels that combine to 

result in (far right column) Visual Sensitivity Level, and I-15 is not shown on this table. Table 

11, however, shows the sensitivity levels of viewpoints (including I-15) based on the above-

stated sensitivity factors. I-15, because of low user attitudes, short viewing duration, and high use 

levels, results in a moderate sensitivity, not ―moderate or high‖ as stated by the commenter. As 

stated in the DEIR on page 3-16, Section 3.7, sensitivity is ―used in the visual analysis as a 

component‖ (along with distance, contrast, and landscape character) to determine impact levels.  

 

The DEIR acknowledges that use volumes would be high for the I-15 corridor (see page 3-55). 

Industry standards for evaluating visual sensitivity and potential impacts routinely consider use 

levels or use volumes as one important, but not the only, component that determines impact. As 

stated in the DEIR, viewer attitude toward landscape change and duration of view are (among 

other factors such as viewing orientation, contrast, and distance) also factors that affect viewer 

sensitivity, and therefore, visual impact. In fact, views that are seen daily by a large number of 

observers that have low regard for change in the landscape (e.g., daily commuters) and have a 

relatively brief and/or intermittent viewing duration are expected to have lower levels of visual 

sensitivity, and viewers may not even notice change in the landscape. 

 

The Final Initial Study of the RERC #3 and #4 cited by the commenter was a separate study for 

an unrelated project that utilized a similar methodology to assess impacts, and the commenter is 

therefore incorrect in assuming it pertains to the Proposed Project. However, the study performed 

for the Proposed Project considered all of the factors cited in the RERC #3 and #4 study, 

including visual quality (scenic quality and visual integrity), viewer concern/numbers/duration 

(sensitivity), and visibility. Similarly, all of these factors together were considered during the 

sensitivity analysis and impact assessment, as were the factors going into use levels (number of 

vehicles for roads or volume of recreation use). Isolating one factor (number of viewers) and 

correctly asserting a high level of use does not, in and of itself, equate to a high sensitivity, high 

(Class A) visual quality, or high impact level.  

 

Response to Comment P-91 

A sensitivity analysis was performed for expected observer groups in the Proposed Project area 

(see page 3-9 of the DEIR), including but not limited to residences. The DEIR states that 

residential receptors typically reflect a high sensitivity rating, but does not state that residences 

are the only high-sensitivity receptor. As detailed on page 22, Section 4.3 of the Aesthetics and 

Visual Resources Technical Report, all potentially sensitive viewers and potentially critical 

viewpoints that may have visibility of the 230 kV and 69 kV components of the Proposed Project 

were identified and inventoried, and Table 10 on page 23, Section 4.3 of the Aesthetics and 

Visual Resources Technical Report presents other high sensitivity viewpoints or corridors. 

 

The DEIR acknowledges that use volumes would be high for the I-15 corridor (see page 3-55). 

Industry standards for evaluating visual sensitivity and potential impacts routinely consider use 

levels or use volumes as one important, but not the only, component that determines impact. As 

stated in the DEIR, viewer attitude toward landscape change and duration of view are (among 
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other factors such as viewing orientation, contrast, and distance) also factors that affect viewer 

sensitivity, and therefore, visual impact. In fact, views that are seen daily by a large number of 

observers that have low regard for change in the landscape (e.g., daily commuters) and have a 

relatively brief and/or intermittent viewing duration are expected to have lower levels of visual 

sensitivity, and viewers may not even notice change in the landscape. In large part, this is 

because travelers on the I-15 will be focused on watching traffic movement on the freeway, 

rather than scrutinizing the viewsheds off the freeway. 

 

High visibility alone does not constitute a significant impact. The sensitivity of viewers using the 

area is expected to be low to moderate using industry accepted criteria and as detailed on page 3-

9 of the DEIR and in Section 4.3 of the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report. 

Significant impacts are not expected because CEQA criteria are not present. 

 

A sensitivity analysis was performed for expected observer groups in the Proposed Project area 

(see page 3-9 of the DEIR), including residences. The DEIR states that residential receptors 

typically reflect a high sensitivity rating, but does not state that residences are the only high-

sensitivity receptor. As detailed on page 22, Section 4.3 of the Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Technical Report, all potentially sensitive viewers and potentially critical viewpoints that may 

have visibility of the 230 kV and 69 kV components of the Project were identified and 

inventoried, and Table 10 on page 23 presents other high sensitivity viewpoints or corridors. 

 

As previously stated, and detailed on page 16, Section 3.7 of the Aesthetics and Visual 

Resources Technical Report, sensitivity is ―used in the visual analysis as a component‖ (along 

with distance, contrast, and landscape character) to determine impact levels. In the visual 

resources study area, I-15 has not been identified in any agency planning document, by the 

Federal Highway Administration, or by Caltrans as an eligible or designated scenic highway or 

scenic highway of local significance.  

 

Response to Comment P-92 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. The Proposed Project is not 

anticipated to shift commercial development away from frontage of a limited-access freeway. 

The Project would not block the view of any commercial development from the freeway and 

potential patrons would not access commercial development directly from the freeway, as 

implied. Market demand, zoning, property location, and the ability to finance a project are also 

factors that would figure prominently into a developer‘s decision-making process whether to 

build a commercial project. The commenter‘s ―pass-by-trip‖ versus ―new trip‖ argument is 

specious. Accordingly, the commenter is incorrect that the Project may result in indirect noise, 

air quality, or GHG impacts as a result of displaced development. 

 

Response to Comment P-93 

The commenter inappropriately conflates high use level and high sensitivity along I-15 in order 

to support a purposefully misleading argument to follow. Table 9 in the Aesthetics and Visual 

Resources Technical Report shows the various combinations of viewer attitude toward change, 

viewing duration, and use levels that combine to result in (far right column) Visual Sensitivity 

Level, and I-15 is not shown on this table. Table 11, however, shows the sensitivity levels of 

viewpoints (including I-15) based on the above-stated sensitivity factors. I-15, because of low 

user attitudes, short viewing duration, and high use levels, results in a moderate sensitivity (not 
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―moderate or high‖). In large part, this is because travelers on the I-15 will be focused on 

watching traffic movement on the freeway, rather than scrutinizing the viewsheds off the 

freeway. Viewing duration is a key concept in the visual resource planning methodologies 

utilized by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS Scenery Management System [SMS]; Agriculture 

Handbook Number 701 -Landscape Aesthetics, a Handbook for Scenery Management) and the 

Bureau of Land Management (Visual Resource Management [VRM]; Manual H-8410-1 - Visual 

Resource Inventory). As stated on page 16, Section 3.7, sensitivity is ―used in the visual analysis 

as a component‖ (along with distance, contrast, and landscape character) to determine impact 

levels.  

 

Visual impacts relative to the I-15 corridor are discussed on page 3-55 of the DEIR and shown in 

Figure 3.2.1-17.  

 

The DEIR considered the views and sensitivity of I-15 viewers as discussed on page 3-55 of the 

DEIR, and the commenter‘s conclusion that the Proposed Project along freeway frontage would 

adversely affect commercial branding and site visual accessibility is unsupported. Significant 

aesthetic impacts of a project, according to CEQA, relate to impacts on ―scenic vistas,‖ the 

―damage of scenic resources‖ ―within a state scenic highway,‖ degradation of the ―existing 

visual character or quality of a site and its surroundings,‖ and the creation of new sources of 

―substantial light or glare,‖ and not visual accessibility or branding of commercial areas. These 

are economic issues beyond the scope of CEQA; please see Master Response #7. Moreover, a 

decline in ―visual accessibility‖ is not typically associated with transmission lines because most 

of the right-of-way is occupied only by the conductor wires, which do not substantially impede 

visibility. Furthermore, visual access is largely dependent on the characteristics of the viewer 

(viewing orientation, view exposure, viewing duration, etc.). The commenter does provide any 

supporting evidence that the presence of transmission line conductor wires and widely spaced 

structures adversely affect commercial area ―branding.‖ The placement and opportunity for 

commercial signage would not be adversely affected because such signage will remain visible to 

communicate the presence, location, and nature of the commercial site. Commercial 

development would not be accessed directly from the freeway; in any case, rights-of-way for 

transmission lines are not exclusion zones.   

 

Response to Comment P-94 

The commenter continues to expound a falsehood that the 100-foot ROW is some sort of 

exclusion or clear zone. The DEIR never states this and there are abundant and readily 

observable examples of transmission lines demonstrating the contrary. The commenter then 

attempts to ―make it sound even worse‖ by using a partial quote out of context to imply the 

ROW along I-15 may in fact be 280 feet wide. Quoting from page 2-42, the commenter states, 

―any commercial uses adjacent to the freeway will be located, at minimum, 100 feet from that [I-

15] transportation corridor (e.g., ‗additional ROW of up to an estimated 280 feet may be 

required,‘ p.2-42).‖ The actual sentence on page 2-42 the DEIR reads, ―For longer spans (e.g., 

river crossings), additional ROW of up to an estimated 280 feet may be required to allow for 

conductor swing.‖ Thus, ROW greater than 100 feet would only be required to account for 

greater conductor sway for the longer span proposed at the Santa Ana River crossing.   

 

Furthermore, the commenter‘s allegation that ―environmental and socioeconomic impacts 

resulting from those physical changes cannot be reasonably compensated for through the 
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‗payment of fair market value [which] would be offered for these easements‖ is unsupported by 

credible evidence. As stated in the DEIR in Section 2.4.1, fair market value of easements to be 

purchased would be determined by a certified appraiser. 

 

A 2003 Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) study entitled ―Transmission Lines and 

Property Values: State of the Science‖ states that differences in location and time of data 

collection, as well as research design, make direct comparisons of results from the various 

studies very difficult. Although quantitative generalizations from studies cannot be reliably 

made, the following conclusions from studies seem to be similar across the board (EPRI 2003): 

 

 There is evidence that transmission lines have the potential to decrease nearby property 

values, but this decrease is usually small (6.3 percent or lower). 

 

 Lots adjacent to the ROW often benefit; lots next to adjacent lots often have value 

reduction. 

 

 Higher-end properties are more likely to experience a reduction in selling price than 

lower-end properties. 

 

 The degree of opposition to an upgrade project may affect size and duration of the sales-

price effects. 

 

 Setback distance, ROW landscaping, shielding of visual and aural effects, and integration 

of the ROW into the neighborhood can significantly reduce or eliminate the impact of 

transmission structures on sales prices. 

 

 Although appreciation of property does not appear to be affected, proximity to a 

transmission line can sometimes result in increased selling times for adjacent properties. 

 

 Sales-price effects are more complex than they have been portrayed in many studies. 

Even grouping adjacent properties may obscure results. 

 

 Effects of a transmission line on sale prices of properties diminish over time and all but 

disappear in five years. 

 

 Opinion surveys of property values and transmission line may not necessarily overstate 

negative attitudes, but they understate or ignore positive attitudes. 

 

The EPRI study points out that one of the difficulties in determining the potential impact of 

transmission line siting on property values is the wide range of methodologies used to measure 

impacts. It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to predict the likely impacts on property 

values of the proposed Project. Ultimately, such economic predictions are not required by CEQA 

because they are purely economic issues and are not related to any environmental impacts to the 

physical environment (see Master Response #7). 

 

The commenter presents no credible evidence to support the impacts identified in the comment. 

See Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. Also see Master Response 
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#6 regarding electric and magnetic fields and Master Response #7 regarding economic and social 

impacts. The commenter‘s reference to ―public perceptions‖ and ―the public‘s negative feelings‖ 

is not substantial evidence of any actual environmental impact, per CEQA Guidelines Section 

15384. 

 

Response to Comment P-95 

Visual depictions of the 230 kV transmission line are shown in Figures 3.2.1-13 (pg. 3-23), 

3.2.1-14 (pg. 3-25), 3.2.1-15 (pg. 3-27), 3.2.1-16 (pg. 3-29), 3.2.1-17 (pg. 3-31), 3.2.1-21 (pg. 3-

39), 3.2.1-22 (pg. 3-41), 3.2.1-23 (pg. 3-43), and 3.2.1-26 (pg. 3-49) of the DEIR. The photo 

simulations were modeled based on preliminary engineering design, and detailed Computer 

Aided Design (CAD) modeling for each structure based on terrain, structure span, expected 

conductor sag, and other detailed design criteria. As is obvious from visual inspection of the 

simulation figures shown in the DEIR, a variety of structure types and heights is presented. 

Information on the range of structure heights as well as averages are provided in the DEIR. 

Based on preliminary designs, the structures modeled in each simulation represent the actual 

anticipated heights of each structure, not average or typical heights. Throughout the DEIR, 

references to the structure heights for the Proposed Project provide a consistent range of 65 to 90 

feet for the 69 kV subtransmission lines and 90 to 180 feet for the 230 kV transmission line. The 

commenter‘s claim of inaccuracies, underestimations, and misrepresentations with regards to 

structure heights is without merit because the heights of structures for the Proposed Project 

would differ from those of the Van Buren Offset Alternative. 

 

Visual impacts relative to the I-15 corridor are discussed on page 3-55 and a visual simulation is 

shown in Figure 3.2.1-17 (pg. 3-31) in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-96 

The Lead Agency did consider potentially feasible alternatives to reduce significant impacts to a 

less-than-significant level, including an alternative to underground the 230 kV transmission line. 

The Lead Agency determined that an undergrounding alternative of the 230 kV line would create 

additional significant environmental impacts (several of which would be greater than those 

associated with the Proposed Project) and is infeasible; therefore, this alternative does not 

warrant further analysis.  

 

Response to Comment P-97 

The comment suggests that the DEIR may be deficient because of a lack of analysis of the 

difference in air quality resulting from the difference in operation of RPU internal generation 

with and without the Proposed Project. Currently, the decision to operate the internal generation 

is influenced by at least two factors: 1) the cost of electricity generated by the internal resources, 

compared to outside resources (sometimes referred to as ―economic dispatch‖); and 2) the need 

to lower the loading on the 230 – 69 kV transformers at Vista Substation due to RPU‘s internal 

electrical load. Both factors (economic dispatch and Vista transformer capacity) may be present 

at the same time. Therefore, it is impossible to quantitatively determine how often internal 

generation would be operated solely to address the Vista transformer capacity issue. Hence, it is 

impossible to gauge the change in air quality due to operation of internal generation assuming 

the completion of the Proposed Project. Please see Section 1.5 of the DEIR in Volume II for 
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more information on internal generation and the operation of RERC and Springs, which are 

limited in operational time due to air quality issues. 

 

The comment further suggests that the DEIR may be deficient because of a lack of analysis of air 

emissions resulting from future development that would result from completion of the Proposed 

Project. It is impossible to accurately know what kind of development would take place in the 

future. Therefore, it is impossible to reasonably quantify air emissions from future development 

in the City of Riverside. Furthermore, as described in Section 5.1.4 of the DEIR, the Proposed 

Project is not expected to induce growth, but rather accommodate it. Contrary to the 

commenter‘s statement, CEQA Appendix F considerations are discussed in Section 5.4 of the 

DEIR. Please also see Response to Comment P-149 regarding load management. 

 

Response to Comment P-98 

In 2003 (well before the RTRP was conceived), RPU began operating under a framework of 

strict Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) goals that were more aggressive than those required 

by Senate Bill (SB) 1078 (2002). At the direction of the City Manager, RPU had set a goal of 

reaching a 20 percent level of renewable power in its portfolio by 2015 (see City of Riverside 

City Council ―Renewable Portfolio Standard‖ memorandum dated July 8, 2003). This goal was 

achieved in 2010. Currently, RPU is on track to meet or exceed RPS requirements set forth in SB 

2 (2011) (which supersedes SB 107 [2006] cited by the commenter). Meeting State and City RPS 

goals are not part of the project description or stated project objectives, and extensive discussion 

of the City‘s compliance with these goals would have been peripheral to the Proposed Project‘s 

critical purpose and need. Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR‘s project 

description ―should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of 

the environmental impact.‖ 

 

The Lead Agency does not seek to rationalize the Proposed Project ―by stating that the project is 

predicated on ‗the inability of RPU to maximize the potential for importing renewable energy 

generated in the Western U.S.‘ ‖ The commenter has taken this and two other statements out of 

context and then attempted to join them together. The RTRP is primarily a reliability project, not 

a renewable project (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the DEIR). The quote above is from a 

discussion on New Generation alternatives in a bullet point titled ―Other Concerns‖ (see page 6-

24 of the DEIR). Nowhere does the DEIR state that meeting RPS goals is a project objective; 

increasing renewable sources is not mentioned in Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need). The Lead 

Agency does not ―seek to allege that increased use of renewable energy sources is a project 

objective.‖ If it did, it would have stated this clearly in the DEIR and supported this objective 

throughout discussion in the document. The commenter seeks to link a number of disparate 

statements in the DEIR for a new and unintended purpose and then proceeds to point out 

deficiencies.  

 

The commenter continues by making a conclusory claim about the ―DEIR‘s repeated assertions‖ 

regarding renewable energy as evidence of the Proposed Project‘s ―vital‖ importance to the 

California Energy Commission‘s Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative. This is not a 

supportable statement. The DEIR does not mention renewable energy in Chapter 1 (Purpose and 

Need) or Chapter 2 (Project Description). Chapter 3 (Environmental Analysis) mentions 

renewable energy on page 3-80 in identifying the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 

2006 (in the background section on State Regulatory Setting) and then again on pages 3-92 and 
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3-93 in commenting on Proposed Project consistency with the City‘s General Plan 2025 and the 

CEC‘s Strategic Transmission Investment Plan related to CEQA criteria b for GHG emissions 

(i.e., ―Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?‖). Chapter 4 (Cumulative Impacts) 

states the obvious fact that ―the Proposed Project‘s operation would not require the combustion 

of fossil fuels and would allow the City to access renewable energy sources while reducing the 

need for internal generation during demand peaks‖ (DEIR page 4-11). Renewable energy is 

referred to once in Chapter 5 (Additional Topics) in response to a CEQA Appendix F item. In 

Chapter 6 (Project Alternatives), renewable energy is briefly referred to three times: once within 

a broader discussion of New Generation alternatives within the City; once within a discussion of 

Distributed Generation alternatives within the City; and once within a discussion of limitations 

of Energy Conservation as a Proposed Project alternative. None of this constitutes ―repeated 

assertions.‖ 

 

Clearly, capacity-increasing solutions that would increase fossil fuel-based generation within the 

City would also increase GHG emissions, but solely increasing transmission capacity (which is 

what this Project proposes) would allow the City to enter into power purchase contracts with any 

number of potential future renewable energy suppliers. Nevertheless, the stated project 

objectives are focused on system improvements (Section 6.1.1, Objectives, of the DEIR, pages 6-

1 and 6-2): 

 

 Provide sufficient capacity, in a timely manner, to meet existing electric system demand 

and anticipated future load growth; 

 Provide an additional point of delivery for bulk power into the RPU electrical system, 

thereby reducing dependence on Vista Substation and increasing overall reliability (see 

Figure 1.4-2 in Chapter 1); 

 Split and upgrade the subtransmission electrical system as a function of prudent utility 

practice; 

 Meet Proposed Project need while minimizing environmental impacts; and 

 Meet Proposed Project need in a cost-effective manner. 

 

The Proposed Project is an electrical system transmission and subtransmission project. As such, 

it would not create a permanent fossil fuel combustion source within the Project area. GHG 

emissions are analyzed in Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR. The Proposed Project would not create 

potentially significant impacts associated with GHG emissions. During temporary construction 

emissions, the Proposed Project would generate less than 20% of the CO2e SCAQMD Interim 

GHG Significance Threshold; in operation, it would generate 0.07% of this threshold. It is 

unclear what ―factual basis‖ is absent to allow understanding the ―totality of GHG emissions 

directly and indirectly associated with the Proposed Project‖ or what comparisons would be 

required to identify an alternative (No Project or otherwise) that would reduce potentially 

significant impacts under this CEQA analysis. Because the commenter‘s statements are not 

supported by substantial evidence and are unclear as to their meaning, no further response can be 

provided (see Master Response #2). 

 

Response to Comment P-99 

See Responses to Comments P-17 and P-100. 
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Response to Comment P-100 

See Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. There was no ―failure or 

unwillingness‖ to conduct biological resource surveys. The commenter asserts this with no 

supporting evidence. See Response to Comment P-17.  

 

For the purpose of the DEIR, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(a), the baseline 

conditions used to determine the impacts associated with the Proposed Project and Alternatives 

are the on-the-ground, physical environmental conditions that existed in the Proposed Project 

area in fall of 2009, at the time the Notice of Preparation was distributed. Thus, for purposes of 

the DEIR, the Proposed Project‘s environmental setting and the baseline conditions used to 

determine Proposed Project impacts are the same, as is permitted by CEQA (see CEQA 

Guidelines, § 15125). Additional data were collected and surveys conducted beyond the fall of 

2009, during development of the DEIR, to increase the accuracy of baseline conditions, confirm 

conditions, augment information, respond to scoping comments, update existing data with survey 

results, or update the environmental setting to reflect recent changes in land uses within the 

Proposed Project area. Coordination with RCA, CDFG, and USFWS is clearly documented in 

the DEIR and the project record. This coordination is considered on-going and continues to this 

time to ensure protection of biological resources. As stated in the DEIR, the one-year validity of 

surveys is a requirement of the RCA as part of MSHCP implementation, not (as asserted by the 

commenter) ―[b]ecause biological resources and habitats are subject to rapid change,‖ however 

true this may be. Baseline for CEQA impact determination is as described in the DEIR and 

confirmed by local, State, and federal resource regulating agencies. As directed by the RCA and 

within the framework of the MSHCP, all necessary supplemental surveys would be conducted at 

appropriate times prior to construction. Biological Resource Mitigation Measure BIO-03 would 

ensure that survey work is current up to two weeks prior to any ground disturbing activities 

associated with Proposed Project construction. Thus, the Lead Agency has conducted valid 

baseline surveys in coordination with local, State, and federal resource regulating agencies, 

continued to coordinate for additional surveys with RCA, and included enforceable mitigation 

measures (BIO-03) to keep survey data current up to the time of construction.  

 

Additionally, the commenter inserts an implication that the Lead Agency imposes requirements 

on RPU, as though RPU is an applicant under CEQA. The City of Riverside Department of 

Public Utilities (RPU) is a department of the City. 

 

Response to Comment P-101 

The commenter states that, ―[t]he biological reconnaissance surveys do not appear to comply 

with the USFWS ‗Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally 

Listed, Proposed and Candidate Plants‘ (USFWS, January 2000), the CDFG‘s ‗Guidelines for 

Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and 

Natural Communities‘ (CDFG, December 9, 1983, revised May 8, 2000), and the Riverside 

County Transportation and Land Management Agency‘s (TLMA) ‗Western Riverside County 

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Survey Guidelines and Protocols‘ 

(TLMA, July 18, 2007).‖ No further support for this assertion is given. See Master Response #2 

regarding vague or conclusory comments, and Response to Comment P-73 regarding agency 

coordination on survey work. Additionally, the Project is within the MSHCP and thus supersedes 

other requirements that would be applicable without such a plan. 
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Response to Comment P-102 

Surveys were conducted by biologists listed on Riverside County‘s list of qualified biological 

consultants, including Peter Bloom Biological, Harmsworth Associates, Ken Osborne, and 

TRC/Essex. See Chapter 3 of the DEIR and the Biological Resources Technical Report in 

Appendix B. 

 

Response to Comment P-103 

See Response to Comment P-102. 

 

Response to Comment P-104 

Detailed information used in this analysis may be found in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report in Appendix B of the DEIR. Maps in Appendix A to the Biological Resources Technical 

Report clearly identify habitats and locations for all sensitive plant and animal species observed 

in the Proposed Project area. The impact table in Appendix B to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report clearly identifies locations and impact types for habitat and sensitive species in 

the Proposed Project area organized by ―link.‖ Links were used to develop routes with the fewest 

potential impacts. A mapbook depicting species occurrences and habitat locations for the 

Proposed Project is included as Attachment E to this FEIR.  

 

Contrary to the commenter‘s allegation, the impact analysis section for Biological Resources 

(Chapter 3, Section 3.2.4, beginning on page 3-128 of the DEIR) outlines all potential impacts by 

route. To the extent that the commenter references ―alignments‖ but meant alternatives, please 

refer to Chapter 6 of the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment P-105 

The western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus) is a mammal, not a bird, as claimed by the 

commenter; however, because the commenter refers to the discussion in the DEIR about bats 

(page 3-115), it is assumed that the comment is about bats. The Lead Agency‘s rationale is not 

fatally flawed with regards to indirect impacts to bat foraging. No known research has shown an 

effect of power line conductors on bat foraging ecology and the commenter fails to provide any 

evidence to the contrary. To be conservative, the Lead Agency discloses that a potential indirect 

impact to bat foraging habitat (for both western yellow bat and western mastiff bat) is possible in 

theory; however, both of these species (and bats in general) are capable of foraging in the 

presence of some level of clutter and obstacles (trees, shrubs, rocks and the like). With the 

amount of vegetated habitat supporting insect prey in the general area (Santa Ana River riparian 

corridor, agricultural fields, orchards, irrigated golf courses, urban landscaping, etc.), foraging 

habitat is not limited; any effect of the conductors would be negligible and not be reasonably 

expected to result in reduced reproduction or survivorship. See Table 3.2.4-4 (Proposed Project 

Footprint Habitat Impacts) in the DEIR for amounts of direct habitat losses associated with 

Proposed Project elements. For a discussion of current and planned land uses within the 

Proposed Project ROW, including open space land along the boundary of the Hidden Valley 

Wildlife Area and lands managed for wildlife and recreation under the Land and Water 

Conservation Fund, see the Land Use and Recreation sections of the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment P-106 

See Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. Figure 3.2.4-1 shows 

habitat cover types within the Project study corridors. (In response to other comments, these 

areas are shown in greater detail in Attachment E of the FEIR.) Table 3.2.4-1 summarizes cover 

types within a 2,000-foot study corridor along the proposed 230 kV transmission line route. 

Table 3.2.4-3 summarizes cover types within 1,000-foot study corridors along the proposed 

69 kV routes. Table 3.2.4-4, Proposed Project Footprint Habitat Impacts, lists acres of temporary 

and permanent impacts by habitat type. Species and their habitat requirements are discussed on 

pages 3-109 through 3-118 of the DEIR. Line clearance and vegetation conflicts during operation 

are discussed on page 3-107 of the DEIR. Since the items listed in the comment are all shown, 

discussed and quantified in the DEIR, the commenter‘s conclusion regarding it being impossible 

to independently verify the Lead Agency‘s findings is unsupportable and without merit.  

 

Response to Comment P-107 

See Response to Comment P-100 regarding agency coordination and adequacy of biological 

resource surveys. The Lead Agency‘s assessment of biological resources and impacts is neither 

incomplete nor inadequate. CEQA significance thresholds for evaluating impacts are fully 

presented in Section 3.2.4, which were fully addressed in the Biological Resources Section. 

Please also refer to the 232-page Biological Resources Technical Report included in Appendix 

B, which includes detailed survey reports for burrowing owl, least Bell‘s vireo, southwestern 

willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, Delhi sands flower-loving fly, and habitat 

assessments and focused plant surveys. 

 

Response to Comment P-108 

Analysis of the Proposed Project in the DEIR was based on preliminary engineering and a layout 

of indicative roads. Preliminary engineering information is included as Attachment D to this 

FEIR. The EIR fully analyzed biological impacts and coordinated with CDFG and the USFWS 

to confirm the validity of all biological surveys for CEQA adequacy. See also Response to 

Comment P-17. 

 

Response to Comment P-109 

As indicated in the cited Burrowing Owl Survey Report, MSHCP survey areas were obtained 

from Riverside County prior to surveys. Surveys were conducted following protocols outlined in 

the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions
5
 for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species 

Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP Section 6.3.2). The fact that 6.6 miles of the Proposed 

Project area was surveyed for burrowing owl is reflective of the fact that most of the Proposed 

Project area does not provide suitable habitat for burrowing owls. Much of the Proposed Project 

and alternative centerlines would cross existing roadways and other paved areas, sidewalks, 

landscaped areas, and active agricultural fields. In contrast, habitat utilized by burrowing owls 

includes, but is not limited to, native and non-native grasslands, fallow fields, washes, arroyos, 

areas of low-density cover, vacant lots, and road embankments. See Figure 3.2.4-1 (Vegetation 

Communities and Cover Types) and Table 3.2.4-4 (Proposed Project Footprint Habitat Impacts) 

in the DEIR. Table 1 in the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix B to the DEIR) 

                                                 
5
 http://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/epd/documents/survey_protocols/burrowing_owl_survey_instructions.pdf 

http://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/epd/documents/survey_protocols/burrowing_owl_survey_instructions.pdf
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presents presence, absence, and potential for occurrence of burrowing owls (and other species) 

by Project link for all Project alternatives.  

 

Response to Comment P-110 

The Lead Agency does not seek to avoid analysis of potential impacts to avian species and has 

included this analysis in the DEIR. The commenter has extracted a partial quote from page 3-

132, recast it as a ―rationale‖ for avoiding reasoned analysis, and then criticized its inadequacy. 

The quote included in the comment is: ―It is possible that birds would strike the new 

transmission lines; however, it is not expected to result in a substantial increase from current 

conditions due to preexisting power lines within the same area‖ (DEIR page 3-132). This is 

interpreted as a claim by the Lead Agency that proximity to existing development constitutes a 

rationale for assuming that a new land use ―would not create or have the potential to create new 

significant environmental effects.‖ This is not what is explained in the DEIR. The complete 

quote reads:  

 

―Factors that influence collision risk can be divided into three categories: those related to 

avian species, those related to the environment, and those related to the configuration and 

location of transmission lines. Species-related factors include habitat use, body size, 

flight behavior, age, sex, and flocking behavior. A bird‘s flight performance has been 

shown to be one of the most important factors determining the chances of collision with a 

transmission line. Environmental factors influencing collision risk include the effects of 

weather and time of day for transmission line visibility, surrounding land use practices 

that may attract birds, movement corridors, and human activities that may flush birds into 

transmission lines. Line-related factors include the configuration and location of the 

transmission line and transmission line placement with respect to other structures or 

topographic features. The spatial configuration of the transmission lines for RTRP would 

be relatively open, allowing movement above, beneath, and between the transmission 

lines. 

 

Bird collisions also tend to occur with transmission lines when some migrant species 

travel at reduced altitudes and encounter tall structures (e.g., transmission lines and 

towers) in their path. It is difficult to predict the magnitude of collision-caused bird 

mortality without extensive information on bird species and movements in the Proposed 

Project vicinity. These data are not available for the proposed transmission line study 

area; however, it is generally expected that collision mortality would be greatest where 

the movements of susceptible species are the greatest (e.g. near open bodies of water, 

wetlands, ridge lines), such as the Santa Ana River. A portion of this area currently 

supports existing power lines that have no record of significant avian mortality. It is 

possible that birds would strike the new transmission lines; however, it is not expected to 

result in a substantial increase from current conditions due to preexisting power lines 

within the same area. Through the incorporation of MM BIO-02 and conformance to 

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC 2006 or current at time of construction 

contracting) standards, Proposed Project activities are not likely to create significant 

increases in avian collision risk. This will include, but is not limited to, the following: 

conductors will be spaced to an acceptable distance for raptors such as red-tailed hawk 

and golden eagle; bus bars or other points of electrocution shall be covered with non-

conductive caps; aerial spans of the Santa Ana River will be marked with UV reflectors 
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(bird diverters) every 100 feet alternating along the outer conductors; nest deterrents will 

be implemented per SCE requirements and approved by RPU. SCE will determine and 

implement APLIC guidelines. Designs for APLIC compliance will be reviewed and 

approved by the SCE, RPU and the Project Biologist.‖ 

 

As explained, avian collision risk from power lines is notoriously difficult to accurately predict 

(particularly for proposed lines) and is the result of complex interaction of species along with 

behavioral, ecological, and physical variables affected by rare and unpredictable events (e.g., 

unusual weather patterns, novel food sources, habitat changes). Quantitative estimates of risk 

require some measure of avian mortality, data usually unavailable for lines that have not yet been 

built. In context, the DEIR‘s full explanation is that the existing SCE lines, in close proximity to 

the proposed 230 kV Santa Ana River crossing location, provide valuable information on 

existing avian risk levels in what would be considered the area with the highest avian risk for the 

Proposed Project. The existing lines present a unique opportunity to see the net effect of all site-

specific conditions on local avian mortality. The existing lines inform us about potential risk. 

The impacts of the proposed lines would be expected to be similar to the impacts of the existing 

lines. These existing impacts have not been significant, so it can be reasonably assumed that 

collision risk conditions in the area are low and the proposed lines would be similar.  

 

The commenter also presents an incorrect analogy (i.e., ―new housing or commercial 

development projects‖ would not ―create new significant environmental effects‖ because ―there 

already exists housing or shopping in the same general area‖) to the Proposed Project‘s 

conductor effects on avian species and then argues to the DEIR‘s deficiency. The analogy is false 

on two important levels: 

 

1) This is not the argument made in the document; and 

2) The types of impacts discussed in this section of the DEIR are not comparable.  

 

The DEIR states that, based on an analysis of field conditions and due to the presence of existing 

lines that have no history of killing significant numbers of birds, it is reasonably certain that the 

proposed river crossing does not present a significant avian collision risk. The Lead Agency is 

not attempting to ―hide behind the absence of collectible data.‖ The existing SCE lines, operated 

within the framework of SCE‘s avian protection program, actually provide a long-term dataset. 

Further, the commenter‘s analogy fails to distinguish between differences associated with risk 

pathways resulting in direct and indirect impacts to biological resources. For typical 

development projects (such as ―new housing or commercial development projects‖), major 

impacts associated with construction activities and site development have the potential to result 

in species displacement, habitat removal or alteration, and direct species mortality. The Proposed 

Project has the potential to result in these categories of impacts to biological resources, as 

discussed in the DEIR on pages 3-129 through 3-132 and shown in Table 3.2.4-4, although these 

impacts would be less than significant with implementation of EPEs and mitigation measures. In 

addition, power line projects have some unique and more complex impacts (avian electrocutions 

and collisions) associated with stringing wires high up in the air. The commenter‘s entire 

comment draws from a section of the DEIR titled ―Avian Collision Risk.‖ The DEIR does not 

argue that site development and habitat loss associated with existing power lines somehow 

ameliorates similar project impacts. 
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Finally, the DEIR has not replaced ―reasoned analysis‖ with ―mere compliance with a design 

standard.‖ Analysis in the DEIR supports the conclusion that collision risk to avian species 

should be low; however, the Proposed Project would employ avian-safe design standards and 

additional mitigative avian protection devices in conformance with current Avian Power Line 

Interaction Committee (APLIC) guidance (APLIC 2006) per mitigation measure BIO-02. APLIC 

is a consortium of utilities, avian conservation organizations, and USFWS established in 1989 to 

identify and develop solutions for issues related to avian mortality from electric lines. It is the 

best mechanism for utilities to operate avian-safe systems and remain in compliance with both 

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. SCE has been a 

significant participant in APLIC since the beginning and operates its system under an avian 

protection program that is held as a model for utilities across the country. 

 

Response to Comment P-111 

Please see Section 3.2.8 of the DEIR in Volume II for discussion of fire hazard impacts. SCE 

incorporates the clearance requirements of CPUC GO 95 in the design of the transmission line. 

These requirements are designed to ensure the safe and reliable operation of electrical facilities, 

and to avoid the risk of induction and/or flashover from vehicles that may travel beneath the 

lines. The commenter employs a deception to imply that because flashover is an issue with the 

railroad so therefore flashover is an unaddressed risk throughout the Proposed Project. Railroad 

concerns are not related to flashover, but rather are related to control, communication, and 

induction for parallel alignments. Please also see Master Response #6. Additionally, and contrary 

to the commenter‘s demand that impacts ―never‖ occur, CEQA requires the disclosure only of 

impacts that are reasonably foreseeable. 

 

Response to Comment P-112 

The design of transmission line structures (poles and towers) is governed by the CPUC General 

Order No. 95, Rules for Overhead Electric Line Construction, which stipulates minimum 

loadings to ensure the safety and protection of the public. The design code requires the structures 

to have adequate strength to support physical loads from everyday conditions as well as extreme 

weather loads or combinations of loads. Design of the structures also incorporates safety factors 

to provide an additional margin to protect against failures of the structures. In addition, studies 

would be performed prior to final Project design to prevent placement of structures on known 

geologic features that could increase the potential for tower damage. 

 

The loading conditions used for transmission structure design include loading cases that are 

considered extreme loadings, which may represent earthquake or weather events that have a 

recurrence interval of 50 years, 100 years, or even longer. The structures are designed to resist 

these loads even though these long return intervals relate to a low probability that the loading 

condition will be experienced during the life of the transmission line. The concept for the use of 

extreme loading conditions is to design transmission lines for rare but probable loading 

conditions that could occur in the region they are located and within the expected life of the line. 

These conditions typically represent loadings from a weather event with a return interval such as 

1-in-50-year or 1-in-100-year storms. For example, weather data can show that 100 mile per hour 

(mph) winds happen albeit infrequently, but there are no records of 250 mph winds and it is 

reasonable to design for the 100 mph wind case. Extreme loading conditions are embodied in 

relevant codes in California but are also in national and international codes and practices for the 

design of transmission lines (CPUC General Order No. 95, National Electrical Safety Code). The 
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Proposed Project is not unusual or different in terms of loadings that would be anticipated for all 

other lines currently in place in Southern California, as these are all required to meet the 

requirements of General Order No. 95. 

 

The above is not to indicate that transmission structures never fail, but failures are extremely rare 

and thus any potential impacts of any future failing is not reasonably foreseeable. Transmission 

structure failures have occurred in instances where anomalous structure loadings from tornadoes 

or micro-bursts have resulted in wind pressures or other loads in excess of the stipulated design 

extreme loading. In the event of a structure failure, it is necessary to consider how transmission 

structures behave when they are subject to loads greater than identified as the extreme weather 

design load. 

 

Structure failures can be broadly characterized into two categories: 

 

 Category One: The structure remains intact but undergoes displacement or deflection. In 

these instances, the transmission line is still supported by the structure and may be 

operational. However, due to member overstress, localized buckling, or foundation 

movement, the structure is no longer plumb (i.e., not vertically straight or leaning) and 

conductors are displaced from their design position. This type of structure failure is 

typically remedied by replacing overstressed or buckled portions of the structure, and/or 

correcting foundation displacements by using either jacking techniques and the addition 

of compacted backfill or concrete or by use of high pressure grouting, thereby returning 

the structure to its originally designed position. 

 

 Category Two: The structure overload is sufficient that the structure has unrecoverable 

deflections and damage or the structure does not remain intact. In these instances, the 

transmission line is no longer supported by the structure and cannot be operated. This 

type of structure failure typically results in a portion of the structure buckling or 

crumpling to the extent that the transmission line is dropped to the ground. This type of 

failure does not result in the structure falling or rotating about its base. The shafts of 

tubular steel poles consist of a single structural member which, when loaded beyond 

design loads, unlike wood poles, does not physically break and fall to the ground. Rather, 

the steel shaft yields and the structure is ―bent over.‖ Lattice towers that fail have 

individual members that buckle or crumple, with this typically occurring in the area of 

the structure waist, which may be at one-third to one-half the structure height. In most 

instances when either a tubular steel pole or lattice tower is loaded in excess of its design 

loading and begins to fail, the tension in the transmission line conductors begins to assert 

a load on the structure that pulls it in a longitudinal direction. This means that tower 

failures generally occur in a direction along the transmission line, not perpendicular to the 

line. 

 

The 230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission lines, as well as the existing and 

planned substations, are anticipated to be affected by strong ground shaking, as these areas are 

located in the seismically active region of Southern California. These impacts to Proposed 

Project facilities are not avoidable. Final design would incorporate results of the geotechnical 

investigation‘s recommendations for structure modification and strengthening. However, and 

contrary to the commenter‘s demand for a ―guarantee,‖ CEQA requires the disclosure only of 

impacts that are reasonably foreseeable. The Proposed Project would not result in a reasonably 
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foreseeable significant increased risk to the environment resulting from unavoidable seismic 

activity or anomalous weather events such as tornados. There would be no potentially significant 

unavoidable impacts. 

 

The failure events referenced by the commenter are all either very old events, events on older 

systems, or highly unique circumstances and actually speak to the high reliability of modern 

transmission lines. For the first three items, no significant impacts are recognized because of 

modern design and maintenance requirements. Seismic risk is discussed in the DEIR on pages 3-

181 to 3-182. A discussion of aircraft hazards as well as means to reduce potentially significant 

impacts to below a level of significance may be found on pages 3-221 to 3-224 of Chapter 3 in 

Volume 2 of the FEIR. Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. Section 

15145 of the CEQA guidelines addresses speculative impacts. 

 

Response to Comment P-113 

See Response to Comment P-112. For discussion of fire hazard impacts, please see Section 3.2.8 

of the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment P-114 

As stated in the DEIR, a 50-foot maintenance buffer around each tubular steel pole (TSP) and a 

100-foot maintenance clearance buffer around each lattice steel tower (LST) would be provided. 

In most cases, these horizontal clearance distances provide adequate area to locate and operate 

equipment and stage material and personnel for routine and emergency construction, restoration, 

inspection, and ongoing maintenance activities. Topographical features, property dimensions, 

environmental restrictions, limitations, and other conditions may cause these horizontal 

clearances to be increased or decreased depending on the particular circumstance. All 

measurements are taken from the face of the tower foundation. 

 

Land uses that are compatible with the utility ROW and operational criteria—including parking 

lot and loading travel lanes, recreation uses, open space uses, certain agricultural crop 

production—may be permitted; therefore, no parcels would be entirely precluded from 

development. 

 

During the 120-day public comment period, a number of agency and public commenters 

expressed concerns about the proposed 230 kV transmission line route through the Vernola 

Marketplace parking area. Several commenters proposed suggestions and possible alternate 

alignments to reduce impacts within the shopping center. In specific response to these comments, 

SCE reevaluated the proposed 230 kV transmission line route across the Vernola Marketplace 

and evaluated the proposed alternatives specifically referenced in public comments. Through 

evaluating all comments in coordination with the Lead Agency, SCE determined that a minor 

routing refinement to the Proposed Project in the vicinity of the Vernola Marketplace was 

feasible from an engineering perspective, and would present significant opportunities to avoid 

and/or reduce impacts to the Vernola Marketplace property. SCE‘s routing refinement shifts the 

230 kV transmission line out of the primary parking area for the Vernola Marketplace, to the 

west, closer to I-15, along (and behind) the western property boundary of the Vernola 

Marketplace. The result will be a transmission line that passes entirely along the backside of the 

shopping center and would necessitate acquisition of an aerial easement over existing Caltrans 

ROW. This new routing behind the Vernola Marketplace would also result in fewer structures 
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requiring ground disturbance and potential interference with roadways, and a reduction in 

aesthetic impacts. Specifically, rather than three tubular steel poles located in the primary 

parking area (with approximately 1,700 feet of ROW in the developed property), the routing 

refinement would result in two tubular steel poles placed behind the shopping center (with 

approximately 400 feet of ROW in the developed property). This routing refinement would also 

result in the utilization of tubular steel poles rather than lattice steel structures both north and 

south of the Vernola Marketplace. Furthermore, the crossing point of the 230 kV transmission 

line over Limonite Avenue would shift approximately 750 feet to the west, away from Vernola 

Marketplace entrances but closer to the northbound on- and off-ramps at the I-15/Limonite 

Avenue interchange. In addition, and consistent with SCE‘s operational criteria, parking along 

the far western portion of the Vernola Marketplace would not be impacted. 

 

Response to Comment P-115 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. The commenter‘s summary does 

not express any environmental concern regarding the Project, so no further response is required. 

 

Response to Comment P-116 

SCE incorporates the clearance requirements of CPUC GO 95 in the design of the transmission 

line, which will ensure that no significant impact to existing utilities would occur. In preparation 

of the construction activities, a survey of existing overhead and underground utilities along the 

proposed transmission source line route would be conducted. SCE would notify all applicable 

utilities via underground service alert to locate and mark existing utilities and conduct 

exploratory excavations (potholing) as necessary to verify the location of existing utilities and 

prevent damage to existing utilities. SCE would maintain all clearances required to meet GO 95 

standards. The claim that flashover between an overhead transmission line and an underground 

pipeline is an issue has no merit because of the distance between the overhead and underground 

lines and grounding effects. The comment seems less directed at the Proposed Project and more 

toward CPUC GO 95 standards employed on transmission projects state-wide. 

 

Response to Comment P-117 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. Land use plan objectives and 

policies are not ―cherry picked‖ but were fully analyzed by the Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment P-118 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. Within this comment, the 

commenter presents an indictment of electric power transmission in general, citing to an Oak 

Ridge Lab study. An assessment of state-wide ―T&D‖ losses across many hundreds of miles of 

transmission lines is well beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. An analysis of ―T&D‖ 

losses along the Proposed Project‘s 9.7-mile transmission line would not assist the decision-

makers in considering whether or not to approve the Proposed Project or an alternative, as 

―T&D‖ losses do not directly result in environmental impacts and therefore fall outside the 

purview of CEQA analysis. Please also see Response to Comment P-97. 

 

Response to Comment P-119 

The commenter cites the Public Facilities Element of the General Plan (Page PF-25). This 

reference is taken out of context, and the stated references are not referring to policies of the City 
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of Riverside, but to the construction specifically of two additional power plants in the City of 

Riverside, and the effect of those plants on the RPU system. Specific objectives and policies are 

detailed in this section of the plan, and there are no references to reliance on state or regionally 

operated transmission lines and new generation construction in any of these objectives or 

policies. See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency.  

 

Response to Comment P-120 

See Master Response #12, which includes a consistency evaluation of City of Riverside General 

Plan 2025 policies. City of Riverside General Plan 2025 applies only within the City of 

Riverside. 

 

Response to Comment P-121 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-122 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-123 

The Lead Agency understands that, as the commenter states, the City of Jurupa Valley has not 

developed or adopted an alternative land use plan to supersede the Riverside County General 

Plan. Please see Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-124 

The Lead Agency understands that, as the commenter states, the City of Jurupa Valley has not 

developed or adopted an alternative land use plan to supersede Riverside County‘s General Plan. 

The Lead Agency has reviewed all policies identified in the DEIR, and policies identified by 

various comments, and believes that the Proposed Project is consistent with the land use plan the 

City of Jurupa Valley has adopted. See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan 

consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-125 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-126 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-127 

See Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts. Potential conflicts with future 

land uses will depend of the proposed land use; there are no significant impacts that are 

reasonably foreseeable based on the data and evidence available today. A 50-foot (tubular steel 

pole) to 100-foot (lattice steel tower) maintenance buffer around each structure would be 

necessary. Due to federal, State, and utility regulations and policies, structures are not permitted 

to be constructed in the ROW; however, structures may be constructed up to the ROW if 

adequate vertical clearances are met. Land uses that are compatible with the utility ROW and 
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operational criteria—including parking lot and loading travel lanes, recreation uses, open space 

uses, landscaping, and certain agricultural crop production—may be permitted; therefore, no 

parcels would be entirely precluded from development.  

 

Response to Comment P-128 

The DEIR acknowledges that the Proposed Project would cross a portion of the Eastvale 

planning area as defined in the Eastvale Area Plan and detailed in Section 3.1.2, page 3-17, and 

Section 3.2.9, page 3-240 of the DEIR. A policy consistency analysis, which includes EAP 7.1, 

is provided in Table 2-7 of this chapter. Consistency with applicable policies was confirmed. 

 

Response to Comment P-129 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. Contrary to the commenter‘s 

assertion, the Bain Street alternative was not rejected solely because of incompatibility with the 

County‘s master plan for future widening of Bain Street. In fact, the DEIR includes sufficient 

environmental impacts related to aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, land use 

(wholly separate from the planned widening of Bain Street), and water resources to recommend 

the Bain Street alternative for elimination. 

 

Response to Comment P-130 

The City of Jurupa Valley was incorporated in July 2011, and the 120-day hold period ended in 

November of 2011; therefore, it is not bound by Government Code Section 57376(a). Contrary to 

the commenter‘s assertion, the Lead Agency does not assume any property that is currently 

undeveloped or agricultural areas will remain so, and the Project would not adversely affect the 

development potential of I-15 frontage. Please see Response to Comment P-127 and Master 

Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment P-131 

See Master Response #12, regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment P-132 

The Countywide Design Standards and Guidelines cited by the commenter are not applicable to 

the RTRP. Taken from the same document cited by the commenter, the ―Countywide Design 

Standards and Guidelines for the County of Riverside (hereinafter ‗Guidelines‘) are for the use 

of those property owners and design professionals submitting development applications to the 

County of Riverside Planning Department‖ (emphasis added). The following design guidelines 

and standards have been developed by the County of Riverside with assistance of representatives 

from several of the municipalities in the County. In addition, it is intended that this document 

will provide the baseline criteria, in which to measure and to evaluate justifications for potential 

density bonuses under the RCIP Incentives Program. Where certain standards apply specifically 

to one Supervisorial District, that notation appears in the document.‖ 

 

Response to Comment P-133 

Pursuant to Article XII of the Constitution of the State of California, the CPUC is charged with 

the regulation of investor-owned public utilities (which include SCE). The CPUC‘s General 

Order (GO) Number 131-D, Section XIV B states that, ―Local jurisdictions acting pursuant to 
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local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects, distribution lines, 

substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the Commission‘s 

[CPUC‘s] jurisdiction.‖ Since the Proposed Project (230 kV transmission line component) is 

exempt from local land use and zoning regulations and discretionary permitting, a public use 

permit is not required. See Master Response #11 regarding CPUC GO 131-D. 

 

Response to Comment P-134 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts and Master Response #12 

regarding land use plan consistency. Land use, including plan consistency, was fully analyzed in 

the DEIR per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. With regard to the commenter‘s statements 

regarding ―requisite analysis‖ and ―economic projections,‖ please see Master Response #2. 

 

Response to Comment P-135 

Please refer to Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment P-136 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. Contrary to the commenter‘s 

assertion, a consistent methodology was employed for land use analysis regardless of route, 

location, or alternative. See Section 3.2.9 of the DEIR for a discussion of specific plans in the 

Proposed Project area and Master Response #12 for further information regarding Land Use 

Policy Consistency.  

 

Response to Comment P-137 

Please see Response to Comment P-93 and Response to Comment P-127.  

 

Response to Comment P-138 

One existing school has been identified within one quarter-mile of the Proposed Project in Jurupa 

Valley: VanderMolen Elementary School. In addition, nine existing schools have been identified 

within one quarter-mile of the RTRP components in the City of Riverside, including: La Granada 

Elementary School, Arlanza Elementary School, Crest Haven School, Norte Vista High School, 

Wells Middle School, Hawthorne Elementary School, Myra Linn Elementary School, and Our 

Lady Queen of Angels Elementary School. Contrary to the commenter‘s statement, the January 

2007 NOP did not contain any reference to the number of schools in the vicinity. Twenty-three 

schools were identified within the Project study area in the Initial Study prepared for the 

Proposed Project. The study area used for the Initial Study analyzed the greater area in relation to 

the Proposed Project, not the specific routes analyzed in detail in the DEIR. Therefore, although 

23 schools were identified in the study area, 11 schools have been identified within one quarter-

mile of the Proposed Project and Van Buren Offset Alternative routes. Schools are mapped in 

Figures 3.2.9-1 and 3.2.9-2, and names and addresses of schools are provided in Table 3.2.13-2. 

Accordingly, the City‘s analysis fully complied with CEQA‘s requirements. 

 

The property line of the VanderMolen Elementary School site is located approximately 190 feet 

from the edge of the RTRP 230 kV transmission line ROW. The buildings associated with this 

school are 300 feet from the ROW. Twenty-five meters was used as the distance to a 

hypothetical sensitive receptor for impact assessment.  
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Contrary to the commenter‘s assertion, the Proposed Project would not require the physical 

alteration of a governmental facility (such as the VanderMolen Elementary School) simply 

because new 230 kV transmission line facilities would be installed. The Proposed Project would 

be installed in a manner that is consistent with government regulations regarding distances from 

schools, and no alteration of VanderMolen Elementary School would be required. Contrary to 

the commenter‘s assertion, the description of the location of VanderMolen Elementary School is 

consistent throughout the DEIR. For example, the DEIR describes VanderMolen Elementary 

School as being within 0.25 mile of the proposed I-15 route (pg. 3-185) and also more 

specifically identifies it as being 300 feet from the proposed I-15 route (pg. 3-264). 

 

Response to Comment P-139 

The commenter references the United States Environmental Protection Agency‘s ―School Siting 

Guidelines,‖ the Office of Environmental Health and Safety‘s ―Distance Criteria for School 

Siting‖ (2008), and the California Department of Education‘s ―School Site Selection and 

Approval Guide‖ (2000), all of which are guidelines for the siting of schools and not of 

transmission facilities. 

 

The California Department of Education‘s (CDE) ―School Site Selection and Approval Guide‖ 

(2000), in particular, was designed to help school districts (1) select school sites that provide 

both a safe and a supportive environment for the instructional program and the learning process; 

and (2) gain state approval for the selected sites. The guide also contains information about 

safety factors that should be considered when evaluating potential school sites and about the 

procedures school districts must follow to gain approval from the CDE for new sites and for 

additions of land areas to existing sites. One of the safety factors includes proximity to high-

voltage power transmission lines, where it states that ―school districts should be cautious about 

the health and safety aspects relating to overhead transmission lines and should take a 

conservative approach when reviewing sites situated near easements for power transmissions 

lines.‖  

 

In consultation with the State Department of Health Services and electric power companies, the 

CDE established the following limits for locating any part of a school site property line near the 

edge of easements for high-voltage power transmission lines: 

 

1. 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50 to 133 kV line  

2. 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220 to 230 kV line  

3. 350 feet from the edge of an easement for a 500 to 550 kV line  

 

Accordingly, the commenter is incorrect that the DEIR looked at siting distance with no 

regulatory support. As is clear from reading the DEIR, a ―screening distance‖ far greater than 

500 feet was used during data collection. The Proposed Project (230 kV transmission line 

component) is not located within 150 feet of an existing and/or proposed school. The 

inconsistent criteria implied by the commenter are not substantiated by the DEIR; the claim is 

fabricated and has no basis in fact. Conflating a falsehood and then saying ―thus‖ does not make 

it so. 
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Response to Comment P-140 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. In regard to alternatives analysis, 

see Response to Comment P-141 below. 

 

Response to Comment P-141 

The comment is false. As is clear from descriptions of methodology and analysis in both Chapter 

3 and Chapter 6 of the DEIR, fifteen resource topics were fully analyzed under CEQA. The 

commenter extracted a quote from a paragraph in the alternatives chapter describing how initial 

inventory maps were developed for the six resource areas for which existing mappable data were 

obtained for initial GIS analysis. The commenter then fabricates a claim that the entire analysis is 

flawed. For numerous environmental resources (e.g., air quality, greenhouse gases, water quality, 

noise), environmental analysis is not based on mappable data but on other indices of significance 

(e.g., pollution concentrations, decibels of sound). Ultimately, all resource topics were fully 

considered in the analysis of alternatives. Accordingly, the commenter‘s statements are incorrect. 

 

The alternatives evaluated in the DEIR were identified through the EIR scoping process and 

supplemental studies (e.g., siting and constructability). The range of alternatives considered in 

the screening analysis encompassed: 

 

 Alternatives identified by SCE/RPU; 

 

 Alternatives identified by the EIR team in response to issues identified as a result of 

independent examination of the Proposed Project; 

 

 Alternatives suggested by interested and affected public agencies during the EIR scoping 

period; and 

 

 Alternatives identified by members of the public during the EIR scoping period. 

 

Following the identification of the alternative routes, a field reconnaissance of each route was 

conducted. The field reconnaissance was focused on determining the feasibility of constructing 

each alternative transmission line route. RPU, SCE, and POWER representatives participated in 

the field review. 

 

Several adjustments, removals, and additions were made to the alternative routes during the field 

investigation. Many of the changes included small adjustments of the originally identified routes. 

These were made in the field to better suit existing land uses, result in better placement of 

transmission structures, and utilize existing access roads to the greatest extent. 

 

Response to Comment P-142 

A reasonable range of alternatives has been considered as part of the DEIR. These alternatives 

were developed to reduce significant environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project, 

and feasible mitigation measures were developed for all alternatives, including the Proposed 

Project, to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Each of these alternatives, including the 

Proposed Project, will be equally considered by the decision-makers. The Lead Agency 

acknowledges that, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002, it may not approve the 
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project as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available that 

would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project. 

 

Different alternatives may be clearly superior for certain environmental resource/issue areas 

while for other areas there may be only slight differences, making the superiority of one 

alternative over another difficult to ascertain. A comparison of alternatives based simply on the 

unavoidable significant impacts may show that one alternative results in more of these impacts 

than another; however, this comparison does not always accurately portray the actual impacts 

with respect to magnitude (e.g., short-term vs. long-term) and other relevant factors. Also see 

Response to Comment P-141. 

 

Response to Comment P-143 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. During the Siting Study, 

conducted in 2006, the City of Jurupa Valley was not incorporated. The Lead Agency, however, 

did provide many opportunities for the public living in incorporated cities within and adjacent to 

the project area, including residents of unincorporated Riverside County, to participate in public 

meetings. In addition to public meetings, the Lead Agency held Technical Advisory Committee 

(TAC) Meetings, involving agencies from the Project area including Riverside County (see 

Chapter 7 of the DEIR). 

 

Response to Comment P-144 

Please refer to Master Response #10c regarding the original alignment of the I-15 route. The 

commenter criticizes the DEIR‘s use of the word ―successfully‖ with regard to route 

identification on page 6-7. The word was used in reference to feasible route identification and 

not project approval; therefore, the commenter‘s assertion that the use of the word demonstrates 

a ―predilection toward‖ the proposed 230 kV alignment is unsupported. 

 

Response to Comment P-145 

If the No Project Alternative were to be implemented instead of the Proposed Project, the RTRP 

would not be built. As such, the environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project, as 

described in Chapter 3, would not occur. RPU‘s and SCE‘s objectives, purpose, and need for the 

Proposed Project would remain unfulfilled under the No Project Alternative. Without the 

Proposed Project, the events or actions described below are reasonably expected to occur in the 

foreseeable future. Additionally, the commenter‘s statements are misleading because they are 

based on an assumption that the Proposed Project would be located on a single specific site with 

a designated land use and zoning. However, this is not a traditional development project, but a 

linear transmission project that would cross multiple land use and zoning designations. 

 

Without the Proposed Project, overload of existing capacities would occur and the improved 

system reliability and operating flexibility associated with the Proposed Project would not occur. 

Therefore, without upgrades to the existing system, the system would experience system-wide 

power flow and reliability problems due to overloading of the existing system, such as curtailed 

generation, thermal overload, and blackouts (see generally DEIR Section 6.5.1). Other potential 

Project alternatives suggested by the commenter were considered within Chapter 6 of the DEIR, 

with the exception of SCE taking over the electrical supply to portions of the City of Riverside. 

This alternative would be considered infeasible and would not meet the project objectives. This 
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alternative would also likely require many miles of transmission and subtransmission lines very 

similar to the Proposed Project to accomplish the stated purpose and need. 

 

Response to Comment P-146 

Please see Master Response #1 and Master Response #12, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. The 

commenter undertakes to interpret the City of Riverside‘s General Plan based on limited 

citations to cherry-picked words from General Plan statements and misstating the plain language 

of the General Plan. However, as disclosed in the DEIR, the Project is fully consistent with the 

City of Riverside‘s General Plan. If there is an issue of interpretation, it is up to the City Council 

and not to the commenter to interpret the City of Riverside‘s General Plan.  

 

Response to Comment P-147 

Please see Master Response #1, #7, and #14 found in Section 2.2.1 herein. Contrary to the 

commenter‘s claim, recent development alone is not the sole basis for the Project‘s need. To the 

contrary, as set forth in Chapter 1 of the DEIR, the Project is part of prudent utility planning and 

reliability consideration because it provides a second source of bulk power to RPU‘s electric 

system. The Project is not solely proposed to accommodate load growth. 

 

Response to Comment P-148 

The Lead Agency never claims that all transmission projects are the same. The commenter has 

taken a statement regarding the similar nature of impact types associated with any power line 

project that could cross the region, transferred the meaning to the word ―same‖ from the word 

―similar,‖ and then used the fabrication to dismiss the entire analysis. The same level of impact 

and potential significance for similar impacts is never stated or implied. The words ―same‖ and 

―similar‖ may be similar but they are not the same. 

 

Among Project alternatives compared against objectives, the Proposed Project‘s 230 kV 

alignment minimized impacts; the Limonite alternative did not.  

 

Please see Master Response #1 and Master Response #14, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. Also, 

extensive discussion of the Notice of Preparation associated with the Proposed Project may be 

found in Responses to Comments P-13, P-70, P-75, P-86, and P-138. 

 

Response to Comment P-149 

Demand-side management (DSM) programs are designed to reduce customer energy 

consumption. Regulatory requirements dictate that supply-side and demand-side resource options 

should be considered on an equal basis in a utility‘s plan to acquire lowest cost resources. One 

goal of these programs is to reduce overall electricity use. Some programs also attempt to shift 

such energy use to off-peak periods. 

 

The combination of these DSM programs constitutes the most ambitious overall approach to 

reducing electricity demand administered by any state in the nation. In spite of the State‘s 

success in reducing demand to some extent, California continues to grow, and overall demand is 

increasing. Economic and price considerations, as well as long-term impacts of State-sponsored 

conservation efforts and new appliance efficiency standards, are considered in load forecasts. 
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The projected capacity savings of DSM activities would not defer the need of the Proposed 

Project. While reductions in demand are considered an essential part of RPU‘s and SCE‘s 

existing and future operations, they are already incorporated into its system base and peak load 

forecasts. The available energy savings from these programs is insufficient to improve the 

service reliability to the Electrical Needs Area to the level desired and achieved through the 

RTRP. As a stand-alone alternative to the Proposed Project, energy conservation and load 

management programs are eliminated from its consideration since they represent a small fraction 

of the capacity requirements needed to meet RPU‘s and SCE‘s objectives for the Proposed 

Project. The commenter fails to comprehend that the CPUC does not regulate municipally owned 

utilities such as the City of Riverside. Moreover, the City has taken steps for energy efficiency 

projects; see the City‘s General Plan 2025 and the City‘s website (http://www.riversideca.gov). 

 

Response to Comment P-150 

See Response to Comment P-149. Additional relevant information supporting the Lead Agency‘s 

discussion regarding energy conservation and load management (on page 6-25 of the DEIR) may 

be found in Energy Efficiency in California’s Public Power Sector: A Status Report (2011), 

prepared by the California Municipal Utilities Association. For clarification, this report has been 

added to the project record. As stated in the DEIR, although energy efficiency, demand 

reduction, and incentivization are heavily incorporated into RPU‘s operations, these strategies 

would provide only a fraction of the energy requirements discussed in Chapter 1 (Purpose and 

Need). 

 

Response to Comment P-151 

In the City of Riverside General Plan 2025 Final Programmatic EIR (FPEIR), Programmatic 

measures identified under MM UTL 3 and identified by the Commenter (1. accelerated or 

mandated conservancy of electricity; 2. construct new substations and transmission lines; and 3. 

develop renewable sources of energy generated within the City‘s service area) are discussed in 

the context of their application in addition to RTRP and planned additional generation units 

under some future worst-case scenario to accommodate unknowns associated with energy 

conservation and energy efficient development. These measures are not presented as alternatives 

to RTRP (or alternatives to each other), but rather approaches that would be considered as part of 

a two-year review process, with the assumption that RTRP and planned additional generation 

units are already operational and supporting future demand within the City. RTRP is not 

considered a ―later project‖ in this situation as implied by the commenter.  

 

The complete quote from the FPEIR states: 

 

―In the unlikely event that future growth of the City reaches the Maximum or Maximum 

w/PRD levels, the existing facilities plus RTRP facilities and planned generating units 

would not accommodate projected needs. The City is proactively upgrading and 

expanding the current electrical facilities to allow for future power demands and to 

improve efficiency. By implementing General Plan policies, such as, OS-8.1 to OS-8.11, 

which encourage renewable energy and energy efficient development and adherence to 

the Implementation Plan Tools, such as, OS-30 to OS-32 which promote energy efficient 

programs that conserve energy 15% above Title 24 requirements, demand can be reduced 

from projected levels. It is speculative to assume when and by how much conservation 

and energy efficient development alone will reduce demand. Therefore, without 

http://www.riversideca.gov/
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mitigation, possible impacts associated with the worst case analysis presented above 

would be significant. With implementation of the General Plan policies and Mitigation 

Measure MM UTL 3, impacts related to electric energy capacity are considered less than 

significant‖ (FPEIR Volume II page 5.16-50). 

 

The commenter has taken a partial quote from the FPEIR and suggested that two of the three 

approaches described in MM UTL 3 would be viable alternatives to the Proposed Project. In 

addition, see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-152 

As discussed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR, distributed generation (including from renewable 

sources) and energy conservation as alternatives would not meet project objectives. 

 

Response to Comment P-153 

Please see discussion in the non-wire alternatives section of the DEIR (pages 6-22 to 6-25). 

Taken singly or together, feasible non-wire alternatives would be insufficient to increase 

capacity or address demand issues. 

 

Response to Comment P-154 

Please see Responses to Comments P-153 and P-149. 

 

Response to Comment P-155 

These approaches are part of RPU‘s operations, but outside the scope of the Proposed Project. 

See Responses to Comments P-150 and P-154. To the extent that the comment suggests 

replacement of equipment or demand curtailment programs as alternatives to the Proposed 

Project, there is no evidence that they would achieve the Project Objectives and, moreover, their 

implementation is speculative. 

 

Response to Comment P-156 

An energy storage system might be considered a replacement to the Proposed Project, if it were 

constructed within the City. Any energy storage project outside the City would likely require 

230 kV transmission and would face the same objections submitted on the proposed Project. 

Energy storage systems may include pumped-hydro storage, compressed-air storage, or 

electrochemical (battery) storage. Pumped-hydro requires two large-capacity reservoirs at 

different elevations. They could require hundreds of acres of land for sufficient reservoir 

capacity to provide 560 MW of capacity, and the two reservoirs would have to be at different 

elevations. These requirements do not exist within the City. Compressed-air storage systems are 

being constructed with large capacities (100+ megawatts), but require some form of underground 

geologic formation (abandoned mine, porous rock, etc.) in order to store the compressed air. No 

such formation exists within the City of Riverside. A battery-storage system would have to be 

rated above 560 MW due to the losses of converting direct current electricity to alternating 

current electricity. No such battery system of this capacity exists. While alternative energy 

approaches are solutions to some technological problems, they either are not available within the 

City or do not offer the capacity needed to replace the Project.  
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Response to Comment P-157 

The commenter appears to be referring to the 800 MW line, not the 700 MW line, on Figure 1.5-

2. The comment is not valid.  

 

Response to Comment P-158 

The Springs and RERC facilities are permitted as intermittent use, not base load. The SCAQMD 

restricts the use of Springs and RERC due to air quality issues. Furthermore, these facilities are a 

lot more expensive to operate as a base load resource as compared to the receipt of bulk power 

from the transmission grid. See the discussion in Section 6.4.2 of the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment P-159 

A new generation alternative was rejected for a variety of reasons, as discussed on pages 6-23 

and 6-24 of the DEIR. The justification for rejection is reasonable as discussed therein. The basic 

capacity requirements of a new generation alternative are also reasonable, as provision of the 

capacity requirements would be needed for this alternative to meet the Project objectives. 

 

The commenter asserts that a project (or alternative) that only partially meets energy capacity 

requirements would need to be considered under CEQA, stating that Section 15126.6(b) of the 

CEQA Guidelines states that an alternative is not required to be ―equal to‖ or provide 

comparable benefits to those associated with the Proposed Project.  

 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) states: 

 

―Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a 

project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the 

discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which 

are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 

even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 

objectives, or would be more costly.‖ 

 

Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need) of the DEIR explains the City of Riverside‘s capacity 

requirements and planning efforts, along with the result of not meeting basic capacity 

requirements. A project that fails to meet basic capacity requirements would be far beyond 

merely impeding ―to some degree the attainment of project objectives.‖ Moreover, the 

commenter conflates whether an alternative meets Project objectives with whether an alternative 

is feasible. These are separate concepts under CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment P-160 

The Lead Agency alleges nothing about the inability to secure parts. The quoted DEIR statement 

(―A search of industry sources indicates that the availability of a large power generator is, at best, 

only 90%‖) refers to the fact that a large power generator is only available for use 90% of the 

time, statistically, because of planned outages for maintenance and unplanned outages because of 

failures. This is clearly explained in the text immediately following the quote. Utility system 

planning always considers the loss of one generator (i.e., the so called ―N-1‖ scenario). If a 

single 332 MW internal generation base-load alternative were employed, the City would be 
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expected to have regular but limited blackouts and load shedding events. Redundancy is integral 

to facilities planning. 

 

This rationale is, in fact, applied to the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project‘s 230 kV line is 

actually a second set of transmission lines to connect to the State grid. Section 1.5.3 (Lack of 

Second Interconnection Point), in Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need), discusses this issue. A stated 

project objective is to add a second point of interconnection to the State grid to improve system 

reliability (see objectives on pages 6-1 and 6-2 of the DEIR). 

 

Response to Comment P-161 

Both RERC and Springs facilities are designed and permitted to serve intermittent loads during 

peak scenarios. See Section 1.5.2. of the DEIR and Response to Comment P-158. Conversion of 

intermittent generator facilities to base load facilities is not reasonable from ―an environmental 

perspective,‖ since they were not designed or permitted for this use. 

 

Response to Comment P-162 

A citation has been added to Section 6.4.2, New Generation, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR, 

and included in the project record. 

 

Response to Comment P-163 

Air quality impacts from a new generation base load alternative (i.e., operation full-time) would 

not be comparable to intermittent operation of RERC, as asserted by the commenter. RERC is an 

intermittent facility operated during peak load conditions and permitted as such. The impacts of 

operating RERC as a full-time base load resource would be dramatically greater than its 

intermittent impacts. 

 

Response to Comment P-164 

See Response to Comment P-98. 

 

Response to Comment P-165 

Thank you for your comment; it has been added to the project record. Also see Response to 

Comment P-68. With regard to the commenter‘s allegation that the Proposed Project is the 

―initial phase of a larger undisclosed‖ project, please see Master Response #6 discussing the 

City‘s analysis of the whole of the action. 

 

Response to Comment P-166 

The FPEIR for the City‘s General Plan 2025 does not state that RTRP ―will likely prove 

insufficient in addressing RPU‘s service area needs.‖ See Response to Comment P-151. 

 

Response to Comment P-167 

The RPU Power Resources Division routinely reviews and revises the long-term electric energy 

resources and strategy for the City of Riverside. With regard to fragmentation, RERC and 

Springs were ―energy generation‖ projects, while the RTRP and STP are ―energy delivery‖ 

projects, addressing different needs. The separation of RTRP and STP is explained in the 

response to Comment P-65. 
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Response to Comment P-168 

See Response to Comment P-67. 

 

Response to Comment P-169 

As stated consistently in the DEIR and shown clearly on maps, the I-15 route is 9.7 miles long. 

Nowhere in the document is the I-15 route ―estimated to be approximately 3.5 miles,‖ as claimed 

by the commenter. The commenter has clipped a partial statement from the DEIR and quoted it 

out of context. The additional statement quoted out of context by the commenter is from an 

engineering section of POWER Engineers scope of services (RTRP Final Phase 2 Work Plan, 

page 58) and references a budgeting contingency for centerline staking of up to three miles of 

69 kV underground construction on RPU‘s subtransmission system. No reference is made to the 

230 kV transmission portion of the Proposed Project. The basis for and relevance of conflating a 

work plan for 69 kV design and centerline staking (prepared before any engineering or 

environmental work was conducted) and the subsequent CEQA analysis of the proposed 230 kV 

portion of the Project cannot be discerned.  

 

See Response to Comment P-67 and Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment P-170 

See Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment P-171 

See Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment P-172 

See Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding. In response to the commenter‘s 

statements regarding air quality impacts associated with undergrounding, undergrounding the 

entire 230 kV route would result in a new significant, direct impact to air quality. Additionally, it 

would significantly worsen the cumulatively significant air quality impacts that are already 

projected for the Project. Since CEQA requires that a lead agency undertake all feasible actions 

and mitigation to reduce significant impacts, the commenter is incorrect in implying that there 

would be no difference between the Proposed Project‘s impacts and those of an underground 

alternative. 

 

Response to Comment P-173 

See Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment P-174 

A new 230 kV alignment parallel to the existing Mira Loma to Vista #1 transmission line would 

not address the Proposed Project‘s purpose and need. Such a line would be constructed entirely 

outside the City of Riverside (a situation that the commenter has stated they want to avoid) and, 

because of existing development along the existing line, would find insufficient ROW for 

construction.  
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ACCR conductors are discussed on page 6-41 of the DEIR. This technology was rejected 

because it would impart no benefit to the Proposed Project (no particularly long spans, high 

mechanical or electrical loads, sag issues, etc.), but would cost two to three times more for 

materials, require specialized and more costly construction, and require maintaining stock of 

specialized materials unique to the project.  

 

Response to Comment P-175 

With regards to alternatives, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states: 

 

―An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 

of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 

participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The 

lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination 

and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no 

ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than 

the rule of reason.‖ 

 

Chapter 6 of the DEIR met this requirement by discussing a broad variety of alternatives to the 

Proposed Project as well as alternative locations for the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-176 

See Response to Comment P-9. 

 

Response to Comment P-177 

Alternative 1: No Project is discussed on pages 6-63 to 6-66 of the DEIR. Contrary to the 

commenter‘s assertion, the DEIR discusses existing environmental conditions and impacts that 

would reasonably be expected under the No Project Alternative. With regards to baseline 

conditions, the DEIR states: 

 

―For the purposes of this analysis, the No Project Alternative includes the following two 

assumptions: 1) the Proposed Project would not be implemented and the existing 

conditions in the Proposed Project area would not be changed and 2) new transmission 

and subtransmission lines as well as substations would not be constructed in or near the 

Proposed Project area to supply power to the City of Riverside by SCE‖ (DEIR page 6-

63, emphasis added). 

 

Table 6.5-1, Summary of Comparison of Alternatives Impacts, compares impacts, by 

environmental resource, of the No Project Alternative to the Proposed Project. Also see 

Response to Comment P-145. 

 

Response to Comment P-178 

See Response to Comment P-177. 
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Response to Comment P-179 to P-183 

Contrary to the comment, analysis of the No Project Alternative is consistent with ―available 

infrastructure and community services.‖ Page 6-63 of the DEIR states:  

 

―Under the No Project Alternative, the RTRP would not be constructed, existing 

conditions in the Proposed Project area would remain the same, and electrical power 

would continue to be delivered to the City of Riverside through a single interconnection 

point, which is at capacity.‖ 

 

Resource impact analyses are based on the assumption that, under the No Project Alternative, 

none of the facilities or infrastructure upgrades associated with the Proposed Project evaluated in 

this DEIR would be constructed by SCE or RPU.  

 

Under Section 15126(e)(3), CEQA allows for the discussion of the No Project alternative to 

proceed along one of two lines. In its analysis of the No Project alternative, the Lead Agency 

selected the approach described in Section 15126(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA guidelines:  

 

―If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development 

project on identifiable property, the ‗no project‘ alternative is the circumstance under 

which the project does not proceed. Here the discussion would compare the 

environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing state against 

environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved. If disapproval of the 

project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as the 

proposal of some other project, this ‗no project‘ consequence should be discussed. In 

certain instances, the no project alternative means ‗no build‘ wherein the existing 

environmental setting is maintained. However, where failure to proceed with the project 

will not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analysis should 

identify the practical result of the project‘s non-approval and not create and analyze a set 

of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing physical 

environment‖ (emphasis added). 

 

Under this direction, CEQA requires discussion of consequences of the no project alternative. As 

discussed in Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need), without increasing capacity and addressing other 

project objectives, meeting load demand and maintaining reliability are increasingly problematic 

within the City of Riverside. The situation that would be addressed by the Proposed Project 

already occurred in October 2007. At that time, all electric customers, including government, 

school, university, and hospital facilities, within the City lost power for up to four hours. The 

Proposed Project is premised both on planned growth and existing demand. A failure to address 

the purpose and need discussed in Chapter 1 of the DEIR (through the Proposed Project or any 

means) would create for the City of Riverside‘s electrical system an intermittently critical 

situation in the present and a persistently critical situation in the future. The Lead Agency is in 

no way attempting to use the no-project situation to ―inflame and manipulate the public toward a 

specific outcome.‖ Other ―non-wire‖ alternatives, including new generation, distributed 

generation, energy conservation, and load management are discussed on pages 6-22 to 6-25 of 

the DEIR. Each is currently developed by RPU under separate programs and integrated into 

system operations.  
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Response to Comment P-184 

Regarding load shedding and blackouts, the commenter states, ―it is unclear when the Lead 

Agency presumes these horrific conditions will occur (e.g., whether they reflect today‘s 

inevitability or a hypothetical future scenario).‖ See Response to Comment P-179. Additionally, 

see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, for discussion of current reliability, capacity, and load issues. 

The Lead Agency frames these issues as neither ―horrific‖ nor ―hypothetical.‖ Page 1-14 of the 

DEIR discusses efforts to address current capacity limits at Vista Substation during peak loads. 

 

Response to Comment P-185 

All known feasible alignments have been presented in the DEIR. No other feasible designs are 

known. Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. With regard to the 

commenter‘s ―cuts-and-pastes‖ statement, the commenter provides absolutely no evidence that 

the City‘s analysis is inaccurate or incomplete. Accordingly, no further response is required. 

 

Response to Comment P-186 

Sufficient information for evaluation of the Van Buren Offset Alternative (Alternative 2) is 

provided in the DEIR and associated technical reports (Appendix B). Section 6.2 presents a 

description of the route; pages 6-66 to 6-102 present impact analysis by resource. Table 6.5-1, 

Summary of Comparison of Alternatives Impacts, compares impacts by resource. Contrary to the 

commenter‘s assertion, the Van Buren Offset Route does meet CEQA requirements for a ―valid 

alternative.‖ Section 15126(6)(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires alternatives to ―avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project‖ (emphasis added). It is not 

required to avoid or substantially lessen all significant effects. As discussed in the DEIR, the Van 

Buren Offset presented a different suite of significant impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

Some impacts are less, some are more. 

 

Response to Comment P-187 

Induction and operational concerns were related to the proposed 230 kV line paralleling Union 

Pacific Railroad (UPRR) within the UPRR ROW, creating maintenance access and potential 

electrical induction issues. Perpendicular spanning of the UPRR ROW is not a concern. Design 

modification resulting in the Van Buren Offset Alternative addressed Union Pacific operational 

concerns. The Van Buren Offset Alternative is not a ―straw man‖ alternative, as alleged by the 

commenter, but a good faith alternative that was ultimately found to be infeasible. 

 

Response to Comment P-188 

See Master Response #1, regarding non-environmental issues. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15084(e) requires that the Lead Agency is responsible for the adequacy and objectivity of the 

Draft EIR following its own review and analysis, and the Lead Agency must ensure that the 

Draft EIR reflects its own independent judgment. Pursuant to CEQA, the Lead Agency is 

required to make such findings prior to any approval of the Project. 

 

Response to Comment P-189 

See Master Response #1, regarding non-environmental issues. Also see Response to Comment P-

44. 
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Response to Comments P-190 through P-208 

The City of Jurupa Valley made a Freedom of Information Act Request for documents it 

considered germane to understanding of the Proposed Project and its environmental impacts. 

Although the Freedom of Information Act is a federal act that applies only to federal agencies, 

the City of Riverside has treated the City of Jurupa Valley‘s request as a request under the 

California Public Records Act. The documents requested were available for review during the 

public review and comment period through various means, including being previously published 

on RPU‘s RTRP website, being published on the RTRP website concurrent with the public 

release of the DEIR, and being available upon request from the City of Riverside. The City 

responded separately to this request, as it falls outside of the scope of the environmental review 

contained within the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-190 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-191 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-192 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-193 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-194 

The Proposed Project is not materially different from the project described under CAISO Option 

1. The only difference is the mileage of the 230 kV transmission line due to actual project 

routing and siting as described in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-195 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-196 

The DEIR addresses all electrical system improvements associated with the Proposed Project for 

both RPU and SCE.  

 

Response to Comment P-197 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-198 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 
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Response to Comment P-199 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-200 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-201 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-202 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-203 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-204 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-205 

See Master Response #10c regarding the initial rejection of the I-15 route, formerly the ―Santa 

Ana River West Corridor.‖ The remainder of the comment was a request for information and 

does not require a response in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-206 

In April 2010, SCE conducted a Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation (SCE 2010) 

that compared the Eastern Route to the Van Buren Offset Alternative as well as to the I-15 

Route. According to SCE‘s evaluation, ―from the perspective of foundation, and structure 

integrity, access, and long term maintenance, the Western [I-15 Route] and Van Buren [Offset] 

alternatives both are clearly more favorable than the Eastern Alignment Alternative.‖ SCE‘s 

evaluation indicated that, overall, the Eastern Route would place 40 structures in flood zone 

location conditions that could jeopardize the foundation and structure integrity of the double-

circuit 230 kV transmission line. Also, there would be 43 structures with erosion issues and 6 

structures with slope stability issues. Maintenance access could be nonexistent for up to 40 

structures during flood conditions. Elevated roads in the flood zone are not considered feasible. 

Road maintenance in the flood zone would be a constant and costly effort, which could be 

restricted by permitting requirements. The Eastern Route would not be able to perform the 

function intended, to serve the public with reliable transmission service. 

 

The Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation is included as Attachment C in Volume I 

of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment P-207 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. 
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Response to Comment P-208 

This was a request for information and does not require a response in the FEIR. The City of 

Riverside will respond to all comments in the manner required by CEQA. 

 

  



-----Original Message----- 
From: gordonbiggee [mailto:gordonbiggee@charter.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 31, 2011 9:23 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside transmission reliability project 
 
Concerning the proposed 230 kV transmission line: 
 
Why is is there a jog away from the 15 freeway between 68th and Limonite? 
 
Why is there a jog from away from the 15 freeway just before the Mira Loma-Vista 
Line? 
 
Why is the Mira Loma substation in San Bernardino instead of on the east side of 
the 15 freeway where the green line and orange lines meet? 
 
Thank you. 
Nony Bernal 
Eastvale resident 
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Comment Letter Q: Nony Bernal 

Response to Comment Q-1 

Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, SCE has determined that such 

a pronounced jog away from I-15 would not be required. SCE evaluated an alternative alignment 

suggestion by the Vernola Marketplace property owner that was received during the DEIR public 

review and comment period and determined it was feasible. The proposed realignment would 

place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission line between the Vernola Marketplace 

buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. This realignment would skirt 

the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property away from the shopping center‘s primary 

parking area. An aerial easement would be required from Caltrans, as some of the arms that 

support the conductors on one of the poles would encroach upon Caltrans ROW. This change is 

reflected in Chapter 2 of Volume II (redlined DEIR) of this FEIR. See Response to Comment P-

114. 

 

Response to Comment Q-2 

Because of the I-15 Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road Exit (Exit 105), proposed Caltrans plans to 

reconstruct this interchange, and limited space between the UPS warehouse area and the 

highway, the Proposed Project is routed along Wineville Avenue for a short distance. 

 

Response to Comment Q-3 

The existing Mira Loma Substation, which is already built and proposed only for upgrades as 

part of the RTRP, is located in San Bernardino County west of Hammer Avenue, as shown on 

Figure 2.3-1 in the DEIR. 

 

 

 

  



From: Milton Nollkamper [mailto:milt@menoll.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2011 6:14 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Importance: High 
 
George-I have a developer that owns several hundred acres fronting 68th Street at Pats Ranch 
Road. I would appreciate some information as to the type and quantity of voltage/structures 
transmission is intending to build along the south side of 68th Street along this properties 
frontage. 
 
FYI: I am a utility consultant having worked in Southern California since 1985. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Milton Nollkamper 
President 
 
M.E. Nollkamper, Inc. 
940 Manor Way 
Corona, CA 92882 
 
Fax: 951.737.9343 
Cell: 714.606.5310 
 
milt@menoll.com 
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Comment Letter R: Milton Nollkamper, M.E. Nollkamper, Inc. 

Response to Comment R-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein, Chapter 2, Proposed Project Description, of the 

DEIR in Volume II, and Attachment D of this FEIR for preliminary engineering layout maps. 

 

 

  



From: Josh Zonker [mailto:joshzonker@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2011 10:50 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
George Hanson, 
 
My name is Joshua Zonker. I am 20 years old and have been a resident of Riverside most of my 
life. I am writing today in opposition of the proposed project. I hope my comments will not be 
overlooked as I do realize they are probably not what you want to hear as the project manager and 
they concern an issue that you are most likely apathetic toward. I also realize that my opinion is 
sparse among residents, who typically could care less about environmental issues as long as their 
energy demands are met. I do hope however, that you will take the time to consider my thoughts 
and offer a response as it is your responsibility to address such matters given the 60 day public 
review period. 
 
I have read the project description and understand the perceived need to reduce dependency on 
the Vista Substation and provide a "long term" solution with the opportunity of expansion. I have 
also read the DEIR, which suggests the project has potential significant impacts to air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, and hazardous materials. California has been the leader in 
environmental friendly innovation and should continue to be. I am not going to bore you with 
environmental facts and what not as I am sure you are an educated person. I would just suggest 
that we are a smart people and should seek out solutions that continue the trend of improvement 
and not set ourselves up to backtrack. We can possibly focus our energy and finances on reducing 
energy use or finding a way to produce and distribute energy that has a lesser impact. We must 
stop thinking selfishly and began making Riverside a healthier place to live as well as a city we 
can be proud of because it is leading the state, nation, and world to a brighter future. 
 
Joshua Zonker 
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Comment Letter S: Joshua Zonker 

Response to Comment S-1 

The City has responded to all comments received on the DEIR in good faith and as required by 

CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). The commenter‘s comments will be provided to the 

decision-making body prior to any decision on the Project. Please see Chapter 6 and page 6-25 of 

the DEIR, which discusses Proposed Project alternatives and energy efficiency. See also Master 

Response #1. 

 

Contrary to the commenter‘s statement, significant unavoidable impacts would not occur related 

to greenhouse gases or hazards and hazardous materials. Air quality impacts would be 

cumulatively considerable. 

 

 

  



 
From: abel hernandez [mailto:abel6513@att.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 10:57 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Cc: abel6513@att.net 
Subject: Riverside transmission reliability project 
 
I would be willing to sell my property.That has easementment rights.You could drive large utility 
trucks into river bottom.my property faces the river bottom.on the north side of the river.cross 
streets archer and kennedy st..assessment number 163140018-0  .99 arces m/L in por lot 11 blk r 
mb 011/o63 sparrland poultry colony. thank you, Abel Hernandez p.s. I lived here for over 30 
years. Enjoyed the beautiful sights of the river, planned to build another house.and now I will be 
looking at large utility towers beyond my fence. 
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Comment Letter T: Abel Hernandez 

Response to Comment T-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Section 3.2.1 

of the DEIR describing the aesthetics impact analysis. See also Master Response #1. Finally, the 

Project does not propose to conduct any activities within the bed or banks of the Santa Ana 

River. 

 

 

  



From: TERRY BRITAIN [mailto:terrybritain@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 11:34 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Attn: Mr. George Hanson, Project Manager 
 
We recently received the Notice of Availability & Notice of Completion, etc. 
 
We own property at 10388 Mull Ave, Riverside, CA 92505. We can't tell by the 
map provide, with the above Notice, if we will be effected by this project. 
Particularly, with regard to:" would require the creation of new rights-of-way, 
acquisition of new lands, purchase of easements, from private property owners, 
land use conversions, and land exchanges". 
 
Please advise if our property would effected by this project as it pertains to the 
above issues or other issues. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Terry & Lani Britain 
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Comment Letter U: Terri and Lani Britain 

Response to Comment U-1 

The 69 kV subtransmission line in the vicinity of your property would be located on the west 

side of Mull Avenue where the existing distribution line is currently located. The new line would 

replace and incorporate the existing lines and poles in this location. 

 

 

  



From: Carolyn Powers [powers007@att.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 8:15 PM 
To: Marketing Web 
Subject: Transmission Lines 
 
I am a resident of Eastvale and I have children in VanderMolen School. I am 
opposed to the proposed transmission lines. In addition to the environmental 
impact that was stated in you letter, it will endanger children at the school and 
impact home values in the area. 
 
These proposed lines are just across the freeway from my home in Eastvale. We 
are proud of our new, beautiful community and do not want the eye sore of these 
transmission lines. 
 
Carolyn Powers 
John Smith 
6691 Theresa St. 
Eastvale, CA 91752 
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Comment Letter V: Carolyn Powers and John Smith 

Response to Comment V-1 

Please see Master Responses #6, regarding EMF, and #7, regarding social and economic 

impacts. The commenter‘s concern that the Proposed Project will endanger the health of children 

attending the VanderMolen School is unfounded, as the Proposed Project‘s distance from the 

school exceeds the guidance limits provided in the California Department of Education School 

Site Selection and Approval Guide (Proximity to High-Voltage Power Transmission Lines). In 

consultation with the State Department of Health Services and electric power companies, the 

California Department of Education has established the following limits for locating any part of a 

school site property line near the edge of easements for high-voltage power transmission lines: 

 

1. 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50-133kV (kilo volts) line 

2. 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220-230kV line 

3. 350 from the edge of an easement for a 500-550kV line 

 

The Proposed Project 230 kV transmission line would be located 190 feet from the VanderMolen 

School property line. Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. Please also see Master 

Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment V-2 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein, and Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of 

the DEIR in Volume II. 
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Leah Swan <lswan@EnergyAcuity.com>
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2011 12:54 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Attachments: grid_database_sheet.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To Whom It May Concern – 
 
This email is about the status of Riverside Public Utilities' Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). My name is Leah Swan 
and I am a Research Analyst at Energy Acuity – we are a provider of intelligence on the energy infrastructure industry 
and track projects such as RTRP. I have received intelligence that this project has begun construction in the spring of this 
year. Is this so? If not, what is the current status of this particular project? 
 
I have attached more information about Energy Acuity and will happily answer any further questions about the work 
that we do. Your prompt response is appreciated! 
 
 
Leah Swan 
Research Analyst 
lswan@energyacuity.com 
720.458.2055 Direct 

 
http://www.energyacuity.com 
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Energy Acuity's Grid database offers complete online coverage for the emerging energy technology 

sectors of Energy Infrastructure, Smart Grid, Energy Storage, and Transmission. Our Grid research and 

business development tool is updated daily by our team of analysts to ensure you have access to the 

most current and relevant industry insight.  

Companies 
Compare 2,500+ public and 

private companies worldwide. 

Profiles examine the company, 

its markets, key executives, 

projects, and more. 

 

  

Emerging Energy Technology Information that’s Global, Searchable and Updated Daily 

 

Utilities 

Analyze critical information 

on utilities by IOU, POU, and 

Co-ops. 

 

Transmission 

Detailed transmission project 

profiles include capacity, 

substations, location, 

mileage, companies involved, 

and more.  

 

Energy Storage 
Energy Storage project profiles 

provide the development 

timeline, companies involved, 

and project type. 

 

Smart Grid  
Access details on smart grid 

projects with information 

including type, companies 

involved, location, and stage.  

 

Executives 
Identify and contact industry 

professionals that are driving 

change within the cleantech 

sectors. 

 

Request for Proposals 

Access and monitor upcoming 

RFPs in the energy infrastructure 

sectors. Search for upcoming 

deadlines and opt to receive 

notifications once new RFPs are 

added. 

 

Deals 

Track billions of dollars in 

Financings, Supply 

Agreements, Mergers & 

Acquisitions, and Alliances. 

 

Smart Grid   |   Energy Storage   |   Utilities   |   Transmission   |   Distribution   |   Electric Vehicle   |   Energy Infrastructure   |   Energy Efficiency    

Coverage, In Numbers* 
 20,000 Companies Tracked 

 35,000 Executives 

 1,500 Projects  

 40,000 Miles New Transmission 

 245 Million Meters Tracked 

  

 

 *As of July 2011 
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Comment Letter W: Leah Swan, Energy Acuity 

Response to Comment W-1 

The Proposed Project has not been approved for construction, and no construction activities have 

occurred for any portion of the Proposed Project.  

 

 

  



5127 Sulphur Drive 
Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 

August 16, 2011 

Mr. George Hanson 
RTRP Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Please accept these comments in response to the city's draft environmental report for the 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. 

I am a twenty-seven (27) year resident of Jurupa Valley, and 1 am strongly opposed to this 
project. The City of Riverside's proposal to run high-voltage power lines along the 1-15 
corridor through our city is unacceptable. 1 have serious concerns about the long-term 
health impacts of these transmission lines to our community Such concerns include my 
grandson and the children in our neighborhood who attend the Jurupa Valley High School, 
Mira Loma Middle School, and Sky Country Elementary School. Additionally, the unsightly 
transmission lines will have significant negative effects to the view shed of our new city. 

Please keep me informed of your plans for this project, and notify me of all public meetings 
and planned actions associated with this project as it proceeds through the environmental 

process. 

S~J.~ 
; hirley L. £lding ~ 
cc: The Honorable Laura Roughton 

Mayor of Jurupa Valley 
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Comment Letter X: Shirley L. Gooding 

Response to Comment X-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment X-2 

The commenter raises concerns regarding the health impacts of the Proposed Project related to 

the Proposed Project being located in the vicinity of several schools. The 230 kV portion of the 

Project would be located approximately one mile from Jurupa Valley High School, over two 

miles from Mira Loma Middle School, and over one mile from Sky Country Elementary School, 

well outside the California statewide school setback standard of 150 feet as detailed in California 

Code of Regulations, Title 5, Section 14010(c). Please see Response to Comment V-1 regarding 

siting of utility infrastructure near schools. Health and safety concerns and potential impacts 

from the Proposed Project are disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR, which describes potential 

hazards to public health and safety associated with construction and operation of the Proposed 

Project, including potential hazardous materials impacts, and Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR, which 

describes health impacts of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. This section of the DEIR 

examined how implementation of the Proposed Project would alter the present conditions of the 

local environment due to hazards and hazardous materials. People living, working, and 

commuting in the vicinity of the Project would not experience any long-term impacts due to the 

distance of these schools and the lack of significant or substantial exposure to hazardous 

materials, electrical fields, or other potentially ―dangerous‖ effects. Please also see Master 

Response #6, regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment X-3 

You have been added to the public notice distribution list. Visual and aesthetic impacts were 

covered in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. 

 

  



From: Hansen, Donald [mailto:Donald.Hansen@grainger.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2011 7:20 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Cc: Salomon, Stephen @ San Francisco DT 
Subject: Grainger property at Cantu-Galleano Ranch and Hamner in Eastvale, 
CA 
 
George, 
 
We operate our LA distribution operation from property at the NEC of this 

intersection. We also own the adjacent 40+/‐ acres for future expansion. Is the 

plan to install additional power lines along Cantu‐Galleano Ranch Road or to 

incorporate the upgrade into the transmission lines that already exist at the rear 
(north of Cantu) of our property? 
 
Thanks 
 
Don Hansen 
Director, Real Estate & Development 

phone: 847‐535‐2012 

fax: 866‐680‐8449 
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Comment Letter Y: Donald Hansen, Grainger, Inc. 

Response to Comment Y-1 

The Proposed Project would tie into the existing Mira Loma-Vista #1 230 kV Transmission Line 

by connecting each of the new circuits into the existing single-circuit, as described in Section 

2.3.1 of the DEIR. New structures would be located along Wineville Avenue and south of Cantu-

Galleano Ranch Road, with one structure north of Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road being modified 

on the existing line (at the northwest corner of Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Wineville 

Avenue) to accommodate the interconnection. No other construction would occur along the 

existing line or on the property located on the northeast corner of Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road 

and Hammer Avenue. 

 

 

 

 

 

  



September 16, 2011 

From: Harvey Clark 
POBox 70328 
Riverside, CA 92513 
951-990-13 27 

To: City of Riverside 
Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

CC: Mayor Loveridge 

RECEiVED 

SEP Z 11.Ol1 

PUblic UtilitIeS 
Administration 

RE: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 

Dear Sir: 
I would like to offer a better alternative than the proposed unsightly, unwanted 

high voltage power line. An alternative that offers better reliability, better achievement 
of green energy goals, grid independence, free energy to Riverside residents in the future, 
and an example for the world to follow. The recent massive Southern California -
Arizona blackout shows that even two transmission lines can fail questioning the 
'reliability' of the currently plarmed project. 

My proposal would create jobs within the City of Riverside instead of in another 
city. It involves putting solar panels on roughly 100,000 rooftops in the City of 
Riverside. Such a project connected to the city grid system would offer so much 
redundancy and extra power that Riverside would become independent of whatever 
happens in the nations grid systems. We would become the cleanest and greenest city 
energy system in the world using solely home grown power. There would be no adverse 
impacts to be concerned about. 

Here is how it would be accomplished. The city would issue as needed low 
interest municipal bonds to provide the financing. It would then contract for best system 
and lowest cost for our customers including a dark hours energy storage system. 
Homeowners/renters and businesses would then have the systems installed. Instead of 
paying for electrical use they would pay a monthly fee to payoff the bonds. Once their 
share of the bonds are paid off, they would then receive mostly free electricity for many 
decades into the future. There would be a monthly cost to cover the off hours storage 
system, but this would be offset by the increase in the value of their property from having 
the solar panels on their roof. And there would not be future electrical rate increases. 

The incentives are there and the city would be basically organizing, facilitating, 
and encouraging the projects accomplishment. Some of the new solar panel systems, 
such as thin film, would with a large project like this be able to provide the low cost 
needed. Riverside could become an example of how it can be done for all the cities of 
the world to see. And we might just be the spearhead that curtails Global Warming. 

Cordially yours, 

g::/ C~~ 

+-
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Comment Letter Z: Harvey Clark 

Response to Comment Z-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Section 6.4.2 of the DEIR 

discusses non-wire alternatives to the Proposed Project, including new generation, distributed 

generation (including alternative energy sources), and energy conservation. The City of 

Riverside already encourages solar energy use through its Residential Photovoltaic Rebate 

Program. Thus far this program has resulted in approximately 4 MW of local solar generation 

(far short of the anticipated 560 MW of additional capacity that would be provided by the 

Proposed Project). Although a city-wide voluntary solar installation program is commendable, its 

ability to meet the Proposed Project‘s Purpose and Need of sufficient additional capacity as 

described here is unsupported. Per Section 15126.6(f)(3) of the CEQA guidelines, ―[a]n EIR 

need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 

implementation is remote and speculative.‖  

 

Additionally, the alternative proposed by the commenter would not meet most of the objectives 

of the Proposed Project. The alternative proposed would not provide sufficient capacity, in a 

timely manner, to meet existing electric system demand and anticipated future load growth; 

would not provide an additional point of delivery for bulk power into the RPU electrical system; 

and would not split and upgrade the subtransmission electrical system. 
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Kim Robinson <kimrobinson_realtor@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 12:16 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: RTRP Jurupa

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir, 
I want to advise you that we do not support the high tension power lines coming through our 
community. It is not our responsiblilty as a community or as a private person, to supply the city of 
Riverside with electricity. The eastern corridor is a better location. That way the community & people 
it benefits can bear the burden of the poles. 
  
  
  

Kim Robinson 
Shining Star Real Estate 
8320 Mission Blvd Suite 11 
Riverside CA 92509 
951-660-0440 cell / 951-790-1225 fax 
KimRobinson_Realtor@yahoo.com 
DRE # 00882129 
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Comment Letter AA: Kim Robinson, Shining Star Real Estate 

Response to Comment AA-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route and Master Response # 14 regarding local benefits 

of the Proposed Project. 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: reynolds6262@charter.net 
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 2:44 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: NO Transmission Lines in Jurupa Valley 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
How dare you even consider putting the Electrical Transmission lines anywhere 
in our City. We have enough pollution and problems with the diesel trucks and 
the Stringfellow Acid pits. Why should we have to look at these ugly towers when 
we do not get any of the benefits from them. The citizens of the City of Riverside 
get all the benefits, well they should get all the lines in their City NOT OURS! You 
are putting the future of our city in jeopardy. This will involve land that could be 
developed to improve our tax base and our parks. Move your lines to your area. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Brenda Reynolds 
6262 Thunder Bay Trail 
Riverside, CA 92509 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-192 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter BB: Brenda Reynolds 

Response to Comment BB-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts and Master Response #14 regarding local 

benefits of the Proposed Project. Also see Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR in Volume II for a 

discussion of aesthetics. 
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: George Hodous <ghodous@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2011 7:10 AM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: RTRP Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I totally oppose the transmission lines running along the Santa Ana River.  ESPECIALLY on the south side of the river. 
  
Why not run them on the North side where there are no residences?  Or along the railroad tracks heading north along 
Van Buren? - that would have to be cheaper (shorter).  These lines are shown in some sudies to cause medical 
problems.  Plus they are an eye sore for people on the south side of the river. 
  
George Hodous 
7285 Idyllwild Lane 
Riverside, Ca 92503 
1-951-689-1978 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-193 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter CC: George Hodous 

Response to Comment CC-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment CC-2 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Routes were investigated 

that included crossing the river to the north close to the proposed substation site. Crossing the 

river close to the substation location produced greater impacts along the route (primarily higher-

value LWCF lands and wildlife habitat) compared to the Proposed Project. Please see Section 6.5 

of Chapter 6 of the DEIR for discussion of impacts associated with alternatives. Also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment CC-3 

The Van Buren offset alternative roughly follows the UPRR tracks along Van Buren. This route 

would result in some greater impacts as compared to the Proposed Project. Please see Chapter 6 

of the DEIR for a detailed description of the Van Buren Route including route development, 

description of alternative, environmental impacts, and comparison to other alternatives. Also, 

please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment CC-4 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment CC-5 

Aesthetics-related impacts from the Proposed Project, including impacts as a result of the 

proposed 230 kV transmission line located along the south side of the Santa Ana River, are 

thoroughly analyzed in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Kay Meyerett <ktm@clarion-call.org> 
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2011 9:20 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Fw: Power lines through Jurupa Valley 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
A while back I had written to tell you that your newly proposed route along the 15 
freeway and Santa Ana River was the best idea I had seen. I was thinking that 
the freeway is already an eyesore and putting a tall eyesore there would be less 
impact than running it through residential areas. However, there are still houses 
and future houses to be considered because that route apparently runs it through 
the property owned by Anthony Vernola which will be future homes. I thought 
your freeway route took the power lines to the Santa Ana River and up to 
Riverside that way. That made more sense to me as far as not adding an 
eyesore to residential areas. A shortcut through the Vernola property isn't what I 
understood. 
 
I read in today's Riverside County Record that a route had been ruled out that 
ran through Agua Mansa , considered an eastern route. I didn't know about that 
route. It had been ruled out "because the electrical towers would be unsightly and 
cause an aesthetics problem in the City of Riverside". WHAT?? You've got to 
be kidding! 
 
I am no longer keeping an open mind about any "southern" or other routes 
running through our new city. You have a need for more electricity but you don't 
want to see the unsightly parts of it. Too bad. It isn't OK to hang your unsightly 
parts over our city. 
 
I think of all the years that we have used "Riverside" in our address because that 
was the way computers tagged our zip code of 92509. We were very close to the 
city of Riverside, right across the river. However, your community activities 
charged us extra money as non-residents of Riverside. We were basically 
excluded from being a part of the city of Riverside unless we wanted to 
pay more money. When I hear that the city of Riverside wants to run the 
unsightly towers through our "non-resident" area because they prefer to not see 
them inside city limits I close the door on your problem. 
 
You have a power problem. Perhaps you should use more solar power and wind 
power. Perhaps you should use the extra money you collected from us visiting 
your city and put the lines underground. I'm sorry, I really don't care any more. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kay Meyerett 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-194 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter DD: Kay Meyerett 

Response to Comment DD-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts of the Proposed Project, and Section 3.2.1 

of the DEIR in Volume II regarding aesthetics. 

 

Response to Comment DD-2 

 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the eastern route. 

 

Response to Comment DD-3 

Please see Master Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment DD-4 

Please see DEIR Section 6.4.2 regarding non-wire alternatives and Master Response #10a 

regarding undergrounding. 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: smcdowell@ups.com 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2011 7:28 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
From: 
Mira Loma Resident: Sabrina McDowell 
Address: 6655 Ametrine Court 
Mira Loma, CA 91752 
 
To: George Hanson, Project Manager 
 
Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 
 
As a recent resident of Mira Loma, I object to the Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project (RTRP). My neighborhood, nearby shopping area and 
elementary school sit right in the middle of your proposed area for this project. 
 
The property values are already in the dumps, adding unsightly, cancer causing 
power lines to our area would further de-value the area, making the properties 
had to sell. I live on a street where homes have been empty for over 3 years. If 
no one is moving into the area, who needs more power? Where is this growing 
population you speak of in your reports? 
 
I currently pay a Mella-Roos for an area that is not well kept by the city/county. I 
am sure this proposed project will not be free to the surrounding cities. I am 
already being taxed out of my home. 
 
I am sure there is another solution to this power crisis. Having power lines going 
through my neighborhood is not the answer. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Sabrina McDowell 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-195 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter EE: Sabrina McDowell 

Response to Comment EE-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment EE-2 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. With regard to the 

commenter‘s statement on potential health risks, please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, 

and Section 3.2.3, Air Quality, in the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment EE-3 

Please see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the DEIR in Volume I, which describes the need for 

the Proposed Project. This comment does not raise any environmental issues. 

 

Response to Comment EE-4 

This comment does not raise any environmental issues. Please see Master Response #1, found in 

Section 2.2.1 herein.  

 

Response to Comment EE-5 

Please refer to Chapter 6 of the DEIR, where an analysis of a range of potential alternatives to 

the Project was conducted to determine if there was ―another solution.‖ Ultimately, there is no 

other feasible alternative that will meet most of the basic Project objectives and also avoid or 

reduce the Project‘s significant impacts. This comment does not raise any environmental issues. 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

  



September 30, 2011 

From: Harvey Clark 
PO Box 70328 
Riverside, CA 92513 

To: City of Riverside 
Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 

Dear Sir: 

If you end up putting these ugly lines through our beautiful Santa Ana River Park 
Area, could you disguise them to look like pine trees or such, the way the cell phone 
companies disguise their towers? 

Cordially yours, 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-196 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter FF: Harvey Clark 

Response to Comment FF-1 

These proposed designs are infeasible given that they are inconsistent with SCE‘s and electrical 

industry practices for safety, operations, and maintenance, insofar as they would present a 

clearance hazard for conductor swing, among other design issues. Furthermore, the commenter 

presents no evidence that these designs would mitigate any significant aesthetic impacts in the 

Project area. Modifying 113- to 180-foot transmission structures constructed in an open 

environment to look like trees would not reduce their visual impact.  

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project: RTRP Contact: 

George Hanson, Project Manager 

Riverside Public Utilities 

3901 Orange Street 

Riverside, CA 92501 

RTRP Hotline:(951) 710-5013 

I OPPOSE!!!! 

NO to the Van Buren route- Offset 

NO to the 1-15 Route 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on the City of Riverside 
easterly side of the Santa Ana River where the electrical power is needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. The Riverside Public Utilities and 
Southern California Edison should use the Eastern Route Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River 
at Market Street Bridge and cross in the City of Riverside to the Van Buren power plant; 
Since the city of Riverside is the sole beneficent of the project, there is no value but 
detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss of land, devalued property values, unsightly towers, 
exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic fields) impact to Jurupa Valley schools, our children, 
our families, our animals. The EIR Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are 
erroneous simply by the fact the towers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana 
River at Route 15; but would in effect be more distance, more costly, more dangerous, 
more exposure to schools, and unsightly for Jurupa Valley, Eastvale and Norco, and only 
provide power for the City of Riverside. I urge RPU and SCE to implement the Eastern 
route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT destroy our environment. our 
properties and our potential growth in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

Thank you, 

~ .~ 
Matthew Carrington 
P.O. Box 464 Mira Lorna, Ca 91752 
6565 Mission Blvd. Riverside, Ca 92509 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-197 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter GG: Matthew Carrington 

Response to Comment GG-1 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment GG-2 

Please see Master Response #14, regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment GG-3 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts. Visual Resources were 

covered in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment GG-4 

Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF. Potential impacts and mitigation to schools 

within one quarter mile of the Proposed Project are disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR. 

VanderMolen Elementary School, the property line of which would be located 190 feet away 

from the proposed route, is the only potentially impacted school within the City of Jurupa Valley 

and was among the schools analyzed. The Proposed Project‘s distance from the school exceeds 

the guidance limits provided in the California Department of Education School Site Selection 

and Approval Guide (Proximity to High-Voltage Power Transmission Lines). Please see 

Response to Comment V-1. 

 

Response to Comment GG-5 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. The location of the 

100 year floodplain, as detailed on page 3-185 of the DEIR, is based on Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) established data, the extent of which varies along the river. 

 

Response to Comment GG-6 

Please see Master Response #10b, Eastern Route, and Master Response #14, Lack of Local 

Benefits of 230 kV Route, for discussion regarding environmental impacts and power only being 

supplied to the City of Riverside, and Response to Comment GG-4 above for discussion 

regarding impacts to schools. Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1, of the DEIR for discussion of 

visual impacts. 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: haroldglick <hal-debglick@charter.net> 
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2011 6:08 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Comment on Route for Transmission Lines 
 
I think that you have a great route. As a citizen of Jurupa Valley, you can tell my 
city council to be quiet!!! The land under the lines can be used by industry (if they 
can get anyone with their planned tax structure), or as forest open space – plant 
a lot of trees and shield everyone from the freeway traffic noise; plus it will look 
good. 
 

Please keep the route down the I‐15 to the river bottom, & then up‐stream; NOT 

through the middle of our established community. 
 
Thank you for your support. 
 
Harold and Debbie Glick 
 
PS You might as well confess that the power lines have been redesigned and are 
even a lesser threat than they never were! 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-198 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter HH: Harold and Debbie Glick 

Response to Comment HH-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment HH-2 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment HH-3 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Prc2mail <prc2mail@aol.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 09, 2011 5:45 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Dear Mr. Hanson, 
 
I am a home owner and resident of the newly formed city of Jurupa Valley. I have 
been very concerned about the possible RTRP routes since it was announced. 
 
The proposed route of the 230 kV lines would begin near my house and their 
route would be visible from my back yard. They would also be near the local 
school and its playground. 
 
Like others, I am concerned about the health impacts of electromagnetic fields 
that come from the lines. I have a 9 year old son. I would never have purchased 
a home and moved into an area that had 230 kV lines running nearby. And yet 
now I find myself in the position of seeing those lines being built around my 
home. 
 
I do not live in a wealthy area. I am closer to train tracks than many would like to 
be. But my husband and I were able to afford our own home here, and most of 
our neighbors are people who have lived in the neighborhood a long time and 
take pride in their homes. 
 
One of the highlights of our property is the view from the back yard. Our property 
is higher than the subdivision behind us and we are able to see out over the 
houses to Jurupa Hills and the surrounding river area. The proposed route would 
leave us with a view of steel towers marching into the distance, and an ever 
present reminder of the possible health impact of those power lines. 
 
I ask the RPU to consider another route or even better, underground 
transmission lines. We do not want the proposed lines constructed near our 
home, and through one of the last remaining wilderness type areas in the area 
we live in. 
 
Thank you for listening and considering our concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff & Sarah Posey 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-199 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter II: Jeff and Sarah Posey 

Response to Comment II-1 

Several commenters provided the lead agency with comments regarding EMF issues associated 

with the Proposed Project. Please see Master Response #6.  

 

Response to Comment II-2 

Please see Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, Section 3.2.3, Air Quality, and Section 3.2.7, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR in Volume II, along with Master Response #6, regarding 

EMF.  

 

Response to Comment II-3 

A variety of alternatives, including other routes, was investigated. Undergrounding all or 

portions of the proposed 230 kV transmission line is discussed in Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR. A 

number of commenters requested additional information or clarification regarding this alternative 

to above-ground construction. Please refer to Master Response #10a. 

 

Response to Comment II-4 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Michael Peterson <wikdmyk@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2011 10:55 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: RTRP 
 
I am writing today to oppose the transmission lines being run through our city 
with no benefit to our city. All of the power run through these lines are going to 
the city of Riverside and not to our cities grid. I am also concerned that these 
lines are too close to a school and could endanger our youth with the 
interference that is emitted from them. 
 
I do not understand why they can not be run through the Santa Ana river route all 
the way to Riverside or built underground 
 
Michael Peterson 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-200 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter JJ: Michael Peterson 

Response to Comment JJ-1 

The Lead Agency assumes that the commenter‘s reference to ―interference that is emitted from 

them‖ is referring to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) associated with the Proposed Project‘s 

high voltage lines. The California Department of Education (CDE) has established setback limits 

for locating any portion of a school site property line near the edge of power line easements. In 

all areas, the proposed 230 kV easement associated with the Proposed Project is at least 25 feet 

beyond the CDE‘s setback limit of 150 feet for 220 to 230 kV transmission lines. The Proposed 

Project would be constructed in accordance with the California EMF Design Guidelines for 

Electrical Facilities. Several commenters provided the Lead Agency with similar comments 

regarding EMF issues associated with the Proposed Project. Please see Master Response #6 

regarding EMF and Master Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment JJ-2 

Please refer to Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment JJ-3 

Please refer to Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: bjiyer@aol.com 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2011 9:03 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: uglification of riverside's best view 
 
To George Hanson, Project Manager, 
 
I recognize Riverside's need for a more dependable electric supply and I appreciate your 
attending public meetings in Jurupa Valley to explain the project. 
I am concerned about the proposed electric lines for three reasons : 1) health, 2) 
economic ( Jurupa Valley needs the I-15 corridor for a tax base) and 3) uglification along 
the bluffs by Hidden Valley Wildlife Area. The health and economic concerns were well 
described by comments at the public meeting in Jurupa Valley. 
 
The uglification of the most beautiful view in Riverside should also be seriously 
considered. Have you ever been on the bike trail in winter or spring? You can see green 
hills to the south, and snowy peaks : Cucamonga Peak to the north, San Gorgonio and 
San Jacinto to the east, and the river winding below. A red-tailed hawk may fly by at eye 
level. Almost the whole watershed of the Santa Ana River can be seen. From the whole 
view you get a sense of wide open space. This view is easily accessible by car, bike and 
foot. It is unique in Riverside for the sense of space. The transmission towers and lines 
would detract from this view. 
 
I also have some concern for the safety of the birds that use the bluffs near the existing 
lines. Red-tailed hawks and American kestrels use the telephone poles year round. In 
winter migrant species such as prairie falcon, house finches, western meadowlark and 
occasionally golden eagles use the existing poles and wires. Are the proposed towers 
and wires safe for them? 
 
If this project goes through -- please put the transmission lines underground!!! 
 
A better alternative to the electric lines would be solar installation on thousands of 
homes and businesses in Riverside. With the new system of financing solar (no large 
payment up front) many homeowners could afford solar now. However homeowners 
whose careful electricity use makes their electric bill less than a solar payment have little 
incentive to go solar. What if the money you would spend on the high voltage lines were 
put into solar -- either buy unused solar from the homeowner or give a certain amount 
($5,000) to the homeowner for installing solar. Something similar could be done for 
business and government buildings. 
 
Please consider the benefits of solar versus the cost and disruption of the transmission 
lines. 
 
Sincerely, 
Barbara Iyer 
Jurupa Valley resident 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-201 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter KK: Barbara Iyer 

Response to Comment KK-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #6 

regarding EMF and DEIR Section 3.2.3, Air Quality. 

 

Response to Comment KK-2 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment KK-3 

Visual impacts associated with the Proposed Project, including those in the Hidden Valley 

Wildlife Area, are discussed and analyzed in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. Some visual impacts are 

significant, unavoidable and immitigable. This is disclosed in the DEIR. DEIR pg. 3-54 states: 

―Hidden Valley Wildlife area to the west (see Photo-simulation Viewpoint 3, Figure 3.2.1-15). 

Impacts on views from this area would be potentially significant and immitigable, as they would 

degrade the visual character and quality of the interface of residential, recreational, and the Santa 

Ana River‘s trails and open space uses.‖ 

 

Response to Comment KK-4 

The entire Proposed Project would be constructed using the most recent guidelines for avian 

safety recommended by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC 2006). See 

Mitigation Measure BIO-02 on page 3-128 of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment KK-5 

See Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment KK-6 

Please see Response to Comment Z-1 regarding non-wires alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

 

 

  



October 23} 20~~ 

Riverside TransMission. Reliability Project (RTRP) 

City of Riverside, Public Utilities DepartlMet'l.t 

3QO;1. Orat'l.!]e Street 

Riverside~ CA Q2S2.2 

Dear Mr. HartSot'l.~ 

BeiYl!] V'es ideYlts of MiV'a LoW\a, we will be aFFected by the proposed Westert'l. Route For high power 220 KV tran.sMission. /iVl.es 

Ot'l. hUge towers that would run. tYlrou9h the HiddeVl. Valle!:J WildliFe Presel'Ve, close to YloW\es iVl. Norco. cV'ossin.g the San.ta An-a 

River throu!]h Cioost Creek GofF Course rUVlVl.;VI.!] adjaun.t to "'8th Street iVl. Mira LoW\a by VaY\der Molen. EleVVl.eY\tary School. 

It would go iY\to the Verno(a Market Piace shopping ceY\ter, across LiW\on.ite then up /-;1.S to the warehouses south of 

Cantu-CialteaVl.o where it turns east to Wineville. At that poiY\t it would go Y\ortheast to WiV\.eville where it would run dose to 

nouses already approved For developW\eVl.t. We are opposed to the route proposed due to a Few Factors. "TlIe I.msight/y view 

would VV\ost deFit'l.itely daIMage propert!:J values in our coW\Wtu ..... ity a/oV\.g the V'oute proposed, aYtd Wtost certaiY\{!:J tne health 

risks FrOM Electro Ma9netic Forces to resideV\.tia/ areas aV\.d studeY\ts it\. the V\.earby schoofs, people in the shoppiY\9 center 

a"d the MW VerMla FaWli/y Park, is o"e of o"r biggest co!'\Cerns. Aside FroWl being "f\Sightly a"d da"gero"s to o"r health, 
the people affected by this route would receive Y\o beVl.eFit FroWt this project. We should V\.ot be exposed to to the health risks, 

UV\..Si9htly view ..... or to the threat of property valu.e daWta!]e caused by these towers. We wOlAld be opposed eveY\ iF we did 

receive a beV\.eFit froWt theM. 

We do V\.ot waV\.t these towers ;V\. alAr coWtW\IAY\ity. Since the City of Riverside would beY\eFit FroWt it aY\d it wif{ serve OVl./H 

the,,", we suggest that this project uSt the eastern route through Agua Mansa to the Market Street bV'id9t, crossing tJ.te 

San.ta AM Rivtr' iY\to the CitH of Riverside there, aV\.d follow the river to the power p/aY\t. It is oV\./y Fail'" that this pl'"oject is 

Y\ot pushed oV\.to the c;ti:z.el'l.S of the MW City of JUl'"upa Valle!;l, since it is t'l.ot our project and will V\.ot serve aY\!;I pUl'"pose Fol'" 

u.s except to expose us to health I'"isles , pl'"opert!;l daW\Llge aYtd l'"uiY\ OUI'" view of tv..e surl'"oul'lding hiUs aYtd W\ou ..... tainS. 

Thal'lk !;IOu. For reading our letteV' and For youI'" cOl'ISidel'"atioV\.. 

Mal'"H JaM aYtd Roberto C Rodrigue:z. 

S;J..W Ha(dor Drive 

Mira LoW1.Q, CA q~ 7S;1.. 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-202 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter LL: Mary Jane and Roberto G. Rodriguez 

Response to Comment LL-1 

Thank you for your comments. Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic 

impacts. 

 

Response to Comment LL-2 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF and Master Response #7 regarding social and 

economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment LL-3 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts and Master Response #14 

regarding the benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment LL-4 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route and Master Response #14 

regarding the benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: ibsalazar@charter.net 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2011 11:58 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Transmission Line Concern 
Attachments: transmission line letter.docx 
 
Attached is my letter of concern regarding the installation of power lines in the City of 
Jurupa Valley. 
 
Irene Salazar 
 
October 23, 2011 
 
Riverside Public Utilities Company 
Southern California Edison 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am writing this letter in protest of the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. To put 
transmission lines through the City of Jurupa Valley will be disastrous to our citizens. 
There are many studies that state the risks from exposure to ELF and EMFs are harmful. 
 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention “CDC 24/7. Saving Lives. Protecting 
People. Saving Money through Prevention”. There are numerous research reports on 
EMF (Electric and Magnetic Fields) health risks. 
 

“Report on Health Effects from Exposure to Power‐Line Frequency Electric and 

Magnetic Fields NIH Publication 99‐4493 (1999). This summary provides 

evidence on health risks and makes recommendations for public health. 
 
“Non‐ionizing Radiation, Pat I: Static and Extremely Low Frequency Electric and 

Magnetic Fields. This risk assessment is part of a highly‐respected international 

program to evaluate all carcinogens.” (Report from the California EMF Program 
2002). 
 
“Evaluation of the Possible Risks from Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) from 
Power Lines, Internal Wiring, Electrical Occupations and Appliances.” “This 
report by the California Department of Health Services evaluates the evidence for 
the risks of all diseases from exposures to residential and occupation ELF‐EMF, 

concentrating on more recent studies.” 
 
These are only three of the studies that have discovered the harmful effects of being 
close to transmission lines. Health and Safety Building codes do not allow schools to be 
built close to power lines or the placement of power lines close to schools. 
 
I am against the power lines going through my city the new City of Jurupa Valley. It is my 
opinion that someone from the Riverside Public Utilities did not do their “due diligence” in 
the research of the viability of the placement of lines in our city, once Union Pacific won 
their case, someone must have thought it easy to place the power lines through the 
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unincorporated area of Riverside County. It is time for you to reconsider the Eastern 
Route that has shown to be less harmful and can be implemented immediately. 
 
In this day and age we should be moving forward; placing lines above ground is archaic 
and no longer acceptable and not necessary. All the time, energy and money that have 
been spent since the inception of “backup power” for the City of Riverside by running 
power lines through the “unincorporated area of Riverside County” now the City of 
Jurupa Valley, these same lines could have been placed underground, and the project 
completed. 
 
In closing I strongly urge you to place lines underground and go through the Eastern 
Route. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Irene Salazar 
10021 Willowbrook Rd 
Jurupa Valley, Ca. 92509 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-203 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter MM: Irene Salazar 

Response to Comment MM-1 

The CPUC addresses public concerns regarding EMF and establishes policy for California‘s 

regulated utilities. As a responsible agency, the CPUC would have to approve the Proposed 

Project and ensure that its guidelines were met. The California Department of Education (CDE) 

has established setback limits for locating any portion of a school site property line near the edge 

of power line easements. In all areas, the proposed 230 kV easement associated with the 

Proposed Project is at least 25 feet beyond the CDE‘s setback limit of 150 feet for 220 to 230 kV 

transmission lines. Refer to Appendix C of the DEIR for discussion of EMF associated with 

RTRP. The studies indicate that the evidence of a health risk is (at best) weak, and the CPUC 

adopted a policy that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of education, 

information, and precaution-based approaches. Also, please see Section 6.4.4 of the DEIR and 

Master Response #6, regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment MM-2 

For RTRP, extensive constructability and environmental evaluation was conducted to try to 

develop a viable route to the east. Please see Master Response #10b. 

 

Response to Comment MM-3 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment MM-4 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Master Response #10b 

regarding the Eastern Route. 

  



October 23, 2011 

Riverside Public Utilities Company 

Southern California Edison 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing this letter in protest of the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. To put transmission lines through the 

City of Jurupa Valley will be disastrous to our citizens. There are many studies that state the risks from exposure to ElF 

and EMFs are harmful. 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention "CDC 24/7. Saving lives. Protecting People. Saving Money through 

Prevention". There are numerous research reports on EMF (Electric and Magnetic Fields) health risks. 

"Report on Health Effects from Exposure to Power-line Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields NIH Publication 

99-4493 (1999). This summary provides evidence on health risks and makes recommendations for public 

health . 

"Non-ionizing Radiation, Pat I: Static and Extremely Low Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields. This risk 

assessment is part of a highly-respected international program to evaluate all carcinogens." (Report from the 

California EMF Program 2002). 

"Evaluation of the Possible Risks from Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) from Power lines, Internal Wiring, 

Electrical Occupations and Appliances." "This report by the California Department of Health Services evaluates 

the evidence for the risks of all diseases from exposures to residential and occupation ELF-EMF, concentrating 

on more recent studies." 

These are only three of the studies that have discovered the harmful effects of being close to transmission lines. Health 

and Safety Building codes do not allow schools to be built close to power lines or the placement of power lines close to 

schools. 

I am against the power lines going through my city the new City of Jurupa Valley. It is my opinion that someone from 

the Riverside Public Utilities did not do their "due diligence" in the research of the viability of the placement of lines in 

our city, once Union Pacific won their case, someone must have thought it easy to place the power lines through the 

unincorporated area of Riverside County. It is time for you to reconsider the Eastern Route that has shown to be less 

harmful and can be implemented immediately. 

In this day and age we should be moving forward; placing lines above ground is archaic and no longer acceptable and 

not necessary. All the time, energy and money that have been spent since the inception of "backup power" for the 

City of Riverside by running power lines through the "unincorporated area of Riverside County" now the City of Jurupa 

Valley, these same lines could have been placed underground, and the project completed. 

In closing I strongly urge you to place lines underground and go through the Eastern Route. 

Respectfully, 

Debbie Saathoff 

10003 Willowbrook Rd 

Jurupa Valley, Ca. 92509 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-204 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter NN: Debbie Saathoff 

Response to Comment NN-1 

Please see response to comment MM-1. 

 

Response to Comment NN-2 

Please see response to comment MM-2. 

 

Response to Comment NN-3 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Master Response #10b 

regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

 

  



October 31, 2011 

Riverside Public Utilities Company 

Southern Ca lifornia Edison 

Oear Sirs: 

I am writing this letter in protest of the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. To put transmission lines through the 

City of Jurupa Valley will be disastrous to our citizens. There are many studies that state the risks from exposure to ElF 

and EMFs are harmful. 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention "CDC 24/7. Saving Lives. Protecting People. Saving Money through 

Prevention". There are numerous research reports on EMF (Electric and MagnetiC Fields) health risks. 

"Report on Health Effects from Exposure to Power-Line Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields NIH Publication 

99-4493 (1999). This summary provides evidence on health risks and makes recommendations for public 

health. 

"Non-ionizing Rad iation, Pat I: Static and Extremely Low Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields. This risk 

assessment is part of a highly-respected international program to evaluate all carcinogens." (Report from the 

California EMF Program 2002). 

"Evaluation of the Possible Risks from Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) from Power Lines, Internal Wiring, 

Electrical Occupations and Appliances." "This report by the California Department of Health Services evaluates 

the evidence for the risks of all diseases from exposures to residential and occupation ElF-EMF, concentrating 

on more recent studies," 

These are only three of the studies that have discovered the harmful effects of being close to transmission lines. Hea lth 

and Safety Building codes do not allow schools to be built close to power lines or the placement of power lines close to 

schools. 

I am against the power lines going through my city the new City of Jurupa Valley. It is my opinion that someone from 

the Riverside Public Utilities did not do their "due diligence" in the research of the viability of the placement of lines in 

our city, once Union Pacific won their case, someone must have thought it easy to place the power lines through the 

unincorporated area of Rivers ide County. It is time for you to reconsider the Eastern Route that has shown to be less 

harmful and can be implemented immediately. 

In this day and age we should be moving forward; placing lines above ground is archaic and no longer acceptable and 

not necessary. Al l the time, energy and money that have been spent since the inception of "backup power" for the 

City of Riverside by running power lines through the "unincorporated area of Riverside County" now the City of Jurupa 

Valley, these same lines cou ld have been placed underground, and the project completed. 

In closing I strongly urge you to place lines underground and go through the Eastern Route. 

A' ""'"", /0/ 
. Ifi'-II/ ~ 4 ' 

Jim Saathoff -

10003 Willowbrook Rd 

Jurupa Valley, Ca. 92509 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-205 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter OO: Jim Saathoff 

Response to Comment OO-1 

Please see response to comment MM-1. 

 

Response to Comment OO-2 

Please see response to comment MM-2. 

 

Response to Comment OO-3 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Master Response #10b 

regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

 

  



October 31, 2011 

Riverside Public Utilities Company 

Southern California Edison 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing this letter in protest of the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. To put transmission lines through the 

City of Jurupa Valley will be disastrous to our citizens. There are many studies that state the risks from exposure to ELF 

and EMFs are harmful. 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention "CDC 24/7. Saving Lives. Protecting People. Saving Money through 

Prevention". There are numerous research reports on EMF (Electric and Magnetic Fields) health risks. 

"Report on Health Effects from Exposure to Power-Line Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields NIH Publication 

99·4493 (1999). This summary provides evidence on health risks and makes recommendations for public 

health . 

"Non-ionizing Radiation, Pat I: Static and Extremely Low Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields. This risk 

assessment is part of a highly-respected international program to evaluate all carcinogens." (Report from the 

California EMF Program 2002). 

"Evaluation of the Possible Risks from Electric and MagnetiC Fields (EMFs) from Power Lines, Internal Wiring, 

Electrical Occupations and Appliances." ''This report by the California Department of Health Services evaluates 

the evidence for the risks of all diseases from exposures to residential and occupation ELF-EMF, concentrating 

on more recent studies." 

These are only three of the studies that have discovered the harmful effects of being close to transmission lines. Health 

and Safety Building codes do not allow schools to be built close to power lines or the placement of power lines close to 

schools. ____ -;;====== ____ =====_====;:;-_______________ _ 
I am against the power lines going through my city the new City of Jurupa Valley. It is my opinion that someone from 

the Riverside Public Utilities did not do their "due diligence" in the research of the viability of the placement of lines in 

our city, once Union Pacific won their case, someone must have thought it easy to place the power lines through the 

unincorporated area of Riverside County. It is time for you to reconsider the Eastern Route that has shown to be less 

harmful and can be implemented immediately. 

In this day and age we should be moving forward; placing lines above ground is archaic and no longer acceptable and 

not necessary. All the time, energy and money that have been spent since the inception of "backup power" for the 

City of Riverside by running power lines through the "unincorporated area of Riverside County" now the City of Jurupa 

Valley, these same lines could have been placed underground, and the project completed. 

In closing I strongly urge you to place lines underground and go through the Eastern Route. 

Respectfully, cS~ 

Stephanie Saathoff 

10003 Willowbrook Rd 

Jurupa Valley, Ca. 92509 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-206 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter PP: Stephanie Saathoff 

Response to Comment PP-1 

Please see response to comment MM-1. 

 

Response to Comment PP-2 

Please see response to comment MM-2. 

 

Response to Comment PP-3 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Master Response #10b 

regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

 

  



October 31, 2011 

Riverside Public Utilities Company 

Southern California Edison 

Dear Sirs: 

I am writing this letter in protest of the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. To put transmission lines through the 

City of Jurupa Valley will be disastrous to our citizens. There are many studies that state the risks from exposure to ELF 

and EMFs are harmful. 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention "CDC 24/7. Saving lives. Protecting People. Saving Money through 

Prevention". There are numerous research reports on EMF (Electric and Magnet ic Fields) health risks. 

"Report on Hea lth Effects from Exposure to Power- line Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields NIH Publication 

99-4493 (1999). This summary provides evidence on health risks and makes recommendations for public 

health. 

"Non-ionizing Radiation, Pat I: Static and Extremely low Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields. This ri sk 

assessment is part of a highly-respected international program to evaluate all carcinogens." (Report from the 

California EMF Program 2002). 

"Evaluation of the Possible Risks from Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) from Power lines, Internal Wiring, 

Electrical Occupations and Appliances." "This report by the California Department of Health Services evaluates 

the evidence for the risks of all diseases from exposures to residential and occupation ELF-EMF, concentrating 

on more recent studies.1i 

These are only three of the studies that have discovered the harmful effects of being close to transmission lines. Hea lth 

and Safety Building codes do not allow schools to be built close to power lines or the placement of power lines close to 

schools. 

I am against the power lines gOing through my city the new City of Jurupa Valley. It is my opinion that someone from 

the Riverside Public Utilities did not do their "due diligence" in the research of the viability of the placement of lines in 

our city, once Union Pacific won their case, someone must have thought it easy to place the power lines through the 

unincorporated area of Riverside County. It is time for you to reconsider the Eastern Route that has shown to be less 

harmful and ca n be implemented immediately. 

In this day and age we should be moving forward; placing lines above ground is archaic and no longer acceptable and 

not necessary. All the time, energy and money that have been spent since the inception of "backup power" for the 

City of Riverside by running power lines through the "unincorporated area of Riverside County" now the City of Jurupa 

Valley, these same lines could have been placed underground, and the project completed. 

In closing I strongly urge you to place lines underground and go through the Eastern Route. 

Respectfully, 

Eva Casas 

10003 Willowbrook Rd 

Jurupa Valley, Ca. 92509 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-207 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter QQ: Eva Casas 

Response to Comment QQ-1 

Please see response to comment MM-1. 

 

Response to Comment QQ-2 

Please see response to comment MM-2. 

 

Response to Comment QQ-3 

Please see Master Response #10a, regarding undergrounding, and Master Response #10b, 

regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Edie1A@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 2:53 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Transmission Lines thru Jurupa 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
RTRP 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, Ca 92522 
 
Why in the world would we want new 230kv transmission lines and 69 kv transmission 
lines coming through our community of Jurupa?? It will lower our property values, be an 
ugly sight and is dangerous. 
 
It will NOT benefit us , but will benefit Riverside. Therefore, let them take the route that 
goes completely around Jurupa. If they get the benefit, then they should have to put up 
with the ugly towers, property being devalued and the danger that goes with them. 
 
There is NO WAY that we will agree to it going through our City. 
 
Thank you, 
Mr & Mrs. Paul Allen 
7515 Canyon Terrace Dr. 
Riverside, Calif. 92509 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-208 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter RR: Mr. and Mrs. Paul Allen 

Response to Comment RR-1 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments Visual and Aesthetic 

effects were covered in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. Further, no portion of the 69 kV lines will be 

located in the City of Jurupa Valley. Please also see Master Response #7 regarding economic and 

social impacts.  

 

Response to Comment RR-2 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments, Master Response #14 

regarding lack of local benefits of the Proposed Project, and Master Response #7 regarding 

economic and social impacts.  

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Enrique & Sandra Lipp <esjglipp@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 3:54 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: No to High Tension Power Lines 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
George Hanson 
Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 
 
November 3, 2011 
 
Attention George Hanson: 
 
I oppose the high tension power lines you want to run through the city of Jurupa Valley. 
We do not want these lines in our city. Please find another route to put these towers. 
 
Thank you, 
The Lipp Family 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-209 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter SS: Enrique and Sandra Lipp 

Response to Comment SS-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

 

  



George Hanson, Project Mnger RTRP 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, Ca 92501 

NO-to Van Buren-No to I-IS! 
November 6, 2011 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on 
the City of Riverside easterly side of the Santa Ana River 
where the electrical power is needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. The Riverside Public 
Utilities and Southern California Edison should use the Eastern Route 
Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River at Market Street Bridge and cross in the 
City of Riverside to the Van Buren power plant; Since the city of 
Riverside is the sole beneficent of the project, there is no value-only 
detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss of land, devalued property values, 
unsightly towers, exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic fields) impact to 
Jurupa Valley schools, our children, our families, our animals. 

The EIR Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are erroneous 
__ --=="simply_b)' the fact lMJowers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana 

River at Route 15; but would in effect be more distance, more costly, more 
dangerous, more exposure to schools, and unsightly for Jurupa Valley, 
Eastvale and Norco, and only provide power for the City of Riverside. I 
urge the Public Utilities Commission to require RPU and SCE to implement 
the Eastern route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT 
destroy our environment; our properties and our potential growth in the City 
of Jurupa Valley. It's Ugly and I do not want to grow up in an unsafe 
environment! I vote for 'healthy attractive community! 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Carrington 
PO Box 464 
Mira Lorna, Ca 91752 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-210 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter TT: Christopher Carrington 

Response to Comment TT-1 

Please see Response to Comment GG-1. 

 

Response to Comment TT-2 

Please see Response to Comment GG-2. 

 

Response to Comment TT-3 

Please see Response to Comment GG-3. 

 

Response to Comment TT-4 

Please see Responses to Comments GG-3 and GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment TT-5 

Please see Response to Comment GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment TT-6 

Please see Responses to Comments GG-5 and GG-6. 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project: RTRP Contact: 

George Hanson, Project Manager 

Riverside Public Utilities 

3901 Orange Street 

Riverside, CA 9250 I 

RTRP Hotline:(95I) 710-5013 

I OPPOSE!!!! It's UGLY!!!!!!!! 

NO to the Van Buren route- Offset 

NO to the 1-15 Route 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on the City of Riverside 
easterly side of the Santa Ana River where the electrical power is 
needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. The Riverside Public Utilities and 
Southern California Edison should use the Eastern Route Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River 

f 

--====iat~Marketc8treetcBridgecandceross=in-the£ityccofcRiv:ersidecto-the=\lan-Buren-power~plant~; -----
Since the city of Riverside is the sole beneficent of the project, there is no value but 
detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss ofland, devalued property values, unsightly towers, 
exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic fields) impact to Jurupa Valley schools, our children, 
our families, our animals. The EIR Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are 
erroneous simply by the fact the towers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana 
River at Route 15; but would in effect be more distance, more costly, more dangerous, 
more exposure to schools, and unsightly for Jurupa Valley, Eastvale and Norco, and only 
provide power for the City of Riverside. I urge RPU and SCE to implement the Eastern 
route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT destroy our environment. our 
properties and our potential growth in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

Thank you, 

Ryan Carrington 
P.O. Box 464 Mira Lorna, Ca 91752 
6565 Mission Blvd. Riverside, Ca 92509 
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Comment Letter UU: Ryan Carrington 

Response to Comment UU-1 

Please see Response to Comment GG-1. 

 

Response to Comment UU-2 

Please see Response to Comment GG-2. 

 

Response to Comment UU-3 

Please see Response to Comment GG-3. 

 

Response to Comment UU-4 

Please see Response to Comment GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment UU-5 

Please see Response to Comment GG-5. 

 

Response to Comment UU-6 

Please see Response to Comment GG-6. 

 

 

  



George Hanson Project Manager RTRP 
City of Riverside Public Utility Department 
3901 Orange 
Riverside, Ca 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

November 6, 2011 

NO-to Van Buren-No to I-15!-Go East Riverside! 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on 
the City of Riverside easterly side of the Santa Ana River 
where the electrical power is needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. YOUR PROBLEM! The 
Riverside Public Utilities and Southern California Edison should use the Eastern Route 
Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River at Market Street Bridge and cross in the City of 
Riverside to the Van Buren power plant; Since the city of Riverside is the sole 
beneficent of the project, there is no value-only detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss of 
land, devalued property values, unsightly towers, exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic 
fields) impact to Jurupa Valley schools, our children, our families, our animals. 

The EIR Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are erroneous simply 
by the fact the towers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana River at Route 15; 
but would in effect be more distance, more costly, more dangerous, more exposure to 

~~~-~~sc~h· ools, and uns@rtlffor Jurupa Valley;-Eastvale-andNorco, andOiily provioe-power for 
the City of Riverside. I urge the Public Utilities Commission to require RPU and SCE to 
implement the Eastern route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT destroy 
our environment; our properties and our potential growth in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

It's Ugly 

community! 

®. 
and would be an unsafe environment! I vote for a 'healthy 

Sincerely, 

Ryan Carrington 
P.O. Box 464 
Mira Lorna, Ca 91752 

/-
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Comment Letter VV: Ryan Carrington 

Response to Comment VV-1 

Please see Response to Comment GG-1. 

 

Response to Comment VV-2 

Please see Response to Comment GG-2. 

 

Response to Comment VV-3 

Please see Response to Comment GG-3. 

 

Response to Comment VV-4 

Please see Responses to Comments GG-3 and GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment VV-5 

Please see Response to Comment GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment VV-6 

Please see Response to Comment GG-6. 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project: RTRP Contact: 

George Hanson, Project Manager 

Riverside Public Utilities 

390 I Orange Street 

Riverside, CA 9250 I 

RTRP Hotline:(95I) 710-5013 

I OPPOSE!!!! I have seizures-and my health is AT RISK! 
\ \ 

~ "'-
NO to the Van Buren route- Offset 

NO to the 1-15 Route 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on the City of Riverside 
easterly side of the Santa Ana River where the electrical power is 
needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. The Riverside Public Utilities and 
Southern California Edison should use the Eastern Route Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River 

~--=;==~a,=MaJ:k~J-SJce_eJ=Bri_dg(8lnd=-«rQssjnJhll,,-C;;itY,,-Qf=&i}'efside=-toccthe--\lan=Run.ln-powel'cplant~; ~~~~~

Since the city of Riverside is the sole beneficent ofthe project, there is no value but 
detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss of land, devalued property values, unsightly towers, 
exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic fields) impact to Jurupa Valley schools, our children, 
our families, our animals. The EIR Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are 
erroneous simply by the fact the towers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana 
River at Route 15; but would in effect be more distance, more costly, more dangerous, 
more exposure to schools, and unsightly for Jurupa Valley, Eastvale and Norco, and only 
provide power for the City of Riverside. I urge RPU and SCE to implement the Eastern 
route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT destroy our environment. our 
properties and our potential growth in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

Thank you, 

,1,~{!~ 
P.O. Box 464 Mira Loma, Ca 91752 
6565 Mission Blvd. Riverside, Ca 92509 
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Comment Letter WW: Heather Carrington 

Response to Comment WW-1 

Please see Response to Comment GG-1. 

 

Response to Comment WW-2 

Please see Response to Comment GG-2. 

 

Response to Comment WW-3 

Please see Response to Comment GG-3. 

 

Response to Comment WW-4 

Please see Responses to Comments GG-3 and GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment WW-5 

Please see Response to Comment GG-5. 

 

Response to Comment WW-6 

Please see Response to Comment GG-6. 

 

 

 

  



George Hanson, Project Manager~RTRP 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, Ca 92501 

November 6, 2011 
NO-to Van Buren- No to 1-15!-Go East Riverside! 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on 
the City of Riverside easterly side of the Santa Ana River 
where the electrical power is needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. YOUR PROBLEM! The 
Riverside Public Utilities and Southern California Edison should use the 
Eastern Route Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River at Market Street Bridge 
and cross in the City of Riverside to the Van Buren power plant; Since 
the city of Riverside is the sole beneficent of the project, there is no value
only detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss ofland, devalued property values, 
unsightly towers, exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic fields) impact to 
Jurupa Valley schools, our children, our families, our animals. 

The ErR Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are erroneous 
simply by the fact the towers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana 
River at Route 15; Dut wouIa III effect De more distance, more costly, more 
dangerous, more exposure to schools, and unsightly for Jurupa Valley, 
Eastvale and Norco, and only provide power for the City of Riverside. I 
urge the Public Utilities Commission to require RPU and SCE to implement 
the Eastern route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT 
destroy our environment; our properties and our potential growth in the City 
of Jurupa Valley. 
It's Ugly and I do not want to grow up in an unsafe environment! I vote 
for ' healthy attractive community! 

0nCerelY, ~dIl ~ 

c;::'L;ngro~ 
POBox 464 
Mira Loma, Ca 91752 
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Comment Letter XX: Christy Carrington 

Response to Comment XX-1 

Please see Response to Comment GG-1. 

 

Response to Comment XX-2 

Please see Response to Comment GG-2. 

 

Response to Comment XX-3 

Please see Response to Comment GG-3. 

 

Response to Comment XX-4 

Please see Response to Comment GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment XX-5 

Please see Response to Comment GG-5. 

 

Response to Comment XX-6 

Please see Response to Comment GG-6. 

 

 

 

  



George Hanson Project Manager RTRP 
City of Riverside Public Utility Department 
3901 Orange 
Riverside, Ca 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

November 6, 2011 

NO-to Van Buren- No to I-15!-Go East Riverside! 

Route the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project towers on 
the City of Riverside easterly side of the Santa Ana River 
where the electrical power is needed. 

The problem is the City of Riverside needs power. YOUR PROBLEM! The 
Riverside Public Utilities and Southern California Edison should use the Eastern Route 
Aqua Mansa-Santa Ana River at Market Street Bridge and cross in the City of 
Riverside to the Van Buren power plant; Since the city of Riverside is the sole 
beneficent of the project, there is no value-only detriment to Jurupa Valley in loss of 
land, devalued property values, unsightly towers, exposure to EMF (electro-magnetic 
fields) impact to Jurupa Valley schools, our children, our families, our animals. 

The E1R Environmental Impact and 100 year Flood study are erroneous simply 
by the fact the towers would be routed over the very same Santa Ana River at Route 15; 
but would in effect be more distance, more costly, more dangerous, more exposure to 

--=C==-----S;scCfhiOoools, ana unsighlly for Jurupa valley, Eastvale ancl"Norco, ano only provide poweTfoMr~-
the City of Riverside. I urge the Public Utilities Commission to require RPU and SCE to 
implement the Eastern route to benefit and supply their power needs and to NOT destroy 
our environment; our properties and our potential growth in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

It's Ugly and would be an unsafe environment! I vote for a 'healthy community! 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

Matthew Carrington 
P.O. Box 464 
Mira Lorna, Ca 91752 
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Comment Letter YY: Matthew Carrington 

Response to Comment YY-1 

Please see Response to Comment GG-1. 

 

Response to Comment YY-2 

Please see Response to Comment GG-2. 

 

Response to Comment YY-3 

Please see Response to Comment GG-3. 

 

Response to Comment YY-4 

Please see Response to Comment GG-4. 

 

Response to Comment YY-5 

Please see Response to Comment GG-5. 

 

Response to Comment YY-6 

Please see Response to Comment GG-6. 

 

 

 

  



Mr. George Hanson 
City of Riverside 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Danielle Carrington 
PO Box 464 

Mira Lorna, CA 91752 
(951) 685-4430 

carringtongroup@sbcgloba l. net 

November 6, 2011 

Only the Easterly Route for SeE/City of Riverside 

Dear Mr. Hanson, Project RTRP Manager: 

I would appreciate a written reply to my concerns addressed below: 

I would like to have you explain how the impact study affecting the city? 
Would be any different of a study for the transmission lines going 
through our community vs. the city? 

--Aesthetically-ugl~n-the ci~-ugLy-for me too·f=,! =~ 

Effect on City of Riverside property values w/benefit. 
Effect on my property values absolutely NO benefit. 

Same Santa Ana River. Same Envirionmentally concerns. 
Same Flood concerns. 

Did you do a '100 year Flood Study' for the alternate routes? 

Health Effects: You know---and---I know. Adverse Effects! ® 

I have a daughter diagnosed with Tuberous Sclerosis; 
She has grand mal seizures; it is strenuous to endure, 
My Heather needs absolutely NO more additional 
Exposures to anything with negative impact. 
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We have lots of kids-many schools and animals and crops that are in 
our community, in the area you are trying to force these mammoth 
transmission lines to be placed. If we do not stand up and protect OUl' 

community-then we should be ashamed! ... because it is our Duty ... it is 
Our RESPONSIBILTY ! 

We all understand the City of Riverside's need for more energy but 
the Easterly route is the less adverse route that will deliver the much needed 
electricity to the City of Riverside. SCE & RPU should abandon installing 

these unsightly, toxic transmission lines along the 15 fi'eeway or Van Buren 
Blvd. YOU should only consider the Easterly Route. 

The City of Riverside already has access and owns property at the 
eastern route, the power is solely for the city's use - not ours-we are only 
passage if you use the other project routes. The City does not want the 
transmission lines because they are 'ugly' ... well they don't get 'beautiful' in 
our area either. The study sites 100 year flood reasoning-that is ludicrous
because the transmission lines pass over the very same Santa Ana River on 
the other 2 proposed plans, and possibly at an even broader aspect and more 

flow. That should be investigated? Show me that flood study. 

A few reasons-Why it shouldn't go through Jurupa Valley: 
----#l.lj@G~~~------------~~~----- ------~~=-

#2 UNSAFE 
#3 NO Benefit 2-Us! 
#4 Devalues our property Real Estate 

We demand Southern California Edison and the City of Riverside use the 

easterly route only for the City of Riverside's needed power through 
installation of transmission lines. 

In 1973 SCEjRPU submitted a plan to the CPUC for routing transmission lines through Jurupa. 
The plan was denied by the CPUc. Reason: Aesthetics: the way something looks, especially when 
considered in terms of how pleasing it is. 
Here we are 35 years later in the same David & Goliath struggle. But much has changed since 1973. 
1) The population has increased from about 25k to 109k 
2) Student population has increased from 5k to almost 20k 
3) Jurupa has one of the worst toxic waste dumps in the nation. It's called Stringfellow. Stringfellows toxic 
chemicals have affected the health of our citizens and have infected our groundwater. 
4) Jurupa is number one in the nation when it comes to air pollution comingled with diesel particulates 
that affects our health. 
5) Back in 1976 little was known about the effects of electromagnetic forces or EMF's. 
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The proposed transmission lines through Jurupa will be unsightly and catastrophically unhealthy. 
The effects of EMF's (electromagnetic fields) are a danger not only to our children but to all that live near 
them. I find it unconscionable that with all the health research on EMF's, SCE & RPU have determined 
there is "litlle 10 support a connection between EMF's and adverse health effects". 

In tl,. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), SCE & RPU state "the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences (NfEHS 1999), the National Radiation Protection Board (NRPB 200 I), the 
International Commission on non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (fCNIRP 200 I) the California Department 
of Health Services (CDHS 2002), and the International Agency for Research on Cancer (fARC 2002) have 
identified magnetic field exposure (EMF) as a possible human carcinogen". 

In 2002 three California Department of Health Services Scientists along with the help of 10 other 
CDHS scientists concluded that EMF' s can cause some degree of increased risk of childhood leukemia, 
adult brain cancer, Lou Gehrig's disease, and miscarriage. 

Scientists have been unable to find the "biological" connection between these diseases and 
exposure to EM.F's. It takes decades to prove a biological connection between cause and effect. There is a 
ton of research leaning to a connection between EMF's and deadly diseases. 
It took decades to prove the biological connection between smoking cigarettes and cancer. It took decades 
to prove the biological connection between mesothelioma and inhaling asbestos dust or fibers. Hopefully it 
will not take decades to prove the biological connection between exposure to EMF's and cancer. 

In a 2002 report to California Governor Gray Davis, economists calculated the dollar value of a 
statistical life to find out what society is willing to pay to avoid a statistical death. In other words, how 
many deaths from EMF's will society accept before they demand safe measures be instituted to protect 
them from EMF's? 

The proposed transmission lines are unacceptable in the City of 
Jurupa Valley. The health effects from EMF's are a danger to all that live, 
work, play and recreate within 100 yards of the transmission lines. 
The health of the residents of Jurupa Valley, Eastvale, & Norco are at stake. 
I say NO! 

Danielle Carr ton 
Mother of 7 Children who grew up 

Played and worked in this great community. 
Resident of the City of Jurupa Valley 

Business Owner in the City of Jurupa Valley 
Propelty Owner in the City of Jurupa Valley 

Yep ... I have a right to care ... and a reason to protest. I say NO to 
Van Buren and No to Eastvale/I-15 I live here~I work here~I shop here .. 

Take it the direct route the Easterly Route ... 

It just is the most sensible solution. © 
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Comment Letter ZZ: Danielle Carrington 

Response to Comment ZZ-1 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment ZZ-2 

Aesthetic and visual impacts were covered in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment ZZ-3 

Please see Master Response #2, regarding vague and conclusory comments, Master Response #7 

regarding economic and social impacts, and Master Response #14, regarding lack of local 

benefits of the Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment ZZ-4 

Please see Figures 1 and 3 in the Hydrology and Water Quality Technical Report in Appendix B 

of the DEIR. These figures show the location of the 100-year floodplain in the Project area based 

on Federal Emergency Management Agency information. Also please see Response to Comment 

GG-6. 

 

Response to Comment ZZ-5 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Section 3.2.3 

(Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions), Section 3.2.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), 

and Appendix C (Electrical and Magnetic Field Statement) of the DEIR for an explanation of the 

existing conditions and impact analyses conducted. No significant environmental impacts related 

to health are anticipated with the Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment ZZ-6 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment ZZ-7 

Please see Response to Comment GG-6. Please also view Figures 1 and 3 in the Hydrology and 

Water Quality Technical Report in Appendix B of the DEIR. These figures show the location of 

the 100-year floodplain in the Project area based on Federal Emergency Management Agency 

information. 

 

Response to Comment ZZ-8 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments.  

 

Response to Comment ZZ-9 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment ZZ-10 through ZZ-12 

The studies indicate that the evidence of a health risk is weak, and the CPUC adopted a policy 

that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of education, information, and 
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precaution-based approaches. No potentially significant health effects will result from the 

Project. Also, please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7 regarding 

economic and social impacts, and Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment ZZ-13 

Please see the Response to Comment ZZ-12. 

 

 

  

  



Derek Carrington 
PO Box 464 

Mira Loma, CA 91752 
(951) 685-4430 

carringtongroup@sbcglobal.net 

City of Riverside 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

November 6, 2011 

Only the Easterly Route for SCE/City of Riverside 

Dear Mr. Hanson, Project RTRP Manager: 
We all understand the City of Riverside's need for more energy but 

there is a less adverse route that will deliver the much needed electricity to 
the City of Riverside. SCE & RPU should abandon installing these 

unsightly, toxic transmission lines along the 15 freeway or Van Buren Blvd. 
YOU should only consider the Easterly Route. 

The City of Riverside already has access and owns property at the 
--=;cI:eOj:la~stem routedhe-p...9wel--is-solelY-=(Qr-the city~s-use--not-ours-we=are-only---

passage if you use the other project routes. The City does not want the 
transmission lines because they are 'ugly' . . . well they don't get 'beautiful' in 
our area either. The study sites 100 year flood reasoning-that is ludicrous-
because the transmission lines pass over the very same Santa Ana River on 
the other 2 proposed plans, and possibly at an even broader aspect and more 
flow. That should be investigated? Show me that flood study. 

A few reasons-Why it shouldn't go through Jurupa Valley: 
#1. UGLY 
#2 UNSAFE 
#3 NO Benefit 2-Us! 
#4 Devalues our property Real Estate 

We demand Southern California Edison and the City of Riverside use the 
easterly route only for the City of Riverside's needed power through 
installation of transmission lines. 
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In 1973 SCE/RPU submitted a plan to the CPUC for routing transmission lines through Jurupa . 
The plan was denied by the CPUc. Reason: Aesthetics: the way something looks, especially when 
considered in terms of how pleasing it is. 
Here we are 35 years later in the same David & Goliath struggle. But much has changed since 1973. 
1) The population has increased from about 25k to 109k 
2) Student population has increased from 5k to almost 20k 
3) Jurupa has one of the worst toxic waste dumps in the nation. It's called Stringfellow. Stringfellows toxic 
chemicals have affected the health of our citizens and have infected our groundwater. 
4) Jurupa is number one in the nation when it comes to air pollution comingled with diesel particulates 
that affects our health. 
5) Back in 1976 little was known about the effects of electromagnetic forces or EMF's. 

The proposed transmission lines through Jurupa will be unsightly and catastrophically unhealthy. 
The effects of EMF's (electromagnetic fields) are a danger not only to our children but to all that live near 
them. I find it unconscionable that with all the health research on EMF's, SCE & RPU have determined 
there is "/illie to slIpport a connection between EMF"s and adverse health effects". 

In the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), SCE & RPU state "the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS 1999), the National Radiation Protection Board (NRPB 200 I), the 
International Commission on non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP 2001) the California Department 
of Health Services (CDHS 2002), and the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IA RC 2002) have 
identified magnetic field exposure (EMF).s a possible human carcinogen". 

In 2002 three California Department of Health Services Scientists along with the help of 10 other 
CDHS scientists concluded that EMF's can cause some degree of increased risk of childhood leukemia, 
adult brain cancer, Lou Gehrig's disease, and miscarriage. 

Scientists have been unable to find the "biological" connection between these diseases and 
exposure to EMF's. It takes decades to prove a biological connection between cause and effect. There is a 
ton of research leaning to a connection between EMF's and deadly diseases. 
It took decades to prove the biological connection between smoking cigarettes and cancer. It took decades 
to prove the biological connection between mesothelioma and inhaling asbestos dust or fibers. Hopefully it 
will not take decades to prove the biological connection between exposure to EMF's and cancer. 

In a 2002 report to California Governor Gray Davis, economists calculated the dollar value of a 
statistical life to find out what society is willing to pay to avoid a statistical death. In other words, how 
many deaths-from-EME's-will-society accept before they-demand-safe-measures b.-instituted to protect-t -=====
them from EMF's? 

The proposed transmission lines are unacceptable in the City of 
Jurupa Valley. The health effects from EMF's are a danger to all that live, 
work, play and recreate within 100 yards of the transmission lines. 
The health of the residents of Jurupa Valley, Eastvale, & Norco are at stake. 
I say NO! 

Sincerely, 

oO~ 
Derek Carringto 

Resident of the City of Jurupa Valley 
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Comment Letter AAA: Derek Carrington 

Response to Comment AAA-1 

Page 6-1 of the DEIR describes the reasonable range of alternatives that should be considered for 

a project under CEQA. Several alignments along the Eastern Route(s) were considered and 

compared to the Proposed Project within the DEIR (page 6-46), including the rationale for 

elimination from further study. Please also see Master Response #10b. 

 

Response to Comment AAA-2 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment AAA-3 

100 year floodplain mapping along the Eastern Route(s) is provided in response to this comment. 

Please also view Figures 1 and 3 in the Hydrology and Water Quality Technical Report in 

Appendix B of the DEIR. These figures show the location of the 100-year floodplain in the 

Project area based on Federal Emergency Management Agency information. Please also see 

Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment AAA-4 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment AAA-5 

The studies indicate that the evidence of a health risk is weak, and the CPUC adopted a policy 

that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of education, information, and 

precaution-based approaches. No significant health impacts will occur as a result of the Project. 

Also, please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment AAA-6 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-219 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter BBB: Pallas Broy 

Response to Comment BBB-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Aesthetic impacts have 

been identified and disclosed within Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR, including those potential impacts 

to the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area.  

 

Response to Comment BBB-2 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic issues. 

 

Response to Comment BBB-3 

Potential impacts and mitigation to schools within one quarter mile of the Proposed Project are 

disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR. VanderMolen Elementary School, the property line of 

which is located 190 feet away from the proposed route, was among the schools analyzed. No 

significant health risks will result from the Project. 

 

Response to Comment BBB-4 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

 

 

 

  



To: George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

From: Trunita Crump-Knighton 
5557 Annandale Place 
Corona, Ca. 92880 

I am not in favor of any public project that raises my utility 
bill, be it public transportation or any other thing that will 
be built with any taxpayers money and then will need to be 
subsidies for the rest it's life time with more taxpayer 

_ funding. ___ _ _ 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-220 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter CCC: Trunita Crump-Knighton 

Response to Comment CCC-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: George Hepker <ghepker@ilbinc.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 7:23 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project(RTRP) 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
This is a much needed project that will protect our area from unnecessary outages. 
Reliability increased to such a large extent with a relatively small distance to run Tower 
Lines. Not to mention the follow work that this project will initiate jobs for a decade. 
 
Put me down as a supporter. Let me know when you would like me to come to a 
public input meeting. 
 
George Hepker 
International Line Builders, Inc. 
tel: 951-682 2982 x214 
fax: 951-788 0686 
mobile: 951-323 5539 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-221 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter DDD: George Hepker, International Line Builders, Inc. 

Response to Comment DDD-1 

Thank you for your comment in support of the Proposed Project; it has become part of the 

project record. Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment DDD-2 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Smith, Jeff <Jeff.Smith@rmtinc.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2011 9:39 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: RTRP - date for Planning Commission meeting regarding the Draft EIR? 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
Good morning, 
 
Can you please tell me whether a public hearing on the RTRP Draft EIR has been 
scheduled? I know that the public comment period for the Draft EIR was extended until 5 
PM on November 30th, so I anticipate that the PC meeting will be scheduled for either 
November 30th or sometime in December. I want to make sure that I have the meeting 
date on my calendar. 
 
Thank you and best regards— 
‐‐Jeff Smith 

 
Jeffrey Smith, Senior Planner ▲ RMT|ENERGY ▲ 4 West Fourth Avenue, Suite 303 ▲ San Mateo, CA 94402  
Office: 650.373.1200 ▲ Direct: 650.340.4821 ▲ WE BUILD CLEAN ENERGY 

 
Outgoing messages, along with any attachments, are scanned for viruses prior to 
sending. 
 
NOTICE-- This email may contain confidential and privileged information for the sole use 
of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and delete all 
copies. 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-222 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter EEE: Jeffrey Smith, RMT, Inc. 

Response to Comment EEE-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. The City of Riverside Planning Commission 

conducted a public hearing on the DEIR on April 5, 2012. Notices were published in local 

newspapers and postcard notifications were mailed in advance to the DEIR mailing list 

addressees.  

 

  



November 10, 2011 

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Attention: Mr. George Hanson, Project Manager 

Dear Mr. Hanson, 

The Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) in which Riverside Public Utilities 

and Southern California Edison propose to upgrade electrical service to the City of 

Riverside is a controversy to Dan and I and many of our neighbors because of the 

suggested routes that would bring very tall power poles and towers carrying High

Voltage Power Lines (230 kV of electricity) into and through our small, quiet community. 

We have expressed our thoughts, fears and recommendations in an attached binder 

and we request that you read them and consider them when making your final 

recommendations to the Riverside Planning Commission and the Riverside City 

Council. If you should have any questions regarding any of the areas of our concerns 

--please-do-not-hesitate to contaGt-us-as-we welcome the-opportunity-for more disGussion 

so that we may arrive at a more collaborative solution to this issue. 

Please notify us of any future Public Open House regarding this matter so that we may 

attend. 

Sincerely, 

::J)a" ad ::J).nid. Jorclua 

Daniel and Denise Torchia 
8400 Tamarind Lane 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
951-681-9131 
torchia 18@sbcglobal.net 
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Dear George Hanson, 

We commend the values of Jorge Somoano, former Project Manager of the Riverside 

Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) : 

1. Honesty. 

2. Integrity. 

3. Character. 

4. Conscience of the Project (Health Hazards (Risks) to People - The map overview of 

each route vividly shows the drastic difference in the number of people (population 

density) who will be exposed to the continuous health risks from the Electric and 

Magnetic Field (EMF) emissions). 

We are certain the fine people of the City of Riverside, the Planning Commission, the City 

Council, and the Mayor share the same values as their former Project Manager. 

We commend and support Supervisor John Tavaglione (Perspective; POWER THREAT? Forgo 

the cheap route; run transmission lines where they'll harm the fewest people; The Press

Enterprise, Sunday, May-3, 2009; please see attached article behind-Tab 1) for working hard to 

protect the people (particularly the children) of Jurupa Valley from the health hazards that the 

RTRP 230 kV transmission line (High-Voltage Power Lines) would bring to Jurupa Valley if the 

City of Riverside imposes these High-Voltage Power Lines on the City of Jurupa Valley . 

The City of Riverside (George Hanson Project Manager (RTRP), Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) 

and Southern California Edison (SCE)) should be working together with the people of Jurupa 

Valley (City of Jurupa Valley City Council and Mayor) in a collaborative effort, not in an adversarial 

approach , to find the best solution to this issue. 

The best solution for all parties involved could be the solution proposed by Ed Hawkins of Jurupa. 

Ed Hawkins made his proposal in a Letter to the Editor; The Riverside County Record, Thursday, 

October 15, 2009, please see attached copy behind Tab 2. This is a proposal that we fully 

support, but only through a collaborative effort can we determine the best solution for everyone. 
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) This proposed solution is the winning solution for all parties (no downside, only upside): 

1. Protect the Health of the People (particularly the children) in the City of Riverside 

and in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

2. No power poles or power lines to ruin the views and property (including property 

values) of homeowners and businesses (including business activity and the 

,!;CONOMy) in the City of Riverside and in the City of Jurupa Valley. 

3. Political win for the City Council and the Mayor in the City of Riverside and the C ity 

Council and the Mayor in the City of Jurupa Valley (no upset voters in the City of 

Riverside or in the City of Jurupa Valley). 

4. Riverside Public Utilities brings the additional power to the city. 

5. Southern California Edison will make the City of Riverside power customers happy and 

will make the City of Jurupa Valley SCE power customers happy. 

This proposed solution is not beyond Edison 's engineering capabilities. The Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR) states that SCE has nearly 40 years of experience with Solid Dielectric or 

Extruded Dielectric cable systems (XLPE) for underground transmission lines. 

1. Has SCE ever placed High-Voltage Power Lines underground? 

-----;2-. In-which Gities has SG~plaGed-High-Voltage-Power bines-underground?'------

3. How many miles of underground High-Voltage Power Lines has SCE installed? 

4. How many miles of underground High-Voltage Power Lines does SCE maintain? 

Cities in the United States place High-Voltage Power Lines underground (examples: New York 

City and Washington, D.C.). 

Other parts of the World place High-Voltage Power Lines underground (example: England). 

The best solution is simple. Place the High-Voltage Power Lines underground . There is 

absolutely no reason (technological or engineering), as stated in the DEIR, that these High

Voltage Power Lines should not be placed underground. A higher financial cost is cited in the 

DEIR. A higher financial cost is not a compelling reason to put people's health, particularly 

children's health, at risk. Do not ask the City of Jurupa Valley to pay this price with their health 

and their economics, in order for the City of Riverside not to pay a higher financial cost . 
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) As stated in the DEIR, the Technology exists and the Engineering exists to place High-Voltage 

Power Transmission Lines underground. Conscience, Will and Courage are required. 

The City of Riverside says it is the City of Arts & Innovation. Technology is innovation. 

This power project is the City of Riverside's moment, a perfect opportunity to be good neighbors 

and to demonstrate its embrace of that 21 st Century innovation. 

Here is the question - will the City of Riverside be up to the challenge of putting their words into 

deeds? Or is this the case where, "you take a less wealthy area, you desecrate, you harm ... 

to supply the more wealthy area," Commissioner John Petty. 

Having High-Voltage Power Lines pass through the City of Jurupa Valley (including near schools) 

will expose the children of the City of Jurupa Valley (including school children) to Electric and 

Magnetic Field (EMF) emissions, increasing the chances that these children will develop 

leukemia. 

Our source is "EMF: Electric and Magnetic Fields Associated with the Use of Electric Power" 

(June 2002). An evaluation led by two United States government institutions, the National 

~~-Institute-of-Environmental-Health-Sciences-(NIEHS)-of-the-National-Institutes-of-Health-(NIH)-and 

the Department of Energy (DOE), was undertaken. This evaluation, known as the Electric and 

Magnetic Fields Research and Public Information Dissemination (EMF RAPID) Program, was 

reported to the United States Congress by the NIEHS. Edison provided this EMF Questions and 

Answers booklet at the Public Open House held April 25, 2007. Copies of this booklet are 

available electronically on the Internet 

(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/assets/docs_p_zlresults_oCemCresearch_emCquestions_answ 

ers_booklet.pdf). On page 16 (please see this critically important attached copy behind Tab 3) it 

says: "Is there an association between measured fields and childhood leukemia? Yes, but the 

association is weak, and it is not clear whether it represents a cause-and-effect relationship. " 

It is unconscionable to consider, let alone choose, a route that passes through the City of Jurupa 

Valley (including anywhere near schools) since there is no scientific certainty that continuous 

exposure to Electric and Magnetic Fields is safe. If one child develops leukemia as a result of 

this project, that is one child too many. 
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) Therefore, erring on the side of caution (please refer to the preceding two paragraphs) 

regarding our children's health leads to the only responsible and morally acceptable 

decision: Choose the Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route. Please see the attached copy of the 

Letter to the Editor (Protect school kids) in The Press-Enterprise on July 11 , 2007, behind Tab 4. 

The route that provides the maximum amount of safety for the children and the surrounding 

community is already one of the proposed RTRP routes: That route is the Eastern (Santa Ana 

River) Route. A yes vote for the Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route is the only responsible 

vote. Choosing a route other than the Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route will be condemning the 

children in the City of Jurupa Valley to an increased chance of developing leukemia. This danger 

from High-Voltage Power Lines does not exist today, along the proposed RTRP routes, in the 

City of Jurupa Valley. 

Why would you vote to impose this continuous Silent Terror on the children (including school 

children) and their parents who live in the City of Jurupa Valley? 

Why would you vote to force the parents in the City of Jurupa Valley to live in constant fear of 

being told by a doctor that their child has developed leukemia? The children and residents of Mira 

Loma and the Jurupa Valley are already exposed to elevated cancer risks from diesel particulate 

matter emissions produeed-at-the Mira Loma rail yard:-Please-see-attached article (Air Boardc-, -

Union Pacific Say Mira Loma Rail Yard Exceeds Average Cancer Risk; The Riverside County 

Record, July 5, 2007) behind Tab 5. 

A neighborhood in San Bernardino faces the same cancer risks from diesel truck and diesel train 

rail yard emissions as Mira Loma. Ron Loveridge, Riverside Mayor and a member of the 

California Air Resources Board, said "The risk is not just problematic, but extraordinary near the 

San Bernardino rail yard. We have an obligation to do something about it" (Cancer risk seen near 

rail yard; A study, new rules possible for San Bernardino neighborhood of about 7,000; The 

Press-Enterprise, Wednesday, November 4, 2009; please see attached article behind Tab 6). 

Ron Loveridge, Riverside Mayor, California Air Resources Board Member, is expressing a deep 

concern for people in San Bernardino (please read the article from the above paragraph behind 

Tab 6). Hopefully, Ron Loveridge, Riverside Mayor, California Air Resources Board Member, will 

show this same deep concern for the people in Mira Loma and Jurupa Valley in regards to 
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) imposing additional risks in the form of continuous EMF exposure (childhood leukemia) on 

a community already facing elevated cancer risks from diesel truck and diesel train particulate 

matter emissions (please read the article behind Tab 5) . 

Why would you vote to impose an additional layer of dangerous exposure that will only serve 

to increase the health risks to the people who live in the City of Jurupa Valley? 

If you vote to have the High-Voltage Power Lines installed in the City of Jurupa Valley, you will 

be responsible for the children who develop leukemia as a result of this project. 

The only route that Does Not Impose this continuous Silent Terror is the Eastern (Santa Ana 

River) Route. 

Will you being voting for the health and safety of the children in the City of Jurupa Valley or 

will you be voting to condemn them to the increased chances of developing leukemia? 

CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY (1-15) ROUTE 

As stated in the DEIR, in 2006, the City of Jurupa Valley (1-15) Route "was investigated and 

rejected because offeasibility concerns.i-City of JuruQa Valley (1-15) Route "was eli i ated-

because of environmental conflicts with the river corridor open space and wildlife habitat 

management and current and proposed urban development along the 1-15 corridor." 

The concerns and conditions citied in the DEIR along the City of Jurupa Valley (1-15) Route 

have not changed since 2006, when as stated in the DEIR, the RTRP rejected and eliminated 

the City of Jurupa Valley (1-15) Route. The same health impacts (particularly children's health), 

environmental impacts, economic impacts, business impacts, property impacts, visual impacts, 

aesthetic impacts, future growth impacts, wildlife impacts, exist today in 2011 as they did in 2006. 

If the City of Riverside had any concern at all about the people in the City of Jurupa Valley, the 

City of Riverside would be placing the High-Voltage Power Lines underground to protect the 

people (particularly the children) in the City of Jurupa Valley. The technology to place High

Voltage Power Lines underground exists, as stated in the DEIR. SCE has nearly 40 years of 

experience with Solid Dielectric or Extruded Dielectric cable systems (XLPE) for underground 
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) transmission lines, as stated in the DEIR. However, the City of Riverside's DEIR eliminated from 

further consideration the placing of the High-Voltage Power Lines underground along the City of 

Jurupa Valley (1-15) Route based on higher financial cost . The City of Riverside is unwilling to 

pay the higher financial cost to get the power the City of Riverside needs. But, the City of 

Riverside is expecting the people in the City of Jurupa Valley to pay this price with their health 

(particularly their children's health as this route puts the power lines next to Louis VanderMolen 

Fundamental Elementary School) , their environment, their economy, their business, their 

property, their views, their aesthetics, their future growth. The City of Riverside apparently has no 

conscience regarding this power project. Obviously, the only thing that matters to the City of 

Riverside is getting its power project on the cheap, as revealed in the DEIR. Brown out the City 

of Jurupa Valley so the City of Riverside, the Emerald City, can be green. The City of 

Riverside has zero concern for the people in the City of Jurupa Valley, as articulated in the DEIR. 

The Health Hazards and Risks of the City of Jurupa Valley (1-15) Route are as follows : 

1. Greater (NEGATIVE) Environmental Impact (Health Hazards (Risks) to People

please see map overview of high population density (City of Jurupa Valley (1-15) 

Route) behind Tab 7) . 

a. The Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) literature from the World Health 

----- Grganization-(WHG), presented by-SGE-at-the-Public-Open House held- --

October 14, 2009, confirmed the literature (EMF: Electric and Magnetic Fields 

Associated with the Use of Electric Power) presented by SCE at the Public 

Open House held April 25, 2007, that EMF exposure brings Health Hazards 

(Risks) to People (particularly children in the form of childhood leukemia). 

Please see the supporting research findings below in Item c. and behind Tab 8. 

b. The City of Jurupa Valley is a community already facing elevated cancer risks 

from diesel particulate matter emissions. Why would the City of Riverside 

consider imposing additional risks in the form of continuous EMF exposure 

(childhood leukemia)? 

c. World Health Organization, Information Resources (http://www.who.int/peh

emf/en/) 

Results of EMF Research - EMF Questions & Answers Booklet 

(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/assets/docs_p_zlresults_oCemCresearch_em 

Cquestions_answers_booklet.pdf) 
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) National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, Electric & Magnetic Fields 

(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/healthltopics/agents/emf/index.cfm) 

EASTERN (SANTA ANA RIVER) ROUTE 

~s stated in the DEIR the Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route meets the RTRP " Proposed 

Project objectives." The lack of conscience, will , and determination are the reasons the Eastern 

(Santa Ana River) Route is not the route that RTRP (City of Riverside) is using for the City of 

Riverside's High-Voltage Power Transmission Line project, according to the DEIR. 

A Power Transmission Line Corridor to the City of Riverside already exists from the East. 

At the Public Open House held October 14, 2009, Jorge Somoano, Project Manager (RTRP) , 

Riverside Public Utilities representatives and Southern California Edison representatives 

confirmed that the Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route is the Environmentally Superior Route. 

They articulated during the Public Open House that the Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route is the 

Environmentally Superior Route because of the following reasons : 

1. Less Environmental Impact (Health Hazards (Risks) to People - please see map 

--overview-of-Iow-population density (Eastern-(Banta Ana-River) Route) behind-Tab 9)-. -

2. Power line corridor to the City of Riverside already exists from the East (Eastern 

(Santa Ana River) Route) (please see map overview behind Tab 10, Tab 11 , Tab 12 

and Tab 13). 

3. Southern California Edison 's excess power capacity is in Colton from the East 

(Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route) , per Jorge Somoano, Project Manager (RTRP). 

4 . Vehicles already have access to the power lines in the existing power corridor from the 

East (Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route) (please see map overview behind Tab 10, Tab 

11, all 5 pages refer to access along Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route and Tab 12). 

5. The 230/69 kV power substations that the new High-Voltage Power Lines will tie into 

will be built along the Santa Ana River (please see map overview behind Tab 14). The 

Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route travels along the same side of the Santa Ana River 

as the location of the 230/69 kV power substations. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

1. Access 

a. Road runs next to the Santa Ana River along the length of the Eastern (Santa 

Ana River) Route (please see map overview behind Tab 10, Tab 11, all 5 

pages refer to access along Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route and Tab 12). 

b. Vehicles already have access (see a. above) to the power lines in the existing 

power corridor from the East. 

2. Technology 

a. The technology to place High-Voltage Power Transmission Lines underground 

already exists, as stated in the DEIR. 

b. The power projects preferred underground cable type (XLPE) already exists 

(U.S. manufacturing capability for 230 kV XLPE cable. Outside the U.S., 

manufacturing capability of up to 765 kV XLPE cable.), as stated in the DEIR. 

3. Engineering 

a. Not beyond the engineering capabilities of SeE, as stated in the DEIR. 

b. High-Voltage Power Lines are currently placed underground (examples: New 

-------'York-Gity-and-Washington, D.&.-)I:-. - ------

4. Flood Plain 

a. The 230/69 kV power substations that the new High-Voltage Power Lines will 

tie into will be built in the flood plain (please see map overview behind Tab 14). 

5. Cost 

a. The deciding issue should be people's health, not financial cost (please see 

Tab 1). 

b. Any financial cost difference for the project along the Eastern (Santa Ana 

River) Route, would be the difference between running High-Voltage Power 

Lines above ground and running High-Voltage Power Lines underground as the 

High-Voltage Power Lines run through Riverside. The High-Voltage Power 

Lines would go underground starting near Fairmount Park running underground 

all the way to the 230/69 kV power substations along the Santa Ana River. 
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This could mean an additional financial cost to the project but the City of 

Riverside can Surcharge the customers or issue a Bond to pay for this 

difference in project cost. There should be no additional financial cost to 

Edison because the City of Riverside would pay the financial cost difference 

through the Surcharge or Bond issuance (this financial cost is the sacrifice 

required to get the additional power). 

6. Those requesting the power project (City of Riverside) should make the sacrifice (City 

of Riverside) to get the power 

a. The City of Riverside's responsibility is to make the necessary sacrifices to get 

the additional power they are requesting. 

b. The Eastern (Santa Ana River) Route is the sacrifice required (City of 

Riverside) for the power project. 

7. Proposed Routes 

a. Public Open House held April 25, 2007 (please see attached map of proposed 

routes behind Tab 13). 

b. Public Open House held October 14, 2009 (please see attached map of 

proposed routes behind Tab 15). 

8. Existing Power Transmission Line Corridors 

a. Public Open House held April 25, 2007 (please see attached map of existing 

power transmission line corridors behind Tab 13). 

9. Water, Vegetation and Wildlife Impact 

a. Protecting the people's health has to be at least as important as protecting 

water, vegetation and wildlife. 

The City of Riverside already has existing Power Transmission Line Routes, Corridors (including 

a corridor from the East), that can be used for this project without endangering people; 

endangerment which includes health risks, reduced property values, and quality of life in the 

neighborhoods that you plan to impose upon with this project. 
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) Any burdens associated with this project should be borne by those requesting the power. You 

should not ask your neighbors to bear a burden you are not willing to bear yourselves. It is the 

City of Riverside's responsibility to bear the burdens and to make the sacrifices to relieve this 

crucial need for an additional High-Voltage Power Transmission Line. 

We will continue to be involved in this extremely important issue. Thank you for your time and 

consideration . 

Most Sincerely, 

2a,. and 2.n.iJ. Jorclua 

Daniel and Denise Torchia 
8400 Tamarind Lane 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
951-681-9131 
torchia18@sbcglobal.net 
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IT'LL BE JARO TO 
JAN OLE JURUPA 
View ils Web si tc and discovcr -- II's not JilsrLhnl"Jolm '['"vtlglio· 

Riverside Public Utilities "is nc, the RivCo supe who presicles 
committed to lIelping I/wke over this fle(dom, is rcvolling. (He 

HivCI'side a greener place to l ive by can be quite pleasant.) It's not jusl 
committing ourselvcs t.o support· thai Ihe ,Iul'\lpa school districl 
illg rellcwable, environmentally (Captain Considine unrccalled a11(1 
friendly electric power sources, accounted for!) Iws declared its 
and sustainable living practices." opposition. It's really this: 

!Jul, to paraphrase Abe Lincoln, The JUJ'upa Community SCI" 
"You ca n green all tile people some vices District and the Jllrupa 1\ rca 
of the time, and some of the people Hecreation and PaJ'k District never 
allihe time, but you cannot green agree on any tiling, barely speak to 
all the people alllhc timc." each other, and generally [Ii sll'ust 

And if those poor, wretched and loallle OIlC Dllothel', But they 
,Iurupall souls dOIl 't even live in are dead-set against this Jurupa 
Rivel'side, why should a city striv· high-wire act. TlJey n.re on the sUllie 
illg to satisfy its persollal electric- side! This is akin to powerful 
ity lIecds green them at all? warlords ulliting to flgllt the Tali· 

This renewable low regard for its ball (not that lUverside fa intly 
neighbors across the mighty Santa resembles those guys), I'll! just 

---Ana secnr..,tolmve- [urnel 1 Hivcr· ---sayIng this is big, Really big.------
side's gl'een eyes a nal., dead gray Yes, I know Riverside says it will 
in the face of objections to high· let Jurupa sip some of this lIell' 
voltage wires knifing through Jill" juice if there's an earthquake (as· 
upa to deliver "environmelltally sUllling the lines don't go [1011'11). 
friendly electric power" 1.0 the City Very generou s, bllt do they really 
of Arts & lnnovatioll. thillk this will sway two forlllerly 

These wires, swaddled in an warring distl'icls that. have It OW 
(argnably) carcinogenic eleelro· lined up against a COllllllOII enemy? 
magnetic blanket, should cancel'li I WOUldn't count 011 iI . If I were 
a eomllllmity lhal. cradles the Rivel'side, I wouldn't have allY' 
Stringfellow acid pits and diesel· thing to do with these dist.ricts. 
friendly warehouses that (alleged- They'rc battle·tcsted. Th ey arc 
ly) cncoUl'age undel'dcvclopell accustomed to prolonged, pro· 
young lungs to stay thut way'? Once tructed, costly al\(I thoroughly 
you go toxic, how can you becollle couutcrproductil'e batlies. 
too toxic? Just suck it up (don't When it comcs to fighting the 
inhale) and get ovcr it. SIring thc good (01' marc oft.en bad) fi ght, 
wires to sustain something worlh they'rc simply more sustainable. 
sustaining: the I<:mcrald City, 

If thnt lVas llivcrsirle's clean, 
greenlllind·sct (l may have grossly 
understated it), I now believe the 
(' it)' has cause for alar Ill , So·callc[1 
wi rcl cs~ Hil'ersidc may have to 
l'C-I'·out.e these megmvatt cal'l'iers 
to avoid ,iul'lJpa because some
thing unprece~lcntcd has occurred, 

• • • 

Reach' Dan Bernstein at 95t·368·9439 or I 
dbornstein@PE.r.olll 

, 1 
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Power plan sparks input 
JURUPA VALLEY: The 
proposal to run electrical 
lines throL€/1 the ,city hits . 
a cu~nt of opposition. 

BY SllllAl STOKLEY 
SWfl1ll1lll 
.1~@p<lOOl 

The Jurupa' Valley City 
Council had hoped for a huge 
turnout at Tuesday night's 
community workshop on the 
city of Iliverside's proposal 
to run high-volt.age pOWer 
lines through Jurupa Valley 
to bring more power to Riv
erside_ 

The Performing Arts The
at re at Patriot· High School 
was only about half-full. 

But most of those who 
attended nlade it clear 
through thei r comments 0)' 

enthusiastic applause: They 
do no t want that project in 

,.UL lLYlREMRUUNCI PIIlIOCIIlPHEA 
Anne Hughes speaks at a town hall meeting at Patriot High'School in Jurupa Valley. Riverside 
Public Utilities and Soulhern California Edison want to run power lines through the city. 

their midst. A through what is now the city 
"We have to w!lrry abou N of JUl'upa Valley had been 

our lives, our children's under conSideration, includ-
lives, our neighbor's lives," ing one that fo llowed Van 
said Brian Schafel', who Galena Sl.. ~ Buren Boulevard and an6th-
spoke about studies that ?!-~...IJrupa d ' l.' ti . . er that headed north on Baln 
have tied electromagnetic .ioN . ~ '" Q-. . Street, across the street 
fi elds cmanating from hlgh- f ~ ~ ~ Y'~ from a rcsidentlal nelgh-
vollage lines to illness. -l-.~ _ ;il _ _ PropoS8d-Transmlsslon IIno-~rhood . _ 

"It·s like you don't care," '" Tfie latest route would put 
he said, speaking to utility the lines ncar Louis Vander-
company officials sitting in Molen Fundamental Ele-
the first row. CeolraiAve. mentary School on Carne-

The 230-kilovolt tr"nsmis- ian Street in a new Arlington 
sian line project is a joint Ave. residential community in 
eflort of Riverside Public STifF ARnST Jnrupa Valley. 
Utilities and Southern Call- The proposal has trlg-
fornia Edison to bring more gered a luror In Jurupa Val-
electrical power to the area · Valley city officials re- information as we can," he ley, with residents express
lor customers 01 Riverside's malned skeptical. . said. . ing concern s about the 
public utility. City Engineer Roy Ste- Officials announced at the health effects. 

The evening began with a phenson told Mayor Pro 'l'em meeting that the time pertod Not all of those who at-
presentation on the 'Rlver- Verne Lauritzen, who led the allowing the public to com- tended Tuesday's meeting 
side Transmission Reliabil- meeting, that the city Is ment on the draft environ· were opposed to the project. 
ity Project - as tlie proposal" planning to submit public. Inental impact report, which "[n my career, [havenever 
Is offiCially known - by record requests to Riverside was to end Sept. 30, has been . heard of anyone becoming ill 
David WrigM, general man-. to get documentation on tlie extended to Nov. 30. from electromagnetic 
ager of Riverside Public UIii· city's conservation efforts, The report, which was re- fields," said George Hepker, 
ities. electrical needs and the con- leased Aug. I, identified the who lives In the Glen Avon 

Wright said Riverside is sultants who heTped prupare [nterstate 15 corridor as the area of Jurupa Valley and 
linked to California's electri- the proJect's massive 2,500- environmentally superior said he works for Tnterna-
cal grid by one connection. page environmental study. route for the power line. tional Line Bu ilders. 

"If It goes out, the entire "We'll be seeking as much 'Several other routes 
city of i:li,erside goes out," r-------=---------~--------------
Wright sail. 

He said the power line 
project wmld have regional 
benefits. Chiefly, It cOllld 
provide po"er to .Jurupa in 
case of an ellergency. 

13ull'csidents and JUl'upa 
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Public hearing set for power line project 
RIVERSIDE: Some critics 
say the project threatens 
health; sponsors say no. 

BY SANDRA STOKLEY 
1IfI PRlSS-IIHERI!lIS( 

The Riverside Planning 
Co mmission today will 
take public testimony on a 
proposal to run a high· 
voltage transmission line 
through Jurupa to bring 
more electrical power to 
the city, 

The plan has un leashed a 
storm of protest in the 

.' 
THE PRESS·(HTERPR~[ 

unincorporated area north vices District all nre on crucial to reli eve the elec· 
amI west of Riverside, with record as opposing the tric load carried by aveI" 
residents expressing can· lines th rough J urupa, burdened power lines into 
cerns about the health im· The Planning Commis· the city of Riverside, 
pacts of electromagnetic sion will meet at \0 a,m. in He said the Jumpa area 
fields that emanate from the City Council chambers would benefit because duro 

abou[ EMFs, l['s all over the 
Inte rnet," he said. 

Schafer said that Sweden 
classified electromagnetic 
fields as a class 2 carcino
gen in 1992, 

Schafer said he also 
wants the Planning Com· 
mission hearing held in 
Jurupa, at a time and place 
where Jurupa residents 
can voice their concerns. 

Wright said the city has 
held nine community meet· 
ings since 2006, including 
three in the Jumpa area, 
where city officials were 
available to answer ques· 
tions and address concerns 
I'aised by residents, 

-----I-the 230J<1'_po.weJ'lines, _ _ aLRi.I'el'side Cityj{all,~9DO-IDg an eme(g=~ _ . such 
"The)' say there s no. ain St. as anear[]jquake - theline 

He said 150,000 bilingual 
notices were mailed out for 
the community meeti ngs, 

Schafer sai!LJbat's not 
good enough. 

immi nent health threat Dave WI'ight, Riverside could be used to send pow· 
from these li nes and that is pu bli c utilities dil'cctor, er to Jurupa. 
what was said about Str ing· said the public hearing is Wright sa id the lines 
fell OW," "-nru pa Unified part of the process of pre· pose no health r isk, . 
School District boa rd memo paring an environmental "There are no studies 
bel' Mary Burns said, reo impact report for what is th at tie EMFs from trans· 
ferring to the notorious formally known as the Riv· mission lines to health is· 
toxiC waste dump and Suo erside Transmission Reli· sues," he said, 
per'fund site that is located ability Project. Pedley resident BI' ian 
in the Glen Avon area of Southern California Edi· Schafer disagreed, 
Jurupa. son is the co·appllcant for "Go online and read 

HThere arc seven River
s id e City Council members 
and none of them have 
come out and talked to the 
community," Schafer said , 
"They'll take whatever ad· 
vice Edison and Riverside 
Public Utilities gives 
them." 
Reach Sandra Stokley at 
951·368·9647 or at sstokley@PE.com 

Whe school di stl'ict as the project. r---------------------~ 

well as the Riverside Coun· Two routes - both of 
ty Board of Supervisors, them through the .Iumpa 
Jurupa Area Recreation area - are under consider· 
and Park District and the ation . 
J urupa Commu nity Ser· Wright sa id the project is 



POWE, THREAT? 
Forgo the cheap route;~un transmis~ion lines where they'll harm the fewest people 

BY JOHN F. TAYAGUONE EDITOR'S NOTE: ~ ~.:./:!..~ ;" .... rated area then crosses the river near 

As a county supervIsor for the past City of Riverside officials decline!!! an : I .::~ .-. Proposed Market Street and enters the CIty. 
14 years, I have faced many dlffi- invitation to contribute an op·ed to this ~~ '" .. J.. :~'; ," ~. From there, it runs down the east side 
cult Issues. The most dIfficult usu· package. I _. AO:. :~:._;::Cl"t~ of the nver along an established trans· 

any Invol~e a chOl~e between the lesser :fCc J" l !: j :.: :~-·,."i"~ mission corridor where power lines are 
of two eVIls. Such IS the case with the heart of Jurupa's unincorporated com· ' .. '. i i - ". ":' ~:~ . already in place. From a fairness Stand-
Riverside Transmission Reliability munities. These shorter alternatives ~/- 1 -.' .,." '. point, this alignment affects unincorpo-
ProJect. are based on a Simplistic mantIja: shor· , 15 r- . rated residents the least and places the 

The need for this project is unques- ter is eaSier, faster and cheape~. II only. burden squarely where it belongs, on 
lionable. The Riverside's citywide pow- it were so simple. I. < .. ~'. those who live in the city of Riverside. 
er outage in October 2007 demonstrat· I first learned about the proppsal I have met-with Riverside city offi· 
ed the vulnerability of Riverside's from a map tl).at illustrated thrbe of the alignment cuts through a new resi· cials to discuss this project and shared 
existing single connection to the re- possible routes. One follows Ba;m dential neighborhood and a new retail with them my desire to see an equi-. 
gion's power grid. Without this project, Street in Mira .Loma and runs ~ough shopping center. It also 1?isects hun- table solution. A "win-win" Simply isn't 
power will go out again - it's only a a rural community. Bain Stre~~ is one dreds of acres of land slated for future pOssible. ·Both sides will have to share 
matter of time. of the main equestrian trail cotlnec- development before crossing the river the burden to some degree. 

The project would run new 230 kilo- tions to the Santa Ana River artd also is into the city. From there it runs east, However" one choice does not un-
volt power transmission lines to a new a residential street. . ill paralleling the Hidden Valley Wildlife fairlyourden residents who gain noth-
substation near the RiverSide Munici· Another alternative follows Van Area before connecting to the new ing ffom the 11':0ject. It is the eastern 
pal AirportJrom a point north of the Buren Boulevard from a point rtorth. substation. The alignment again places ,route/through AguaNlansa and3Jong 
county line between Colton and Ontar- west of BaiD Street near the sah Se· most of the burden on people who do the river, anal urgeruverside ~blic 
io. The northern connection point is vaine Channel to the Van Buren Bridge not benefit from· this project: Utilifies and-Southern California Edi· 
flexible. . over the Santa Ana River, where it A fourth alignment still under con· son to recommend this alignment. 

The important choice is the route enters the city. This alignmentlis east sideration travels through the Agua The decision should be a matter of 
these new power lines take. Riverside of the railroad right-of-way and passes Mansa area in northeastern Jurupa fairness - not of easier, faster and 
has studied numerous alignments since by numerous homes and businbses. near the Santa Ana River, north of ... cheaper. 
2007, and a fin'al recommendation is A third alternative alignment runs Highway 60. This eastern route affects John F. TavagJione is Riverside County's District 2 
pending. The majority run through the along Interstate 15 in Mira LOl1)a. This industrial properties in the unincorpo- supervisor. 



* * * * 
But there is other poor government to note. The Riverside Public Util

ities Department is hosting hearings to explain their latest boondoggle 
which would bring a new high-voltage power line through Mira Lorna 
ane! Pedley residential areas and be close to several schools . . 

The towers will be giant , unsightly defamations of our view. Worse, 
they will produce strong elec tromagnetic fie lds of energy which re
se,irch indicates may be harmful to health. This power boost is only for 
the City.of Riverside. It will be of no benefit to Jurupa. 

In 2007 hearings they sho\ved about seven preliminary routes to con
nect from an east-west line between Colton and Mira Loma substations 
to a new Riverside substation to be built where the old Riverside animal 
control facility is located near the river and railroad bridge. 

Jurupa citizens reared up with objections as they had in the 1980's 
over a similar line which eventually Was put along existing power line 
corridors . In 2007 the school board, park board, community services 
board and our County Supervisor objected to routing any new high volt
age line across Jurupa residential areas and endangering school chil
dren. 

Ihere.Jl'as a 2007 [Oute which made ·sense. It would have come fror,~n,-_____ _ 
the Colton substation down Agua Mansa Road, cross to Ri verside ncar 
the Market Street bridge and follow other utilities along the Santa Ana 
River to the new power station. 

This route has been dropped for obviously political reasons. Riversid
ers would prefer a line crossing Jurupa than one running along the river 
in the City. They are avoiding an unsightly and dangerous line through 
Riverside at the expense of Jurupa residents and school children. 

Areas in Europe require such dangerous lines to be underground be
cause they have read the res"arch on health issues. If they can do it, why 
can 't Riverside. Use the logical eastern route, then bury the line as it 
runs through Riverside. 

This is a Riverside opportunity to be considerate and neighborly, sort 
of like a real "All American city." 

Ed Hawkins, JI/rl/pa 
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~ Results of EMF Research 

This chapter summarizes the results of EMF research worldwide, including 
epidemiological studies of children and adults, clinical studies of how 
humans react to Iypical EMF exposures, and laboratory research with 
animals and cells. 

Q 

Q 

Is there a link between EMF exposure and childhood 
leukemia? 
Despite more than two decades of research to determine whether elevated EMF 
exposure. principally to magnetic fi elds. is re lated to an increased risk of chi ldhood 
leukemia. there is still no definitive answer. Much progress has been made. 
however, with some lines of research lead ing to reasonably clear answers and 
others remaining unresolved. The best available evidence at this time leads to the 
following answers to specific questions about the link between EMF exposure and 
childhood leukemia: 

Is there an association between power JlIle confIguratlOllS (Wire coacs) and 
childhood leukemia? No. 

Is ,here a ll association betll'eell measured fields and eMIr/hood leukelllia? Yes. but 
t h~assoc i a tion is weak. and it is not clear whether it represents a C(1 USC 

and -errect relationship. 

What is the epidemiological evidence for evaluating a 
link between EMF exposure and childhood leukemia? 
The ini tial studies, starting with the pioneering research of Dr. Nancy Wertheimer 
and Ed Leeper in 1979 in Denver. Colorado, focused on power line configurations 
neal' homes. Power lines were systematically evaluated and coded for their 
presumed ability to produce elevated magnetic He Ids in homes and classified into 
groups with higher and lower predicted magnetic Held levels (see discussion of w ire 
codes on page \ 5). Although the first study and two that foll owed in Denver and 
Los Angeles showed an association between wire codes indicative of elevated 
magnetic fi e lds and childhood leukemia. larger, more recent studies in the centra l 
part of the Un ited States and in several provinces of Canada did not find such an 

http://www.n jehs.nih.govlem frapid June 2002 
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Protect schoolkids 
In support of , Ed Hawkins' 

letter ("Reject utility plan," 
Your Views, July 6), the mO!;lt 
important reason to reject 
Southern Californla' Edison's 
choice of Van Buren Boulevard 
as the best environmental route 
for a high-voltage transmission 
line comes froni Edison's own 
literature. , 

Havinghigh'voltage power 
lines pass near schools will 
expose schoolchildren to ' elec
tric and magnetic field emis
sions, increasing the chances 
that the,se children will develop 
leukemla~ 

Our source is "EMF: Electric 
and Magnetic Fields Associated 
with the Use of Electric Power" ' ' 
(June 2002). Edison provided 
this questlon-and-answer book
let at a , public open house in 
April. It says: ,iIs there an 
association between measured 

--------1 fie l1ls antlc trlltlh-ood-leukemra? 
Yes, but the association is weak, 
and it is not clear whether it 

, represents a cau,se-and-effect 
relationship. " 

.It is unconscionable to con
sider, let alone choose, a route 
that passes near schools since 
there is no scientific certainty 
that co'ntinuous exposure to 
electric ' and magnetic fields is 
safe. If one schoolchild develops 
leukemia as a result of this 
project, that is one child too 
many. 

Erring on the side of caution 
regarding our children's health 
leads to the only responsible 
decision: Choose the eastern 

' route along the Santa Ana Riv
er. 

DANIEL and DENISE TORCHIA 
Jurupa 



Air Board, Union Pacific Say Mira lorna 
Rail Yard ExCEX:!d! Average Cancer Risk 
UP officials say they will take steps to reduce ~ollution generated at Mira Loma auto distribution center 



8y DAVID H. 8ARNK~ 
P"blish",I&liror 

MIRA LOMA .. Califomia Environ· 
mental Pmtection Agency's Air Resowre 
Board (CARB) ollicials and Union Pa· 
titic Railroad Thursday evening ac· 
knowledged the Mim Loma UP allto dis· 
tribution centl!r 011 Etiwanda Avenue is 
causing elevated diesel particulate mat· 
ler (PM) emissions, and promised to take 
sleps to reduce the emissions. 

Railroad and CARB ollicials held a 
public meeting at the Jumpa Valley High 
theater to hear public conUTIent on its 
'"Draft Health Risk A,';(!ssment for the 
Union Pacitic Railroad Mim LomaAuto 
Facility Rail Yard:' 

Critics oflhe railroad's Mira Loma fa· 
cililY say the railroad's proposed mitiga· 
lion docsn'l go far enough. 

Aboul JO residenls appeared al the 
meeting. and all agreed Ihal short ofsim
ply closing Ihe facilily permanently, the 
oext beSI thing involvcsC\osing the yard's 
Galena Avenue exil, establishing a Iruck 
loole. bringing in hybrid locomotives. and 
enfOicing laws prohibiting diesel big rigs 
from idling more thWl 5 five minutes ill 
ne,uhy ncighborllOods. 

Union Pacific oOicials ru" hesit'Ult to 
com mil to any citizen ffij(\ Air Resource 
Board requests. 

Union Railroad representatives Lanny 
Sl.:hmldt ;.lI\d Lupc Vakki'. said hybrid \0-
cOlnotivcs. using battery POWCI~ have been 
ru:alled because of bane!)' hC.1t problems. 

The hybrid yard IOtomouves=ca\led 
"goots." 

Schmidt said closing dIe Galena access 
is \I(~ going to happen. 

"We are going to shifl70% of the lraf
tic flOmGalena to Hanel Stree~" Schmidt 
said. '"The problem with moving Ihe 
tnJeks from Galena to Harrel is it will cre
ate \!ven more diesel pwticul:Jte malter," 

TIle Galena access is ,Ul is. ... ue because 
it i s;~ongsideJurupa Valley High School, 
Ixuticularl y dIC bao;eb,rtl and softball fields. 

Belly and Steve Anderson, Penny 
Newm,Ul, Rachael Lopez 'Uld numerous 

other citizens have argued for years the 
G,~ena acce~' should be c1os.:d because 
il is a health risk to JVHS slUdents. 

'n" UP Mira Lmna Rail Yard diesel 
p~utiClilale Inauer ~nlis~ions are e~timated 
a14.87 Ions lor the year 2005. 

11IC Intal diesel PM emissiolls from all 
sources inlhe South Coast Air Basin (Riv

<I,ide. San Bemardino. Orange,lmperiai 
and LA Counties) is 7,750 Ions. 

Harold Holmes, a CARB engineer, said 
Ihe Air Resources Board staff has deter
mined there arc aboul 1.300 premalure 
deaUls per YClIf, in the basin. due to diesel 
exhausl exposure. 

"111C ARB estimates the excess cancer 
risk in the basin is about I,CXXl people for 
one million," Holtl\CS said. "Excess risk 
in the Srul Fflulcisco Bay area ruld .San 
Joaquin Valley were about one Ihird 
lower," 

ARB ollicials said 70 percent of the 
excess «Ulcer risk from breathing annbi
ent air is attributed to one toxic air coo
laminanl, diesel particulate maner. 

111e average regional risk for diesel 
particulale maller in u,ban areas in the year 
7!W was between 500 to 800excess can
cers per million people. 

n", Mira Loma mil yard is 1.250 ex
cess canee" per (Inc million, acL'OO1ing 
10 UP ;uld ARB oflic@\s. 1l1c number 
Ihins tllrtbcr from the facility, II oever
theless is 1,025 tlS far off as Pedley Road 
in GIl:1l Avon and Lirnonite Avenue in 
pculey. 

HolnlCs said there is light at the end of 
Ule tunnel. ''111c", S been 5 Ions of PM in 
the p,,,t. our plan will cut the emissions 
10 2 tons in lbe fulure:' Holmes said. 

Critics have a dillercnt take on the is

sue. 
Penny NewlmUl char.tcterized.the pol

lution problem as a "state of emergency." 
"We are so far out of comptiance it is 

unbelievable: ' Newmal]_~Q,,:'\!,e need 
to quit st~dying the problem and take ac

tion." 

ARB ruld UP are more optimistic. 
Holmes said the railroad and ARB en

lered inlo an agreement in 2005 to pre
pare bcatth risk assessments for 16 desig
nated rail yards in Califomia. 

''111cre are a 101 of things that can be _ 
dooe at this yru-d." HoLmes said. "We've 
completed the draft health risk as."""'Sl11enl 
and tonight we are seeking public COI11-

ment. We next are going 10 look at mili
gation to reduce cancer risks." 

Holmes said the diesel particulate mat
ter oeeds to be reduced ASAP. 

"The plan is 10 reduce the risks by at 
least 85% by tile year 2020," he said. 

Holmes added that the agreenlenl be
tween the railroad and the state is ''the fll'St 
of its kind in Ihe country." 

Citizens at the highest risk are Ihose 
within 1,500 feet of tile railyard, wlICre 
locomolive exbaust and big rig exhaust 
combine to create an excess risk. beyond 
the I,CXXl cases per (Inc million. 

Lupe Valde7" a UPpublic affairs officer. 
told the audience the milnxld is aware of 
whal needs to be done. 

"We support lhis process," she said. 
"We will work to reduce the emis.sions." 

Audience members gueslioncd Ihe 
state's Fealdt assessment \lOC3iiSe tilt) nUln
bers were provided by u.. railroad. 

"It is a resource issue," thl! ARB's 
Holmes said. "UP prepares the docu
mentS', true. But we ba ve models to COIf]

pare the numbers with. This is not unpn.'C
edented." 

When citizens repeated requests to 
close the Galena gate to traffic, UP's 
Lmmy Schmidt reiterated "no." 

"Closing the gate will cause unintended 
problems," he said. "I've talked to the Vi's 
in Omaha about this issue. We will de
velop a plrul to send traffic to Harrell. 
Cwrently 5Oto60% is using Galena Now, 
75% ofdlC bUcks will use HarrelL" 

The Harrel entrance and exit is on 
Etiwanda Avenue, 250 yards from the 
Pomona 60 freeway. 

.. continued on following page. 
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Betty AndeMn is asking !he state, the 
county, and !he railroad 10 close !he Ga
lena access and send all of the big rigs 
west of Harrel to Wineville Road, then 
south to the new Galena Interchange 
(Galleano-Cannl), and onto the 1-15 free
way, 

"All we need is a truck route," Ander
son said. "Just send !he big rigs right out 
of heIC, It will only take !he stroke of a 
pen from !he coonty. That's all." 

Schmidl told citizens UP responded to 
!he Galena issue by closing !he traffic for 
one hour when school starts and for one 
hour when school ends, 

Citizens called the closure a joke. 
"You'", not closing it to help ourehil

dren:' said a woman foml !he audiena. 
"You're closing it because of !he tmJlic 
gridlock created when school opens and 
closes," 

SkyCoUlltry resident,"omplained auto 
haulers exil the facility and park on 
Etiwanda Avenue and Bellegmve, and idle 
the engines. 

"My house smells like diesel." a 
womansa.id. 

UP officials said !hey can't control big 
rigs after U1ey Mve left tIleir facility. 

But ARB's Holmes said residents can 
call a loll free 800 number and ARB will 
cite !he big rig driver.;. 

His response was not well accepted. 
"We'vec.'1lled that number repeatedly:' 

tllC woman said. "Noone ever shows up." 
Holmes !hen agreed, 
"There are sotlle resource issues," he 

said. "Your complaints are imJXlrtanl for 
our enforcement division." 

The issue of enforcement and ticketing 
!he big rig driven; for idling near homes 
shifted to the County of Riverside. Spe
cifically, Second Disuict Supervisor John 
Tavaglione's chief of staff John Field, 
seated in tlJe audience. 

A group of citizens pointed at Field. 
"You're up, John," one said. 

"The supervisor is very concerned 
about this issue," said Fidel. "Unfol1p· 
na!ely, ourShclill\ Depulies are I\'SP<lllJ
ing to other cnllle";.lh.: su ~r\'isor,.. haw· 
allocated a lot of funding 10 Ihe SllClilf 
and we have a IJ depuly to UXXJciti,,'n 
mtio.lt still isn't enough. hUI it's a IUII'lCI
ler thi.Ul most" 

Field said Tavagliullt.~ i ..... 1'C .... rxmding ttl 

all oflhe issues oflhe rilitens ()fthc JUIlIlla 

Valley. 
"We've h~arJ tl~ \,"'(lplc. we're doing 

everyUling we::. cm) to oothcs,'i all of the 
i&,u"s," Field said. 

Penny Ncwm:U1. (!.wclIIivt.' direrlorof 
the Ciliz(,l1s tor COllllllunity Action and 
Environmental Ju,tice (CCAEJI sai~ 
there is hX> much 1:.Ilk and not l!nou~h 
action. 

"It is critical we don 'I haw :lllyl11m~ 
polluting industril.':."i here," she said. "We 
get enough r""11 L.A.'I1", USC study h"s 
shown our children ila\' l~ the wcakc.\' 
lungs and the siowestlllnt! growth, ,\4{Xl 
people died in the South Cm't nasinlast 
year, EVCIYOIlC else is railing thill a folate 
of el11cft~t'llcy, The Coullly of Ri\ l·r.\id~ 

should do the "UI1"." 

- Newlllan. WllO\\ ~l' 1\'cl.! ll tlyapl).)i llll'd 
IhcCalifolllia SInk' Tnlll!oJl'I011alioll COlli' 

miltee by Governor Arnohl 
Schwarlcncggcr, said Llll' rail Yi lrd is 1' 1' 
no benefit to M 1m l..om~t 

"It i~ a b(,lIdir (0 Ih~ shiJlrl\,:l~ . IIJ I( l~j .... _ 

tics. It doesn', bring allY 1Il011~y h('rl'. 
They don'l hire locally.l11e people they 
do hire aTC from tempurary agcllcil:s. 
They an:! paid minimum w:.Igt': anJ JOll', 

have bcnetits." 
Racrutel Lopez, a1soorcCAI'.I, oIJe'l.,1 

the railll)ad oftici"ls a chain ,"l" lock. 
"Here," she said. "Lock Ihe ~"t(: 1111 

Galena," 
Other issues included lIsing ballcl), 

powerL~1 hybtill "gum," inthc mil y:u'd 
and installing a weigh stalion so big li~:-. 

C::Ul weigh :llthc racility and flO( st'e~ a 
sepanlle facility. 



Vllioll Pacific Railroad officials [RImy Schmid I alld Lnpe Valdez hear from citizellS . 

. ·ljP criti~ wallllhisGaJ.iifl-6a/;;cwsea,:-j'he sign rea4§._'~idli!.)glllore Ihall5 minliles prohibiled." . 

Cilizens are askillg /U"et"ile COUllly OffiCUlis 10 desigllale Han'el Sireet at IheVlllon Pacific Rail Yard as Ihe Weslt/71 
COli Illy "lrllck rollie. "Citizens wallt all big rig traffIC 10 lise Harrel Slreet 10 travel wesl /0 Wineville Road, lakiilg 

Willeloille sOlllh 10 Ihe Ga/el/a (Galleallo.Calllu) illierchallge allize /·/5. Vllioll Pacific~ railyard is o[lell24·7. 



Gancer risk sten near rail yard 
A study, new rules possible for $an Bernardino neighborhood of about 7,000 

BY DAVID DANELSKI tinuing to make chang11l s to cut IN BUSINESS cut pollution from the yard in half 
Till PII[SS·ElfIlRPRJS{ pollution. 1 • Warren Buffett's plans to buy since 2005. 

Researchers and regulators The busy BNSFRailway yard is BNSF Railway seen as big bet on Among the changes, the com-
are focusing what some say is a cargo transfer poidt. where economy. D1 pany is using newer, cleaner 
unprecedented attention oil a goods are moved between diesel locomotives that have devices to 
low·income, predominately His· trucks and freight tr~ins and memb·er of the California Air limit idling time; newer, less
panic community of about 7,000 where trains are asse#bled for R~sources-Boatd. "We have an polluting vehicles to move cargo 
people living with pollution from long hauls. II I obligation- to do something about.> containers; and new booths that 
a west San Bernardino rail yard. Soot and other air pollution -it..:;..; allow trucks to enter and leave 

Alarmed by an analysis that drift into the densely ~opulated At Loveridge's behest, the air the yard twice as fast, reducing 
found an unacceptable cancer neighborhood nearby, creating a board's staff is exploring reg- pollution from trucks idling at the 
risk in the neigh borhood, the cancer risk more than 12.5 times ulations that would force the booths, she said. 
state is considering new air pollu- higher than at any rail y;!rd in the railroad to reduce the cancer Kent said the railroad company 
tion rules for the rail yard. Lorna state, the California 'I lAir Re- risk, if voluntary efforts fall believes the state overestimated 
Linda University is studying child sources Board found lasl year. short. The staff is expected to the cancer risk last year. 
asthma hospitalizations to look ':..1'he risk is not just prbblemat;>. report back to the board in Susana Negrete is a mother of 
for trends. UCLA will examine ,il;, burextraordina[y:~ew.:theSan February. four who lives less than 300 feet 
the toxIcIty of raIl yard emISSIOns. BemardmoTaJi yard,~sala RIver" BNSF spokeswoman Lena Kent from the BNSF operatIOn. 
And the railroad says it is con- side Mayor_Ron~Lovi1rjdge, a .. said the railroad has voluntarily SEE RAIL YARO/A6 

~ 



RAIL YARD 
IDiItMD fOOIi Al 
Though she is encouragcd 
by thc slate and academie 
attention, her fa mily ali(I 
neighbors still surfei' from 
diesel pollu tion she said 
cOllies frolll the Y!ll'd, shc 
snid. ' 

"My son, the 9-y('<1r-ol<l , 
had a bloody nose thi s Iliorn 
ing, and it happens vcry 
oft en," sil\.' said. 

Se\'cral of hcl' neighbors 
have had lung cancer and 
olhel' rcspiratory illncsses, 
and some havc died, Negrcte 
sa id. She and otli('r COlllIllU
nity members h.we bet'! 11 
fighting for pollut ion r ed uc
tions for vea l'S, silt' added. 

" I eitmlol sny I'm happy, 
hu t at. thc least they arc 
doing something," Negrl'tc 
sa id. "Finally, we arc ~cci ng 
that they arc li stening," 

HEALTH STUDY 

"The risk is not 
just problematic 
but extraordinary 
near the San Ber
nardino rail yard, 

We have an 
obligation to 
do something 
about it" 

RON LOVERIDGE, 
RIVERSIDE MAYOR, AIR 

RESOURCES BOARD 
MEMBER 

Froil1c~ . it natiollally knowll 
expert all tl lC' tox ic P!'OPCI'
tics of soot nnd olhel' fin e
parti cle pollution. 

Using 11 S21:l0,OOO grant 
from the ~{ll1 t h Coast Ail' 
Quality Management Dis
trict. Vroines will prohe the 
tox icity level ill the /l eigh-

One of those who li stened 1>01'1100d. 
is Sail Bernardino Mayor Pat In an interview, Froincs 
~Iorri s. . said diesel soolcan ca rry as 

Ill' hosted a I'crenl lIlulti- lIlallY as 1,000 chemicals. His 
agency meeting "hout the research group has devel
rail ya rd ami other po ll ution oped laboratory procedures 
problem sitrs and asked H that can show the toxici ty of 
Loma Linda Uni\'c l'sitv om· \'ariOllS com hi nations O[SUd l 

cia l fo r a study of the i lCalt h chemical s. he said. 
problems alllong people liv- Froinc~ also will examine 
ing ncar the ya rd, sa iel Sam particl es that forlll nnel' 
Sorel, clHl irman of the Dc- fUlll es leave locomotives, 
pnrtmenl of Environmental trucks and othcr rail ya rd 
ami Occupational HC'a lt h in equipmell t. 
the univer sity's School of "These rail " ards arc ell 01'-

The research, she sa id. will 
lend to morc facts ami fewl'!' 
'Irgulllcnts. 

Ncgrci(l sa id ~ hc will kecp 
fighting fof' rienne!' ail'. 
"Thc~c children here de

ser ve better air ..... she said. 
'-The), Jive here. They arc 
going to school here. T hey · 
hre<l the this ai r 24-7, 

" As long as we arc stand
ing, we will stand lip." 

___ ==========~PL~lbliclli.!a lth.~· ____ ~ lllUllS.JllltLKcJu"l\'~!'~n~0T,I ~he~'c~"~i!===c----=====c----====== _ ___ _ 
The s{'hool Is exa mining paying enough attention to , 

area ho:::pil,ll admissions 10 these as pollutioll sources." 
see how oftell children inlhc Froincs sa id. 
neighborhood are treated for 
scvere ast hma attacks. 

Loma Linda University al 
so is seeking a $1 million 
grant rrom the U.S. Environ· 
mcnlHi Protecti on Agency to 
condu rt tl more compl'ch('n
sivc study that would i1lvol\'e 
illlcl'v ic\\'ing a sample of !'('s
idellt:; to learn their hea lth 
histories. Sord said the resi· 
dent s also wOlll d h(' ('X,III1 -
inl'd for respiratory heillth. 

Soret sa id he wa:;; str llck 
by the proportion of ch ihlrt:'1l 
in the ncighborhood, which 
had a median ag(' of 25.2 in 
:'WOO, according to C(, Il SUS 

data. Childrcn 17 ami under 
represent. 38 pcrcen t of thc 
population. 

That 's why he didn 't want 
to wait fur the EPA motley to 
start til l.' slllil ller ilospilnl 
admissions study, tl Sillg lIni 
versity resourccs_ 

" \ felt w(' needed to get 
moving and do something," 
Sorel sa id . 

,\nuther study is CX llcc tcd 
to star t next week. 

Thi s one Is headed by 
UCI.A environmental hC:1 lth 
~C i l' n C l' S professor . John 

FOCUSING RESEARCH 
At UC Da\' is, scientist 

Thomas Cahill, known for 
hi :-:; wor k 011 air pollution 
from the !I/ t I World Tracie 
Cent('1' att ack thnt sickened 
firefighters and other emer
gency I'cspomk.rs, is consid· 
ering resea rch to identify 
the ~Jled fk sources of pollu
tion i ll the nl.'ighho!'liood, 
sa id Da\' id Bal'ilCs, a rc
seardwl' wllo works with 
Cahill. 

Thc stutly would pinpoint 
how much of the neighbor
hood's pollu tion is from r ail 
equipment and how mUl'h is , 
frum olher sourccs, . 

Pcnny Newman. a Glen 
A\'o ll 'h~sc(1 cnvironlllcnlni 
ilclivist whu bl'Ought Ille r ail 
ya rd problelll to the attell 
tion of vari ous go\'ernment 
<I ud academic officia ls. dc
s('riiJcd I ht' regula tor y :md 
rl'se;.lI'ch effurts as "<1 n UIl 
pl'ecclit'lltcli rcsponse to aTl 
unprecedented problem." 

"Evcn if Burlington Norlh
ern has clil the pollution in 
half, It 's slill Ihe worst rail 
ya rd In tll(, state," she sail! . 





Electric & Magnetic Fields Page I 

.d. NIEHS 
~ ~ Nationallnstilute of 
~ .. Environmental Health Sciences 

Electric & Magnetic Fields 

Description 

Electri c and magnetic fields (EMFs) are invisible lines of force assoc iated with the production, 
transmission, and use of electric power such as those assoc iated wi th high-vol tage transmission lines, 
secondary power hnes, and home wiling and ligliTing. Electnc and magnetic fields also ariseTrom tlOhCCe---
motors and heating coils found in electronic eq uipment and appliances. 

Because the use of electric power is so widespread, humans are constantly exposed to electric and 
magnet ic fields. Studies conducted in the 1980s showed a link between magnet ic fi eld strength and the 
risk of childhood leukemia. Ancr reviewin g more th an two decades of research in this area, NI EIIS 
scienti sts have concluded th at the overall pattern of results suggests a weak associati on between 
in creasing ex posure to EMFs and an inereascd risk of childhood Icukemia. The few studies that have 
been conducted on adult exposures show no evidcnce ofa link between res idential EMF exposure and 
adult cance rs, including leukemia, brain cancer, and breast cancer. Based on these reviews, the NIEHS 
recommends continued education on practical ways of reducing ex posures to EMI' s. 

Generalinforlllation 

• Env ironmenta l Health Perspectives, Environews by Topic: EMFs 
(hi I p:111I'1I'1V. e hpolll ine. ol'gl lopic/e IIIf~. hi 1111) 

• World Health Organization, Information Resourccs(hllp:IIII'II'II'.lI'ho.il1llpeh
e lII{1pl'O j e (' 11111 a pilaf I'e p,JII zl e IIl i IIdex.!, I 1111 # i 11(01'111 ali on) 

• Health Effects from Exposure to Powcr-Line Frequency Elec tric and Magnctic Fields 
(iril " :IIII'IV,,,.11 iehs. lli h.govl healliri docsi llie Irs-I'e 1'01'1. pdf) ~ (752 K B) 

• Results of EMF Research - EMF Questi ons & Answers Booklet 
(hllp:lIIl''''"'.l1ieI1O'. rrilr.govlhealllrldocslemj:02.p(!I) ~ (I t .7M B) 

hIt p :llwww.l1iehs. l1ih . gOY Ihea I th/lopies/agents/em Ii i ndex .cfm 10114/2 



) 

Electric & Magnetic Fields 

Related Topics 

• Consumer Health Links: EM F 
(http://lvlvlv.niehs.nih.govlresearchlresourcesllibraryIconsulllerlhazardous.c(m#em!J 

This page URL: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/health/topics/agents/eml/index.c1m 
NIEHS website: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/ 
Email the Web Manager at webmanager@niehs.nih.gov 
Last Reviewed: September 14, 2009 

http://www.niehs.nih.goY/health/topics/agents/emlfindex.clln 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-223 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter FFF: Daniel and Denise Torchia 

Response to Comment FFF-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. As requested, the 

commenter has been added to the mailing list to be notified of future public meetings. In 

addition, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-2 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. In addition, see Master Response 

#8 regarding the involvement of the City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-3 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-4 

Please see Response to Comment O-18. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-5 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts and Master Response 

#10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-6 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. With regard to the commenter‘s 

questions, no specific comment regarding this Project‘s environmental analysis are raised. Please 

see Master Response #1. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-7 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, 

please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF, Master Response #7 regarding economic and 

social impacts, and Master Response #14 regarding lack of local benefits. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-8 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. The selection of the 

Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, please see Master 

Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-9 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-10 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR (Chapter 6, 

Section 6.6). In addition, please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, and Master Response 

#10b, regarding the Eastern Route. 

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-224 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment FFF-11 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. With regard to the commenter‘s statements on 

diesel particulate matter, this Project will not have any facilities adjacent to the referenced Mira 

Loma rail yard. Moreover, this Project will not be a source of significant diesel particulate 

emissions during operations. A discussion of cumulatively considerable impacts for air quality 

can be found in Section 3.2.3 of the DEIR in Volume II. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-12 

Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF and Response to Comment FFF-11.  

 

Response to Comment FFF-13 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF and Master Response #10b, regarding the Eastern 

Route. Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-14 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR (Chapter 6, 

Section 6.6). In addition, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF and Master Response 

#10c regarding the initial rejection of the I-15 route. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-15 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts and Master Response 

#10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-16 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts, and Response to 

Comment V-1. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-17 

For the RTRP, environmental review and route siting of both the 230 kV transmission and 69 kV 

subtransmission lines were conducted iteratively in a concerted effort to identify and avoid 

impacts to the environment. Careful environmental review was conducted for all alternatives and 

minimizing environmental impacts was included as a Project objective. In the final analysis, the 

Proposed Project minimized potentially significant environmental impacts compared to other 

alternatives. Please see Response to Comment O-19. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-18 

As is evidenced by the methodology and analysis in RTRP technical reports used to prepare the 

DEIR, impacts to the human and natural environment were assessed independent of 

jurisdictional boundaries. The selection of the Proposed Project as the Environmentally Superior 

Route is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-19 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route considers multiple factors, not just project 

cost, and is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-225 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

 

Response to Comment FFF-20 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-21 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, 

please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-22 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR. There is no 

transmission line corridor extending to the east as described by the commenter. In addition, 

please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7, regarding social and 

economic impacts, and Master Response #10b, regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-23 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-24 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, 

please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7, regarding social and 

economic impacts, and Master Response #10b, regarding the Eastern Route. There is no 

continuous access to the east along the Santa Ana River. There is no existing road that would 

extend along the length of an eastern route along the Santa Ana River. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-25 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. The substations would not be built 

in the 100-year floodplain. 

 

Response to Comment FFF-26 

Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7, regarding social and 

economic impacts, Master Response #10b, regarding the Eastern Route, and Master Response 

#14, regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. The substations would not be built in the 

100-year floodplain (as referenced in DEIR Section 3.2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality). 

 

Response to Comment FFF-27 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. Both the Eastern Route and full 

undergrounding of the 230 kV line were rejected because of feasibility issues and significant 

environmental impacts.  

 

Response to Comment FFF-28 

The selection of the Environmentally Superior Route is discussed in the DEIR. In addition, 

please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7, regarding social and 

economic impacts, and Master Response #10b, regarding the Eastern Route. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-226 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment FFF-29 

Please see Master Response #14, regarding lack of local benefits. 

 

  



George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
390 I Orange Street 
Riverside CA 9250 I 

Subject : Plans for high voltage lines 

We object to the plans of SCE and the county of Rivers idee to install high tension power 
lines near our property. and very close to the Vandermolen Elementary School that our 
grand daughter attends. 

We object to your plans because they present: 
- health threats 
- physical dangers to citezens and children near by 
- an ugly back drop the views around the neighborhood 

We want you to select another route for yor project. , 

~~? 
Robert and Ethel Nizato 
12047 Malachite Ct. 
Mira Lorna CA 91752 
562-260-8507 
951-582-9708 

sbennett
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-227 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter GGG: Robert and Ethel Nizato 

Response to Comment GGG-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. In addition, please see 

Master Response #6 regarding EMF and Response to Comment V-1. 

 

Response to Comment GGG-2 

Potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Project related to Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials are evaluated in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment GGG-3 

Please see Response to Comment O-18.  

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: albegolfin@charter.net 
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2011 5:27 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: ATENTION GEORGE HANSON, PROJ. MNGR RE: high voltage lines 
 
MR. HANSON, THIS EMAIL IS TO INFORM YOU OF THE GREAT MISCARRIAGE OF 
PLANNING AND WIELDING OF POWER BY THE RIVERSIDE PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION.TO SAY THAT THE PEOPLE OF JURUPA VALLEY ARE AGAINST 
THIS PROJECT IS AN UNDERSTATEMENT! THESE PROPOSED LINES ARE TO 
RUN RIGHT THRU A PLANNED COMMUNITY OF HOMES, A COMMERCIAL RETAIL 
CENTER AND OVER AN EXISTING ELEMENTARY SCHOOL! THESE LINES WILL 
NOT ONLY BE UNPLEASANT TO LOOK AT BUT THEY HAVE BEEN ALSO 
CONNECTED TO NUMEROUS CANCERS AND CHILD DEFECTS. THE ROUTE THAT 
SHOULD BE TAKEN IS THE EAST ROUTE, THERE ARE ELECTRICAL TOWERS 
THERE NOW AND ALSO A SUITABLE ACCESS ROAD TO MAINTAIN THEM ON THE 
SOUTH SIDE OF THE SANTA ANA RIVER. THIS AREA IS MOSTLY INDUSTRIAL 
AND VERY LOW RESIDENTIAL DENSITY, SO THERE ARE NO ENVIRONMENTAL 
HURDLES BECAUSE YOU ALREADY HAVE LINES RUNNING THERE 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-228 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter HHH: Anonymous E-mail Comment (albegolfin@charter.net) 

Response to Comment HHH-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment HHH-2 

Existing and planned land uses are discussed and analyzed in the DEIR in Section 3.2.9. The 

California Department of Education (CDE) has established setback limits for locating any 

portion of a school site property line near the edge of power line easements. In all areas, the 

proposed 230 kV easement associated with the Proposed Project is at least 25 feet beyond the 

CDE‘s setback limit of 150 feet for 220-230 kV transmission lines.  

 

Response to Comment HHH-3 

The Proposed Project would be constructed in accordance with the California EMF Design 

Guidelines for Electrical Facilities. Please refer to Master Response #6 and Section 3.2.1 of the 

DEIR describing the aesthetics analysis.  

 

Response to Comment HHH-4 

Please refer to Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route.  

 

  



From: Carolyn Powers [powers007@att.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 11, 2011 8:09 PM 
To: Marketing Web 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Since I am opposed to this project it is important that I know when the public hearing will 
be held. Is there a new scheduled date? 
 
Carolyn Powers 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-229 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter III: Carolyn Powers 

Response to Comment III-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. The City of Riverside Planning Commission 

conducted a public hearing on the DEIR on April 5, 2012. Notices were published in local 

newspapers and postcard notifications were mailed in advance to the DEIR mailing list 

addressees.  

 

 

  



From: Harvey Clark 
POBox 70328 
Riverside, CA 92513 
951-990-1327 

To: General Manager David Wright 
Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Dear Mr. Wright, 

November 20,2011 

RECEIVED 

NOV 2 2 2011 

Public Utilities 
Administration 

I would like to offer a better alternative than the proposed unsightly, unwanted 
high voltage power line. An alternative that offers better reliability, better achievement 
of green energy goals, grid independence, free energy to Riverside residents in the future, 
and an example for the world to follow. The recent massive Southern California
Arizona blackout shows that even two transmission lines can fail questioning the 
'reliability' of the currently planned project. 

My proposal would create hundreds of jobs within the City of Riverside instead of 
in another city. It involves putting solar panels on roughly 100,000 rooftops in the City 
of Riverside. Such a project connected to the city grid system would offer so much 
redundancy and extra power that Riverside would become independent of whatever 
happens in the nation's grid systems. We would become the cleanest and greenest city 
energy system in the world using solely home grown power. There would be no adverse 
impacts to be concerned about. 

Here is how it would be accomplished. The city would issue as needed low 
interest municipal bonds to provide the financing. It would then contract for the best 
system and lowest cost for our customers including a dark hours energy storage system. 
Homeowners, renters and businesses would then have the systems installed. Instead of 
paying for electrical use they would pay a monthly fee to payoff the bonds. Once their 
share of the bonds are paid off, they would then receive mostly free electricity for many 
decades into the future. There would be a monthly cost to cover the off hours storage 
system, but this would be offset by the increase in the value of their property from having 
the solar panels on their roof. And there would not be future electrical rate increases. 
There may be a need to develop the dark hours energy storage system, but when the need 
is there the systems will become available. 

With the resulting increase in property values, the incentives are there and the city 
would be basically organizing, facilitating, and encouraging the projects accomplishment. 
Some of the new solar panel systems, such as thin film, would with a large project like 
this be able to provide the low cost needed. Riverside could become an example of how 
it can be done for all the cities of the world to see. And we might just be the spearhead 
that curtails Global Warming. 

If KB home builders can get such a good deal on large solar projects that they can 
add solar systems to their new homes with out increasing the cost of the homes, Riverside 
can do this for existing homes. If we start soon folks can qualify for the solar rebates 
currently available. 

Awaiting your reply, 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-230 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter JJJ: Harvey Clark 

Response to Comment JJJ-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Section 6.4.2 of the DEIR 

discusses non-wire alternatives to the Proposed Project, including new generation, distributed 

generation (including alternative energy sources), and energy conservation. The City of 

Riverside already encourages solar energy use through its Residential Photovoltaic Rebate 

Program. Thus far this program has resulted in approximately 4 MW of local solar generation 

(far short of the anticipated 560 MW of additional capacity that would be provided by the 

Proposed Project). Although a city-wide voluntary solar installation program is commendable, its 

ability to meet the Proposed Project‘s Purpose and Need of sufficient additional capacity as 

described here is unsupported. Per Section 15126.6(f)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, ―[a]n EIR 

need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 

implementation is remote and speculative.‖ Also see Response to Comment Z-1.   

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Stephen Anderson <sca1baa@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Sunday, November 20, 2011 4:13 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: RTRP COMMENT 
 
The final reviewer for transmission line routes needs to be the City of Jurupa Valley; not 
Riverside. The reasons are obvious: 

1. All of the routes being considered originate and travel through Jurupa Valley. 
2. The routes being considered render the most cost damage to Jurupa Valley while 

seeking to spare Riverside. 
3. Most of the complaints about the routes come from the citizens of Jurupa Valley, 

and thus can be best reconciled by Jurupa Valley City government. . 
4. The benefactor of the project is the City of Riverside with favorable bias being 

given to Riverside. 
 
Why the City of Riverside is given a free‐hand in the implementation of this project 

remains for discovery. In light of the glaring conflict of interest and bias, this ploy is 
simply not justifiable under scrutiny. 
 
Riverside is not offering anything to alleviate the situation they are forcing on to the 
City Jurupa Valley if it might cause them more expense or more route damage. 
Undergrounding the lines is not employed even at the Vernola Market Place, Goose 
Creek Golf Course, and Vander Molen Elementary school children’s crossings. The 
Eastern route that travels through a Jurupa Valley industrial area before crossing into 
Riverside prior to Market Street was quickly removed from consideration when a few 
Riverside inhabitants complained that it might destroy their view. 
 
In the below narrative, I seek to show how transmission line routes through Jurupa are 
flawed. The residents of Jurupa Valley will experience public revenue loss, suffer 
electromagnetic field exposure and lose vital development opportunities, to include a 
hospital. However it cannot describe the scares that the transmission lines will 
permanently etch into the Jurupa landscape. 
 
Why is it so imperative that transmission lines for the City of Riverside go through Jurupa 
Valley? Is it because Riverside politicians are trying to avoid the disturbance from 
Riverside voters? It is not because they are concerned about explaining why Jurupa will 
have to sacrifice. However, the Eastern route, the only Riverside route being protested 
by Riverside residents was quickly removed. We don’t hear much from the Riverside 
population anymore. I guess it is best to allow Jurupa to fight their battles. 
 
I spoke out against Riverside running transmission lines through Jurupa when Bain 
Street was the main route, and again, when Van Buren Blvd. was the main route. Now I 
am preparing to speak against the I‐15 route. 

 
Bain was compassionately a poor choice since it ran parallel to a middle school and was 
a path use by school children, families and recreationalists to include horsemen, 
bicyclists and runners. 
 
The Van Buren route, now an alternative route, is a quagmire of transmission lines, 
crisscrossing Van Buren at several locations in a vain attempt to avoid schools, 2 
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developments and transportation routes. Ironically, all this is done only to end up 
crossing through the Metro‐link parking lot and a proposed high density residential 

project near Limonite Avenue before continuing South along Albertson shopping center’s 
western boundary. 
 
From the North connection, the I‐15 transmission lines run along Wineville Ave. and a 

proposed residential development. At Landon Drive they cut west to the I‐15. There it 

continues south to Bellegrave Avenue where it runs east again, before crossing 
Bellegrave. In short, transmission Lines will bottle up 2 ¼ sides of a proposed Business 
Park that is hoping to bring a hospital facility to Jurupa Valley. The Developer has 
expressed concerns that this land will no longer meet the conditions necessary to 
develop it as a Business park. 
 
After crossing Bellegrave it returns to the I‐15 traveling South to Limonite where it jogs 

east to dissect the near middle of the Vernola Market Place (Lowes) shopping center. 
The proposed development for the area prior to the shopping center is 
residential‐commercial. However, the transmission lines now limit this development; 

consuming one side of the development and approximately ¼ to ½ of the other two 
sides. This will surely limit the commercial value of this property if not eliminate it. This is 
doubly disappointing, since this undeveloped commercial property has the I‐15 freeway 

Limonite off‐ramp serving it. 

 
After leaving the Vernola Market Place the lines continue along the I‐15 to cross 68th 

Street at a place used by Vander Molen Elementary school children going to and from 
school. The route then parallels 68th Street past Vander Molen Elementary School to 
cross through the Western center sections of Goose Creek Golf Course making its way 
to the other side of the Santa Ana River. However, in order to reach its destination it 
travels through the Hidden Valley recreation and wildlife preserve. 
 
Are approved development plans so artificial that they do not exist or are they a part of 
the route planning costs. I see this route as interfering with the possible development of 
a much needed hospital for our area. It also deters commercial development along one 
of our busiest I‐15 off ramps. This is to say nothing about exposing proposed residential 

inhabitants to Electric Magnetic Fields (EMF) and the required reduction in residential 
development to reduce EMF exposure risk. 
 
What is visible is that some potential customers for retail buying and golfing will seek 
other locations to limit their exposure to EMF. All of these considerations by developers 
and customers will reduce public revenue going to the City of Jurupa Valley; and to 
repay the expenses generated by such infrastructure as Vernola Park. 
 
I am afraid that a strange relationship has developed between Edison and the City of 
Riverside to make Riverside the winner and Jurupa Valley the loser. This can be avoided 
if the Eastern route is revitalized and employed in the least belligerent manner possible. 
The route that crosses North of Market Street, not South of Market Street is the 
preferred route 
 
Stephen Anderson 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-231 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter KKK: Stephen Anderson 

Response to Comment KKK-1 

See Master Responses #5, regarding the Lead Agency, #8, regarding the City of Jurupa Valley, 

and #14, regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment KKK-2 

See Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Master Response #10b regarding the 

Eastern Route and Master Response #14 regarding local public benefits. As explained in Chapter 

6 of the DEIR, the Eastern Route was considered and removed from consideration due to 

feasibility issues and greater significant environmental impacts as compared to the Proposed 

Project. Additionally, the Proposed Project‘s 230 kV transmission line route was modified 

through the Vernola Marketplace to reduce impacts to the shopping center. The route is located 

between the shopping center and Interstate 15.   

 

Response to Comment KKK-3 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment KKK-4 

See Master Response #6 regarding EMF. Land use impacts, including those to planned land uses 

within the Project area, are described in the DEIR under Section 3.2.9. The commenter briefly 

mentions losing a development opportunity to include a hospital. There are no approved plans 

for hospitals within the Project impact area.  

 

Response to Comment KKK-5 

The DEIR discusses visual characteristics of the Proposed Project and Impacts in Section 3.2.1. 

See Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments.   

 

Response to Comment KKK-6 

See Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment KKK-7 

A number of possible routes utilizing Bain Street were evaluated. The eventual ―Bain Street 

Route‖ and its elimination from further consideration is discussed in the DEIR on pages 6-43 to 

6-46. See also Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment KKK-8 

The Van Buren offset Route is a feasible alternative to the 230 kV portion of the Proposed 

Project (I-15 route). However, its environmental impacts would be greater than the route 

proposed. See discussion of the development of the Van Buren offset route and its environmental 

analysis throughout Chapter 6 of the DEIR. 

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-232 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment KKK-9 

The Van Buren Offset Alternative crosses a number of developed land, uses including existing 

industrial, commercial, and residential uses. This alternative would also have the greatest 

impacts to existing and planned transportation projects, including a Metrolink parking facility. 

Please also see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts. The Proposed 

Project would cross existing industrial (wastewater treatment plant), commercial (western edge 

of the Vernola Marketplace property instead of across the parking lot of the shopping center as 

noted in the August 2011 DEIR), recreational/open space (Goose Creek Golf Club, Santa Ana 

River Trail, and Hidden Valley Wildlife Area), and agricultural uses. The Proposed Project 

would also traverse undeveloped specific planned (residential and mixed uses) areas. Please see 

Response to Comment KKK-4 above in regard to a proposed hospital.  

 

Response to Comment KKK-10 

.Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF 

 

Response to Comment KKK-11 

Please see Master Responses #7, regarding social and economic impacts, and #13, regarding data 

collection. Please see Response to Comment M-3 regarding the Vernola Park.   

 

Response to Comment KKK-12 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: penporter@charter.net 
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 10:06 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
George Hanson 
Riverside Public Utilities 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
3901 Orange St, Riverside 92522 
 
Dear Mr. Hanson, 
 
Regarding the proposed project to construct a 230KV electric transmission line for the 
city of Riverside Public Utilities Department and the Southern California Edison 
Company such a proposed project would have dire consequences for the newly formed 
city of Jurupa Valley. 
 
I am a resident of Jurupa Valley, and I am concerned about the safety for the residents 
around these high voltage power lines. The effect on the environment and the quality of 
life for the residents would be greatly effected, this is because of the reduction of 
property values and the resulting reduction in public revenue. 
 
These transmission lines provide no benefit to the city of Jurupa Valley or its residents. 
The proposed route does not take into consideration existing schools, businesses and 
recreation. The propsed route also does not consider planned projects in the area that 
have already been approved. 
 
In fact several of the supporters of our city who voted for cityhood approved the 
formation of a new city because they wanted to see the land proposed for the 
transmission lines become developed land. The above ground transmission lines make 
the development of the land for the future generations to enjoy a major problem, as it 
drives a stake down the center of our commercial area. These lines must be placed 
either underground or on the Eastern Route through Agua Mansa Road across the 
Santa Ana River at the Market Street Bridge to the city of Riverside. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns, 
 
Don Porter 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-233 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter LLL: Don Porter 

Response to Comment LLL-1 

Thank you for your comments. Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic 

impacts. Please refer to DEIR Section 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 

3.2.13, Public Services and Utilities, which confirm that safety impacts will be made less than 

significant through project design and safety plans to be implemented during construction and 

operation of the Project.  

 

Response to Comment LLL-2 

Various sections of the DEIR discuss Proposed Project effects on schools and businesses 

(including Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics; Section 3.2.9, Land Use and Planning; and Section 3.2.11, 

Noise); Section 3.2.14 discusses recreation. Also see Master Response #14 regarding local 

benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment LLL-3 

Section 3.2.9 of the DEIR discusses planned projects. Please also see Master Response #14 

regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment LLL-4 

Please see Master Responses #10a, regarding undergrounding, and #10b, regarding the Eastern 

Route. 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: reynolds6262@charter.net 
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2011 9:26 AM 
To: Loveridge, Ron; Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
Dear Mayor Loveridge 
 
You and your City Council must reconsider putting the high voltage lines through the City 
of Jurupa Valley. Our citizens receive no benefit from this project but we receive all of 
the blight and financial impact. These transmission lines will impact growth and 
development in our community. In addition, our citizens will be exposed to the effects 
EMF and its impact on our health. The proposed line runs next to parks, through parks, 
schools, shopping centers and land designated for both residential and commercial 
development. This will impact our tax base and reduce our city and area revenue. No 
one wants to live next to high voltage lines. 
 
Any route through our City is not acceptable. Since it is the citizens of the City of 
Riverside that benefit from this project the lines need to be kept in the boundaries of the 
city as much as possible. I would suggest undergrounding the lines to reduce the blight 
to your own city. 
 
Thank you 
 
Brenda Reynolds 
Jurupa Valley Resident 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-234 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter MMM: Brenda Reynolds 

Response to Comment MMM-1 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. Please also see Master 

Response #14 regarding lack of local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment MMM-2 

Please see Chapter 5 of the DEIR and Master Response #6 regarding EMF and potential health 

effects. 

 

Response to Comment MMM-3 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment MMM-4 

The proposed I-15 230 kV transmission line route is a feasible alternative that maximized the 

extent of the route within the City of Riverside while reducing environmental impacts. 

Approximately one half of the 230 kV transmission line would be in the City of Jurupa Valley.  

 

Undergrounding of the line (all or portions) was extensively evaluated. Please see Master 

Response #10a. 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Pamela English <pamenglish@charter.net> 
Sent: Friday, November 25, 2011 5:47 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Power Line Project 
 
This letter is being sent in protest to the power transmission route currently projected to 
go through the community of Jurupa Valley, CA. First of all, why would the government 
and people of Jurupa Valley not be given input as to the feasibility of this project? It will 
not provide power to us, but to the citizens of Riverside. Why does Riverside get to 
decide something that will impact our community so greatly? 
 
It should at least be considered to take the route to the east and go to Riverside near 
Market Street/Agua Mansa Road. I understand that this route was not favorable because 
it would interfere with the view of some residents. Well, what about my view? I don’t 
want to look at giant power lines that don’t even provide power to me. Not to mention 
that the current proposed route cuts right through our major commerce gateway and an 
elementary school. Vander Molen Elementary is a new school, fully built out and 
occupied, and I understand that it is not shown on the reports submitted by Southern 
California Edison or in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. How old are these 
reports? 
 
It is possible, I understand, to have the route run completely through the city of 
Riverside. The burden should not be put on us, the citizens of Jurupa Valley. It will highly 
affect our community and should not be allowed to happen. Property values are bad 
enough without adding this. Are the citizens of Riverside willing to compensate us for our 
loss of personal and commercial property values? I try to keep my tax dollars our 
community as much as possible, but often it is necessary to shop in Riverside. If this 
project goes forward as proposed it will just encourage me to take my money elsewhere. 
I’ll encourage my friends to do the same. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Pamela English 
11689 Parkcenter Dr. 
Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 
951‐212‐8620 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-235 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter NNN: Pamela English 

Response to Comment NNN-1 

Please see Master Response #8 for a discussion of the City of Jurupa Valley‘s role and inclusion 

in the environmental review process. Also, see Master Response #5 for further details about the 

City of Riverside‘s role as Lead Agency. Please also see Master Response #14 regarding lack of 

local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment NNN-2 

See Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment NNN-3 

Thank you for your comment; it has been made part of the project record. Please see DEIR 

Section 3.2.1 regarding potential aesthetic impacts from the Project.  

 

Response to Comment NNN-4 

Proximity to schools was a strong consideration for both route development and environmental 

analysis. VanderMolen Elementary School was not overlooked. This school is specifically 

mentioned on pages 3-55, 3-188, 3-210, 3-268 and 3-285 of the DEIR. The California 

Department of Education School Site Selection and Approval Guide (Proximity to High-Voltage 

Power Transmission Lines, http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/schoolsiteguide.asp#highvoltage) in 

consultation with the State Department of Health Services and electric power companies has 

established the following limits for locating any part of a school site property line near the edge 

of easements for high-voltage power transmission lines: 

 

1. 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50-133 kV line 

2. 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220-230 kV line 

3. 350 from the edge of an easement for a 500-550 kV line 

 

The Proposed Project 230 kV transmission line would be located 190 feet from the VanderMolen 

School site property line. In addition, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment NNN-5 

It was not possible to route a new transmission line from the Mira Loma-Vista #1 transmission 

line to the City of Riverside without passing through multiple jurisdictions. See Master 

Responses #7 and #14. The environmental review process considered impacts independent of 

jurisdiction in order to ensure that all environmental impacts were minimized.  

 

Response to Comment NNN-6 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

 

 

  

http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/schoolsiteguide.asp%23highvoltage


Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Janet Dewhirst <jlynndew@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, November 25, 2011 6:36 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: RTRP 
 
I strongly oppose running these lines through the city of Jurupa Valley. It gives our city 
no benefit, no reduction in ridiculously high rates, yet we get to bare the potential health 
risks from these lines and the down right ugly appearance of these lines through our city. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Dewhirst 
Jurupa Valley resident 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-236 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter OOO: Janet Dewhirst 

Response to Comment OOO-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has been made part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment OOO-2 

Please refer to Appendix C of the DEIR for discussion of EMF, and Chapter 5 of the DEIR and 

Master Response #6 regarding EMF and potential health effects. Please also refer to DEIR 

Section 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 3.2.13, Public Services and 

Utilities, which confirm that safety impacts will be made less than significant through project 

design and safety plans to be implemented during construction and operation of the Project. 

 

Response to Comment OOO-3 

Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR discusses visual analysis conducted for the Proposed Project and 

assesses impacts. Also, please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory 

comments. 

 

  



George Hanson, Project Manager 

Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

November 26, 2011 

Please find another route to put your High Tension Power lines. I am a homeowner of this community 
where you are proposing to place these lines. I do not want the High Tension Power lines here. 

High Tension Power lines have been known to cause cancer. There are enough pesticides in our food 
products and other detriments thatcauses cancera nd other meCfical problems for r"esidents of1his-area 
without these Power Tension Power Lines near our homes giving us added problems. 

Given the tough economic times many homeowners, including myself, in this community have strived to 
pay our mortgages on time and keep our property. Now I have found that you are planning to place 
these High Tension Power lines in our community. I am trying to be a healthy homeowner and do not 
want added factors to jeopardize my health or the health of my family. 

Please place these High Tension Power lines in another area away from our homes. 

I am sure you would not place these lines near you home. Please give me and others in this community 
the same consideration. 

Thank you, 

I/fL7/.1/~;) r;0t::UiL. 
Arturo Fonseca 
Owner of Property at: 
11837 64th Street, 
Mira Loma, CA 91-7-52 

--------------.------ -
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-237 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter PPP: Arturo Fonseca 

Response to Comment PPP-1 

The CPUC addresses public concerns regarding EMF and establishes policy for California‘s 

regulated utilities. Refer to Appendix C of the DEIR for discussion of EMF associated with 

RTRP. Also, please see Master Response #6. 

 

 

  



November 26, 2011 

George Hanson, Project Mgr. 

Riverside Public Utilities 

3901 Orange St., Riverside, Ca. 92522 

Attn: George Hanson, 

Re: Placement of 230kv Electrical Transmission Lines 

- I am-a resident of Jutupa Valley and_bave..been since..l9S.7..-My_questio.n for.yDu: Wh',LClo_yo.u..... 

and your Planning Department want to totally trash the Hwy 15 gateway into the City of Jurupa 

Valley? 

As you know these transmission lines provide no benefit to the City of Jurupa Valley or its 

residents. What it will do is increase health risks such as childhood leukemia, Alzheimer's, 

depression, and miscarriages. These lines will definitely destroy property values, and what an 

impression your heinous lines will give people entering Jurupa Valley, if they dare expose 

themselves to the EMF. 

You and your narcissistic planning department are aware and have turned a blindside to the 

impact on our city, existing schools, shopping center, homes, businesses, golf courses and many 

of our parks and recreation areas and you have no regard what so ever for our plans for 

developing the prime land running along Hwy 15. 

Be a good neighbor, these lines must be placed on the once proposed Eastern Route through 

Agua Mansa Road across the Santa Ana River at the Market Street Bridge to the City of 

Riverside. Your excuse for eliminating this route is flawed and without merit. We know it, 

you know it. Your electricity, your visual blight. Not Ours. 

A reply to my question would be appreciated. 

Ms Sheila Ehrlich J 
4410 Tyroli1e SI 
Riverside CA 92509-3355 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-238 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter QQQ: Sheila Ehrlich 

Response to Comment QQQ-1 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments.  

 

Response to Comment QQQ-2 

Please see Master Response #14 regarding the lack of local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment QQQ-3 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding the effects of EMF. 

 

Response to Comment QQQ-4 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts of the Proposed Project, 

which discusses property value impacts, and Master Response #6 regarding the effects of EMF. 

The Visual and Aesthetic effects of the Proposed Project are detailed in Section 3.2.1 of the 

DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment QQQ-5 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. The Proposed 

Project‘s significant environmental effects were discussed in the DEIR. Riverside County/the 

City of Jurupa Valley was consulted throughout the DEIR development process regarding 

development plans along I-15 and elsewhere in Proposed Project area. Please also see Master 

Response #12, regarding land use plan consistency, and Master Response #13, regarding data 

collection. 

 

Response to Comment QQQ-6 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

  



George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 

3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

November 26, 2011 

Please find another route to put your High Tension Power lines. We are homeowners of this community 
whlm' y_ou are prop.oslog to. pJa.ce the!>e lioes._We do not.waot th.e High Tension e.ower lines here. A 
Brehm Builder's representative of this property informed me (Aurelia) that there would be no High 
Power lines on or near this community. That person informed me that there was nothing on reco rd 
when we purchased our home seven years ago nor was there any proposal for the future regarding High 
Power lines in this area. That was one of the main reasons that we purchased property here. 

High Tension Power lines have been known to cause cancer. There are enough pesticides in our food 
products and other detriments that causes cancer and other medical problems for residents ofthis area 
without these Power Tension Power Lines near our homes giving us added problems. 

Given the tough economic times many homeowners, including others and ourselves in this community 
have strived to pay our mortgages on time and keep our property. Now we have found that you are 
planning to place these High Tension Power lines in our community. We are trying to be healthy 
homeowners and do not want added factors to jeopardize our health or the health of our family. 

Please place these High Tension Power lines in another area away from our homes. 

I am sure you would not place these lines near you home. Please give us the same consideration. 

Thank you, 

~~~ 
fL~fL -B~(V 

ls!u{e'Ji;::1'nd Amos Broome 
Owners of Property at: 
11847 64 th Street, 
Mira Loma, CA 91752 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-239 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter RRR: Aurelia and Amos Broome 

Response to Comment RRR-1 

Please refer to Section 1.4.2 of the DEIR, which describes the early public notices regarding the 

Project beginning in April of 2006. Also refer to Chapter 7 of the DEIR, which describes in 

detail the public involvement process undertaken by the Lead Agency to inform the public and 

agencies and to gather input and comments on the Project from the public.   

 

The CPUC addresses public concerns regarding EMF and establishes policy for California‘s 

regulated utilities. Refer to Appendix C of the DEIR for discussion of EMF associated with 

RTRP. Also, please see Master Response #6. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Sarah Rah <rah.sarah72@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, November 27, 2011 9:31 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Cc: Bill Worthington; Janet Shaw 
Subject: attn: George Hansen 
 
Categories: Red Category 
 
TO: George Hansen - Riverside Public Utilities 
 
My family is among several partners who own the RANCHO LA SIERRA property. This 
is the vacant acreage that runs about 2 miles along the south bank of the Santa Ana 
River from Tyler Ave to the access corridor into the Hidden Valley Wildlife Park. 
 
How firm are the plans for the route alongside the Santa Ana River? If all goes smoothly, 
what is the expected time schedule for land acquisition? 
 
Please add me (as representing the Worthington family interests) to any notification list 
for activities and announcements related to this project. 
 
Thank you, 
Sarah Rah 
Worthington Investment Company LLC 
32837 Road 222 - North Fork CA 93643 
(559) 877-7272 
rah.sarah72@gmail.com 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-240 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter SSS: Sarah Rah, Worthington Investment Company LLC 

Response to Comment SSS-1 

The 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project requires CPUC approval before final design and 

construction would begin. If the Proposed Project is approved, the Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) could be issued as early as December of 2012 (in the 

schedule for construction as shown in the DEIR), at which time the right-of-way acquisition 

process would be initiated. 

 

Response to Comment SSS-2 

Thank you for your comment. You have been added to the mailing list. 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Arlene Stevens <rspstevens@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, November 27, 2011 6:58 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Cc: astevens 
Subject: Response to the Draft EIR for electrical transmission lines through Jurupa 
Valley 
Attachments: RPU document.doc 
 
Please see also attached letter 
 
George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
We are residents of Jurupa Valley, in fact, the Sky Country neighborhood that will border 
your proposed route regarding the placement of 230kV electrical transmission lines. We 
don’t believe your environmental impact report accurately discusses the risks to the City 
of Jurupa Valley or Eastvale for that matter, please refer to the 90+ page report 
produced on the behalf of The City of Jurupa Valley. It is obvious that your city is trying 
to take advantage of newly formed cities by using our property rather than the City of 
Riverside’s, the main benefactor of this project. We are greatly concerned about the 
health risks of being so near the power lines, property values and the impact to our local 
economy. 
 
We really do not understand why RPU thinks they can bypass the CPUC with the 
project. We do not understand why you would not use a route more direct to your city, 
such as the “original Eastern Route”, which would be within your own city limits. We do 
not understand why one option is not to bury the lines so the skyline view is not hindered 
and the impact of health, property value and the economy is minimized. Your 
informational meetings have been worthless and have given no real information, it’s 
been the same story said a million different ways, you want what you want and you don’t 
care who you step on to get it, the problem is you made a deal with Edison not expecting 
any opposition from across the river. 
 
What we do understand is that the City of Riverside just wants to have their back up 
power grid, with the least amount of blight and cost to their own city limits and they don’t 
care who they step on to achieve this. 
 
Please follow CPUC guidelines, get an accurate environmental impact report done and 
use your own city limits for your own projects, we would not think to encroach on your 
property to achieve our own projects’ completion, why are you doing this to us? Do the 
right thing and seriously look in your own backyard to do your city’s project. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Greg and Arlene Stevens 
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5138 Sulphur Dr 
Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 
 
George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
We are residents of Jurupa Valley, in fact, the Sky Country neighborhood that will border 
your proposed route regarding the placement of 230kV electrical transmission lines. We 
don’t believe your environmental impact report accurately discusses the risks to the City 
of Jurupa Valley or Eastvale for that matter, please refer to the 90+ page report 
produced on the behalf of The City of Jurupa Valley. It is obvious that your city is trying 
to take advantage of newly formed cities by using our property rather than the City of 
Riverside’s, the main benefactor of this project. We are greatly concerned about the 
health risks of being so near the power lines, property values and the impact to our local 
economy. 
 
We really do not understand why RPU thinks they can bypass the CPUC with the 
project. We do not understand why you would not use a route more direct to your city, 
such as the “original Eastern Route”, which would be within your own city limits. We do 
not understand why one option is not to bury the lines so the skyline view is not hindered 
and the impact of health, property value and the economy is minimized. Your 
informational meetings have been worthless and have given no real information, it’s 
been the same story said a million different ways, you want what you want and you don’t 
care who you step on to get it, the problem is you made a deal with Edison not expecting 
any opposition from across the river. 
 
What we do understand is that the City of Riverside just wants to have their back up 
power grid, with the least amount of blight and cost to their own city limits and they don’t 
care who they step on to achieve this. 
 
Please follow CPUC guidelines, get an accurate environmental impact report done and 
use your own city limits for your own projects, we would not think to encroach on your 
property to achieve our own projects’ completion, why are you doing this to us? Do the 
right thing and seriously look in your own backyard to do your city’s project. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Greg and Arlene Stevens 
5138 Sulphur Dr 
Jurupa Valley, CA 91752 
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Comment Letter TTT: Greg and Arlene Stevens 

Response to Comment TTT-1 

The commenter does not specify what makes the DEIR inaccurate, or to which 90-page report 

they are referring. Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment TTT-2 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding the potential effects of EMF and DEIR Section 3.2.7, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 3.2.13, Public Services and Utilities, which 

confirm that safety impacts will be made less than significant through project design and safety 

plans to be implemented during construction and operation of the Project. Please also refer to 

Master Response #7 regarding potential property value and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment TTT-3 

Please see Master Response #5 regarding the responsibilities of the CPUC and the determination 

of the Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment TTT-4 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the elimination of the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment TTT-5 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding transmission line undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment TTT-5a 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. Additionally, the City has not 

made any ―deal‖ with SCE, nor has it committed to carry out the Project at all. At this time, the 

City is completing its environmental review process as required by CEQA. No decision (whether 

that be approval of disapproval) on the Project will be made until the environmental review 

process is complete. 

 

Response to Comment TTT-6 

The commenter does not specify which CPUC Guidelines have not been followed during the 

DEIR development process, or why the DEIR is inaccurate. Please see Master Response #2 

regarding vague and conclusory comments. 

 

  



1

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: LANE THOMAS <ljtlaw@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2011 3:15 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: PGA Ross Fisher; John Bonner
Subject: Comments to DEIR
Attachments: Ltr to City of Riverside-George Hanson 11.28.11.pdf

 
Please see attached. 
  
Lane Thomas 
  
Lane J. Thomas 
Attorney at Law 
200 S. Los Robles Ave., Suite 530 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
(626) 304-7065 

 

  

Jennifer Garcia, Paralegal 
Lane J. Thomas 
Attorney at Law 
200 S. Los Robles Ave., Suite 530 

Pasadena, CA 91101-5801 
(626) 304-7065 
(626) 796-4738 Facsimile 
  
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE:  
This e-mail message contains information belonging to the sender, which may be privileged, confidential 
and/or protected from disclosure. It is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you 
think that you have received this message in error, please e-mail the sender. If you are not the intended 
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. 
  

 
 



TELEPHONE 

(626) 304-7065 

FACSIMILE 

(626) 796-4738 

LANE J. THOMAS 
ATTORN EY AT LAW 

200 SOUTH LOS ROBLES AVENUE, SUITE 530 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101-5801 

Novenlber 28,2011 

Via FedEx and Email (RTRP@Riversideca.gov) 

George Hanson, Proj ect Manager 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Departlnent 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project - Comments on 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

E-MAIL ADDRESS 

Ijtlaw@sbcglobal.net 

Goose Creek Golf Club, LLC owns and operates the golf course located at 11418 68th 

Street. While privately owned, Goose Creek Golf Club ("'Goose Creek") is a public course that 
was designed by Sclllnidt-Curley Design, an international golf course architecture and Inaster
plmll1ing finn with nlore than 100 layouts in 24 countries. Goose Creek is a scenic facility which 
offers a first rate golf course to the public at reasonable rates. 

Goose Creek has reviewed the Draft Envirollillental Inlpact Report ("DEIR"), State 
Clearinghouse No. 2007011113, dated August 1,2011, which was prepared in connection with 
the proposal of the City of Riverside Public Utilities Depmilnent ("RPU") and Southern 
California Edison ("SeE") to construct and operate the Riverside Translnission Reliability 
Project ("Project" or "RTRP"). As stated in the DEIR, this Project would include a new 230 kV 
overhead translnission line, new 69 kV overhead subtranslnission lines, two new substations, and 
upgrades at four existing 69 kV substations. This Project specifically includes the proposed 
construction of 175-foot tall set of single circuit, lattice steel structures on the Goose Creek Golf 
Club. As aclGl0wledged in the DEIR, recreational resources, recreational activities, and 
recreationists are considered to be sensitive receptors for the purposes of the DEIR. 

The DEIR's Environmental Analysis is Flawed in Several Critical Respects: 

The Aesthetic Ilnpact Analysis is Flawed 

The DEIR fails to analyze the Project's visual hnpacts on the recreationists using Goose 
Creek Golf Course. What analysis, if any, has been done to nleasure golfers' perceptions of and 
reactions to the proposed 175-foot tall steel structure and transmission lines? The DEIR must be 
revised to include this analysis. 
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George Hanson, Proj ect Manager 
Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Noven1ber 28, 2011 
Page 2 

The Recreation IInpacts Analysis is Flawed 

The Recreation section of the DEIR fails to fully disclose adverse in1pacts caused by the 
Project during construction and once construction is cOlnpleted and fails to demonstrate that the 
proposed n1itigation would reduce iInpacts during construction to less than significant. 
Accordingly, the DEIR is deficient. 

The DEIR states that construction activities associated with the 230 kV transmission line 
would require a steel lattice structure on the golf course which would require the telnporary 
closure of son1e holes and/or a portion of the driving range (DEIR, pp.3-308 - 3-309) but asserts 
that as a result of the in1plen1entation of Initigation Ineasure MM REC-O 1, "iInpacts resulting in 
disruptions to the operations of the Goose Creek Golf Club would be short-tenn and ten1porary, 
resulting in less than significant ilnpacts" (DEIR, page 3-309). This analysis is deeply flawed. 

At pages 2-73 to 2-79 of the DEIR, details of the "construction activities" related to the 
230 kV Lattice Steel Towers (LSTs) are provided. Requirelnents include the following: 

a. A ten1porary laydown area of approxin1ately 200 feet by 200 feet (.092 acre) 
which n1ay require vegetation ren10val and grading. 

b. Each LST structure requires four concrete footings which require drilling using 
truck or track-lnounted excavators with footing depths up to 60 feet. 

c. The concrete is then poured and requires approxin1ately 20 days to cure to an 
engineered strength which Inust be verified by testing. 

d. Only after the concrete has been poured and cured and verified by testing, Inay 
erection of the steel towers con1n1ence. 

e. The LSTs are assembled within the laydown area at each site. Structure 
asselnbly requires the hauling and stacking of bundles of steel using tractors with 40-foot trailers 
and a rough terrain forklift. 

f. Assen1bled sections are then lifted into place with a large crane. 

The substantial construction activity described above contradicts the assertion that the 
in1pacts associated therewith would be "short-tenn" and "telnporary". The DEIR fails to address 
the following questions: 

1. Where will the nearly one acre laydown area be located for the construction of the LST 
proposed for the Goose Creek Golf Club and what are the specific ilnpacts? 

2. Which holes will be affected and for how long? 

3. What will be the extent of the proposed vegetation relnoval and grading in that area? 
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George Hanson, Proj ect Manager 
Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Novenlber 28,2011 
Page 3 

4. Who will be in charge of restoring the vegetation and original contours to this 
professionally designed golf course and how will it be inlplenlented? 

5. How long will it take for the affected areas to be restored to their original condition 
following construction? 

6. What are the impacts to the golf course froln the weight and traffic associated with 
tractors with 40-foot trailers transporting bundles of steel? What are the impacts to the golf 
course frol11 the weight and traffic associated with the truck Inounted excavators? What are the 
inlpacts to the golf course fronl the weight and traffic associated with trucks delivering concrete 
for the footings? What are the iInpacts to the golf course fronl the weight and traffic associated 
with the large crane lifting the steel into place? 

7. What are the details of the proposed nlitigation Ineasure? How will coordination of 
golf course hole and driving range closures reduce the ilnpact of closures to less than significant? 
How will scheduling of construction to avoid heavy use periods reduce the inlpact of closures to 
less than significant? How will posting of notices prior to closure reduce the inlpact of closures 
to less than significant. 

In sunl, the DEIR onlits a critical conlponent of CEQA analysis- the linkage between the 
proposed nlitigation and the level of significance after nlitigation. 

Further, the DEIR avoids a full analysis and disclosure ofpernlanent inlpacts by 
sUl11nlarily stating that "(0 )nce constructed the Proposed Project would be a passive feature that, 
through careful siting of structure (poles, LSTs and TSPs) locations, would not disrupt 
recreational activities to the point of decreasing recreational value and would not create on-going 
disruptive activities". This conclusion is absolutely unsupported. The DEIR is devoid of any 
analysis that would support the conclusion that the installation of an LST and overhead 
transmission lines on and across a golf course "would not disrupt recreational activities to the 
point of decreasing recreational value". What analysis was done to detennine where to place the 
LST on the golf course to render the structure non-disruptive? What analysis was done to 
deternline whether or not the installation of the proposed LST and associated construction 
activities would danlage the integrity of the golf course design? 
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George Hanson, Proj ect Manager 
Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Novel11ber 28, 2011 
Page 4 

Goose Creek requests and expects that responses to each conlnlent in this letter will be 
provided in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15088. 

LJT:jg 

cc: Goose Creek Golf Club, LLC 
Attn: Ross Fisher 

LANE J. THOMAS 
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Comment Letter UUU: Lane J. Thomas representing Goose Creek Golf Club, LLC 

Response to Comment UUU-1 

Overall ―perceptions and reactions‖ of golfers, residents, travelers, or other potentially affected 

viewers was considered during the visual sensitivity analysis (as described on page 3-9 of the 

DEIR and page 16 of the Visual Resources Technical Report in Appendix B of the DEIR). Page 

3-54 of the DEIR acknowledges potentially significant and immitigable visual impacts to 

recreational golfers and the degradation of the existing character of the golf course and adjacent 

river corridor (see page 3-57). As stated in the Visual Resources Technical Report, the Goose 

Creek Golf Course was determined to have Class A Visual Integrity (Page 30), and was included 

in the sensitivity analysis (pages 33-34). It is not industry practice, nor is it required by CEQA, to 

measure recreationist‘s perceptions and reactions to a proposed project through polling, working 

groups, surveys, or similar direct data-gathering techniques. 

 

Response to Comment UUU-2 

The comment is conclusory and doesn‘t cite to substantial evidence in support of the allegations 

made therein; please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. 

 

As stated in the DEIR, construction activities would occur for the Proposed Project over a 14- to 

18-month period, with construction occurring in the Goose Creek Golf Club property for a 

portion of the course. One tower (LST) would be installed near a blue tee box affecting one hole, 

and two towers (LSTs) would be installed near the driving range, one on both ends. Temporary 

access roads, landing pads, pull and tension sites, guard structures, and permanent structure 

clearance would be needed for construction. The construction time frame would be 

approximately twelve to thirteen uninterrupted weeks to clear, construct, string conductor, and 

restore. During this period, activities that disrupt the operations of the course, such as closing of 

tees or the driving range, would be periodic. Such short-term impacts arising from construction 

activities associated with the Proposed Project are to be distinguished from potentially long-term 

impacts associated with the presence of the structures in the landscape over the lifetime of the 

Proposed Project. Although long-term impacts may be created by construction activities for 

certain resources (e.g., biological effects of work area clearing affecting the habitat of a specific 

species that cannot be restored for several years), long-term impacts on recreation resources 

would occur by disrupting recreational activities as a result of the structure, access road, 

conductor or other project feature‘s presence. The long-term impacts would be related to the 

visual impacts created by the ongoing presence of the structures and conductors, primarily, as 

discussed in the Aesthetics section of the DEIR (Page 3-54). Two Proposed Project features, the 

LSTs and the conductors (wires), have the potential for long-term disruption of recreational 

activities; the construction of permanent access roads would not occur on lands owned and 

operated by the Goose Creek Golf Club. The placement of these structures and the height of the 

conductors would be situated in such a manner as to allow the continued, unencumbered use of 

the driving range, tees and greens. See also Response to Comment UUU-4 below.  

 

As currently proposed and as described in the revised Proposed Project description (see Chapter 

2, Volume II of this FEIR), three LST structures, currently identified as structures ―JA2/JB1,‖ 

―JB2,‖ and ―JB3,‖would be placed on the golf course. 
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Response to Comment UUU-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment UUU-2 above regarding the nature of the potential 

impacts. Please refer to response to Comment UUU-4 below regarding information on the 

―laydown‖ areas. 

 

Response to Comment UUU-4 

The location of the laydown areas would be directly adjacent to each structure, with three 

structures being located partially or fully on Goose Creek Golf Club property at Tee 4, the 

southwest end of the driving range, and the northwest corner of the driving range. As currently 

proposed and as described in the revised Proposed Project description (see Chapter 2, Volume II 

of this FEIR), specific impacts would be temporary driving range and tee closures and site 

disturbance, such as vegetation removal, soil disturbance and compaction, golf cart path 

disturbance, parking space closures, and interference with maintenance and operations of the 

facility. Please refer to Response to Comment UUU-5 regarding hole access and disruption. 

 

Response to Comment UUU-5 

Please see Response to Comment UUU-2 on the duration of disruption. Temporary impacts 

would occur at the blue tee box at hole #4, as well as hole #6, and the far west end of the driving 

range. Temporary access roads would also be needed from the side entry of the golf course to the 

driving range, the length of the driving range, and from the end of the driving range to the tower 

location between holes #4 and #6. As stated in Response to Comment UUU-4, three LST 

structures, currently identified as structures ―JA2/JB1,‖ ―JB2,‖ and ―JB3,‖ would be placed on 

the golf course. Structure JA2/JB1, the northern river crossing structure, would be located 

directly adjacent to the unmaintained river corridor south of Tee 4 and next to the existing 

transmission structure. Structure JB2 would be located on the extreme southwest corner of the 

driving range on the east side of the hedgerow. Structure JB3 would be located on the northwest 

corner of the driving range directly adjacent and south of the golf cart path, approximately where 

the sand trap is located. During construction, it is expected that the driving range and Holes 4 

and 6 would be affected.  

 

Response to Comment UUU-6 

Grading at each site is expected to be minimal because the areas where the structures would be 

placed are relatively level and would require minimal, if any, grading. Vegetation removal would 

be limited to ground cover (turfgrass) removal and some isolated tree trimming where required to 

maintain adequate conductor and structure clearance. This could occur between Hole 8 and 

structure JA2/JB 1 and the south end of the driving range, between Tee 4 and Tee 9, and along 

the west edge of the driving range hedgerow.  

 

Response to Comment UUU-7 

Please also see Master Response #5 regarding the Lead Agency. The Lead Agency will work 

with the Goose Creek Golf Club owner‘s representative in the development of construction 

documents and specifications that will include appropriate grading, drainage, and landscape 

finishing plans, and Mitigation Measures or Environmental Protection Elements. These plans and 

specifications will include detailed descriptions and drawings regarding finish grade preparation, 

seeding mix and purity, irrigation systems, weed control measures, construction monitoring, and 

implementation standards as agreed upon between the Lead Agency and Goose Creek Golf Club 
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prior to the restoration work to be performed by the contractor (or subcontractor). Disturbance 

would be minimized by flagging and fencing of work areas. Efforts would be made to restore 

landscape contours, ground cover, and landscape species, as appropriate, to pre-construction 

conditions to the extent feasible and practicable given the engineering requirements of the 

Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment UUU-8 

Immediately after erection of the structures and stringing, pulling, and tensioning of the wires, 

restoration work would begin. For grass areas, restoration time would be dependent on the 

season, seed mix, and environmental factors; restoration may take several weeks. In critical areas 

that have been disturbed, such as tees, fairways, and greens, more rapid restoration could occur 

using sod, reducing pre-construction conditions to a few weeks. Repair of parking areas, golf cart 

roads, and trails would occur immediately after construction, and could be restored in 

approximately one to two weeks. The location and implementation specifics of these operations 

would be detailed in the construction specifications and drawings.  

 

Response to Comment UUU-9 

For all of these construction equipment, materials and methods, it is expected that the primary 

effect to the golf course would be from the disturbance and elimination of surface vegetation, 

tree and shrub damage, the compaction of underlying soils, damage to the putting greens 

(engineered soils and drainage layers), and the damage to paved surfaces such as trails, golf cart 

paths, and parking areas. Temporary impacts would occur at the blue tee box at hole #4, as well 

as hole #6, and the far west end of the driving range. Each of these areas would require 

specifications detailing the material and methods of for restoration.  

 

Response to Comment UUU-10 

The DEIR indicates on page 3-309 that, once constructed, the Proposed Project would be a 

passive feature that, through careful siting of structure (LST and TSP) locations, would not result 

in long-term impacts. The recreational value of the golf course would not decrease as a result of 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project temporarily disrupting recreational activities. 

As stated in the DEIR, impacts would not be significant. With the implementation of MM REC-

01, short-term temporary impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Proposed 

Project would be further reduced. 

 

Response to Comment UUU-11 

The RTRP would be carefully sited so that there would be minimal, short-term disturbances and 

no long-term, significant impacts to current recreational values. Recreational value would remain 

after construction is complete because use of the driving range, tees, fairways greens, and paths 

would continue essentially in the same manner as had occurred prior to the construction of the 

Proposed Project. There would be no alteration of driving angles, distances to greens, putting 

conditions, interference with or alteration of ball flight paths, foot or golf cart navigation, or any 

other operation critical to the recreational value of the course. Seven other subtransmission TSP 

structures are currently installed within or adjacent to tees, fairways, greens, and paths and 

situated in such a way as to not decrease the recreational value of the Goose Creek Golf Club 

operations.  
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The location of tees, fairways, greens, and paths was identified through aerial photography and 

the golf course layout available on the Goose Creek Golf Club website. The transmission line 

alignment and structures were placed paralleling the existing subtransmission line, and in an 

orientation so that no structures or conductors would obstruct the line of play for any hole. 



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Ellen Porter <ellenlporter@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2011 9:33 AM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project DEIR complaint 
 
My name is Ellen Porter and I am a resident of Jurupa Valley, California. It has been 
brought to my attention - initially through a mailing I recieved at home from your city - 
that the City of Riverside Department of Water and Power wishes to increase its own 
electrical power-generating capacity by running a high-voltage transmission line through 
property along Interstate 15, which is the prime commercial property in Jurupa Valley. It 
has also been brought to my attention that no one not residing in the City of Riverside 
will derive any benefit from this. 
 
I will support all efforts by the City of Jurupa Valley to stop this project, which could 
potentially bring economic devastation to our city, as it is newly incorpoated and is now 
depending on sales tax/property tax revenue from this property to offset a loss of $6.2 
million in other revenue it would have received prior to the California budget passed a 
few days before Jurupa Valley's July 1, 2011 incorporation. 
 
I am aware the City of Jurupa Valley has submitted 96 pages of objections to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for this project. I have attended a City of Jurupa Valley 
council meeting regarding this, and am in agreement with everything in the city's formal 
objection. 
 
I would also like to add one additional concern as formal comment to the DEIR, 
potentially not addressed in the City of Jurupa Valley's comments. I am aware of many 
residents in the Mira Loma portion of Jurupa Valley (the portion closest to Interstate 15) 
voted for incorporation primarily because of concerns that if Jurupa Valley did not form a 
city incorporating the area where this transmission line is now proposed, the City of 
Eastvale would attempt to annex it and encourage less desireable uses, primarily low-
income housing. Incorporation has allowed the City of Jurupa Valley to prevent Eastvale 
from doing this. I believe Jurupa Valley should also have the right to stop Riverside from 
putting in the even more undesireable high-transmission lines, as Riveside does not 
have the ability of, nor interest in, supporting Mira Loma or other Jurupa Valley 
neighborhoods, such as mine in Jurupa Hills, with its own property tax and sales tax 
revenue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ellen Porter 
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Comment Letter VVV: Ellen Porter 

Response to Comment VVV-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please note that the City 

of Riverside Public Utilities Department is proposing the Project. Please refer to Response to 

Comment Letter P regarding City of Jurupa Valley comments and the Lead Agency responses to 

those comments. Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts and 

Master Response #14 on local benefits. Regarding the allegation by the commenter that the City 

of Jurupa Valley ―should also have the right to stop Riverside…,‖ please refer to Master 

Response #8, Involvement of the City of Jurupa Valley, and Master Response #1, Comments on 

Non-Environmental Issues.  

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Foxravenhurst@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2011 2:38 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Transmission lines 
 
Dear Sirs, 
As residents of the City of Jurupa Valley, we wish to strongly protest the projected routes 
for electrical transmission lines through our city. We are not to receive any benefits from 
these lines, but will be the recipients of lowered property values, scenic blight, 
environmental destruction, and possible health hazards to the residents of our city. If the 
towers are run through the Hidden Valley Wildlife Refuge, there will be much negative 
effect on the wildlife there, as well. That is a beautiful area - don't mess it up.  
The route from Fontana south along the Santa Ana river to and through the City of 
Riverside should be the route adopted, not the one along the 15 fwy, which would 
interfere with our city's development plans for businesses, or along the Van Buren 
corridor, which will cause residents to suffer from both health hazards and lowered 
property values. Riverside wants these - then Riverside should put the towers in its own 
city space - not ours! 
 
Very sincerely, 
 
Fredda Fox and Victoria Kirkman, 
City of Jurupa Valley residents 
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Comment Letter WWW: Fredda Fox and Victoria Kirkman 

Response to Comment WWW-1 

Please see Master Response #14 regarding lack of local benefits of the Proposed Project. Please 

refer to Response to Comment ZZZ-10 regarding visual blight. Please refer to DEIR Section 

3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 3.2.13, Public Services and Utilities, which 

confirm that safety impacts will be made less than significant through project design and safety 

plans to be implemented during construction and operation of the Project. 

 

Response to Comment WWW-2 

Impacts on biological resources, including wildlife, in the Hidden Valley Wildlife Area are 

covered in Section 3.2.4 in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment WWW-3 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. See also Response to Comment 

WWW-1. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Brian Schafer <ischabri@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2011 5:02 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: George Hanson, Project Manager:Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
 
Dear George, 
 
I am not in favor of RPU/SCE routing the transmission lines through Jurupa. 
1) Please explain in detail why the 15 freeway route is less adverse than the eastern 
route: please address the comparisons to the environmental aspects, commercial 
aspects, emf aspects and astheics. 
2) Please explain why there was no collaboration with Jurupa officials elected or 
otherwise in determining the route selection. 
3) Where is it written that RPU is the lead agency and our elected official (Supervisor 
Tavaglione) has no input in the decision making? 
 
Brian Schafer 
Jurupa Valley 
ischabri@yahoo.com 
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Comment Letter XXX: Brian Schafer 

Response to Comment XXX-1 

A summary comparison of Proposed Project alternatives carried forward for analysis in the 

DEIR was presented in Section 6.5 (see Table 6.5-1) of the DEIR. CEQA does not require the 

analysis of the commercial or EMF aspects of the Proposed Project alternatives. Please also see 

Master Responses #6, regarding EMF, and #7, regarding social and economic impacts. The 

aesthetic and other environmental aspects of the I-15 Alternative as compared to ―the eastern 

route‖ are not presented in the analysis because eastern routes were not carried forward as 

alternatives. Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. The CEQA 

Guidelines state that an EIR ―shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 

meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project […] only the ones 

that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project‖ 

(emphasis added; see §15126.6), and do not require the same analysis for alternatives considered 

but eliminated. 

 

Response to Comment XXX-2 

The City of Jurupa Valley was incorporated in July 2011, approximately one month prior to the 

DEIR being released for public review. The City of Riverside fully cooperated with the City of 

Jurupa Valley and kept residents fully apprised of the Proposed Project‘s status. As part of the 

environmental review process developed for the Proposed Project, a public participation program 

was implemented as detailed in DEIR Chapter 7, incorporating various outreach methods, 

including agency contacts and agency and elected official briefings. Also please see Master 

Response #8 regarding the City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

Response to Comment XXX-3 

Please see Master Response #5 regarding the Lead Agency. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Brad Hancock <bhancock6062@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2011 9:14 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: RTRP 
 
To whom it may concern, I am writing this in opposition to the proposed 
powerlines running through our new city. I love our neighbors to the south of us 
and have no problem with getting more power if need be. However I do strongly 
object with the current proposed route. Please consider the following objections. 
Your draft eir does not even mention us as the new city of Jurupa Valley. If these 
lines go through it will have serious consequences for us. To mention a few. 
Property value along the critical I 15 corridor will dramatically be effected. Few 
will want to live by these lines thus hurting potential home building and the 
revenue lost from just that will hurt badly. As a father I would not expose my 
children to any possible side effects, though I realize school is still out on this but 
I would not subject my family to any possible harm. Business would also shy 
away from the area for a few reasons I believe. Possible emf, no homes fewer 
customers, and the current landowners would have to deal with all of that 
decreasing the value of their property. Point blank that is not fair to those who 
bought and have held property here as an investment, that would be shameful to 
rob them of income. An odd thing, the residents of Jurupa Valley stand to gain 
nothing from these lines and we do not want them here. Please reconsider the 
easterly route which puts them where they belong, in your backyard not ours. 
Innocently enough I thought our voice in opposition would be enough for our 
neighbors to do the right thing, sadly not so we have to spend money and time to 
fight. Every public agency here in Jurupa Valley opposes the route, several 
community groups and the board of supervisors and most recently our new city 
council listening to our constituents vehemently oppose the route. I don't even 
want them underground, though would be a little easier bitter pill to swallow. 
Please consider my right to voice opposition and consider my concerns and 
those of the city of Jurupa Valley. 
Thank you. 
Brad Hancock. Jurupa Valley city coucilmember and resident 
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Comment Letter YYY: Brad Hancock 

Response to Comment YYY-1 

Please see Master Response #8 regarding the City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

Response to Comment YYY-2 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. Please also see Master 

Response #6 regarding the potential effects of EMF. 

 

Response to Comment YYY-3 

Please see Master Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment YYY-4 

Please See Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

  



RUTAN 5, TUCKER, LLP 

November 29,2011 

VIA FED EX 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
(RTRP) 
City of Riverside, Public Utilities Department 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, California 92522 

John A. Ramirez 
Direct Dial: (714) 662-4610 

E-mail: jramirez@rutan.com 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project - Comments on Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

We submit this letter to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") prepared for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project ("Project" or "RTRP") on 
behalf of the Vernola Family and the Sky Country East Investment Co./East LLC, both of whom 
own property that would be directly impacted by the proposed Project. As set forth below, the 
DEIR fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA," Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 C.C.R. § 15000 et 
seq.) in numerous respects. Accordingly, we request that the City of Riverside ("City") prepare 
and recirculate a new draft EIR that addresses such issues. Unless the City does so, any approval 
of the Project will be unlawful. 

1. The DEIR Fails to Explain Why the California Public Utilities Commission is 
Not the Lead Agency for the Project 

The "lead agency," for purposes of CEQA "means the public agency which has the 
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant 
effect upon the environment." (Pub. Resources Code § 21067.) The lead agency is required to 
determine whether an EIR is required for a project and to prepare such document. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15367.) "If the project is to be carried out by a nongovernmental person or entity, 
the lead agency shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or 
approving the project as a whole." (CEQA Guidelines, § 15051(b), emph. added.) 

Here, the DEIR was prepared by the City of Riverside ("City") and indicates that the City 
is the lead agency for the Project. (See DEIR, p. ES-l.) As explained elsewhere in the DEIR, 
however, the City has virtually no responsibility for approving the project, which is to be carried 
out by a nongovernmental entity, i. e. Southern California Edison ("SCE"). (DEIR, pp. 6-88 ["no 
local discretionary permits or local plan consistency evaluations by Riverside County ALUC or 

611 Anton Blvd, Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

PO Box 1950, Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1950 I 714.641.5100 I Fax 714.546.9035 
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RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

George Hanson, Proj ect Manager 
November 29,2011 
Page 2 

the City of Riverside are required for SCE's proposed 230 kV transmission line."], 6-89 [same].) 
In fact, the sole approval needed from the City is a ministerial grading permit. (See DEIR, p. 2-
85, Table 2.9-1.) 

The agency that actually has principal authority for approving the Project is the 
California Public Util~ties Commission ("CPUC"). As set forth in the CPUC's General Order 
No 131-D: 

No electric public utility shall begin construction in this state of 
any new electric generating plant having in aggregate a net 
capacity available at the busbar in excess of 50 megawatts (MW), 
or of the modification, alteration, or addition to an existing electric 
generating plant that results in a 50 MW or more net increase in 
the electric generating capacity available at the busbar of the 
existing plant, or of maj or electric transmission line facilities 
which are designed for immediate or eventual operation at 200 kV 
or more ... without this Commission's having first found that said 
facilities are necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and 
convenience of the public, and that they are required by the public 
convenience and necessity. 

(General Order No 131-D, Section lILA, p. 2.) The same order "clarifies that local jurisdictions 
acting pursuant to local authority are preempted from regulating electric power line projects, 
distribution lines, substations, or electric facilities constructed by public utilities subject to the 
Commission'sjurisdiction." (General Order No 131-D, SectionXIV.B, pp. 13-14.) And, even 
more to the point, it further specifies that "[f]or all issues relating to the siting, design and 
construction of electric generating plant or transmission lines ... or electric power lines or 
substations ... the Commission will be the lead agel'lcyunder CEQA, unless a different 
designation has been negotiated between the Commission and another state agency consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines § 15501(d)." (General Order No 131-D, Section lXV, p. 14, emph. 
added.) Thus, it is clear that the CPUC, unlike the City, has significant discretionary approval 
authority over the Project and, consistent with such authority, is ordinarily the lead agency on 
projects involving the construction of substations and/or transmission lines. (See DEIR, p. 2-85, 
Table 2.9-1 [acknowledging that a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity is needed for 
"Project approval and construction of the 230 kV transmission line and substation."]') Indeed, 
based upon a cursory review of the CPUC's website, it appears that the CPUC is the lead agency 
on numerous similar projects. (See http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Environment 
/ Current+ Proj ects/.) 

In light of the above, it seems clear that the CPUC, not the City, is the proper lead agency 
for the Project and should have been responsible for preparing the DEIR. Since the City is not 
the proper lead agency for the Project, it cannot lawfully certify the EIR for the Project. (See 
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Pub. Resources Code § 21082.1(c).) Consequently, responsibility for completing and certifying 
the DEIR should be transferred to the CPUc. At a minimum, if there is some basis by which the 
City believes it is the proper lead agency for the Project, the DEIR must be revised to fully 
explain that basis. 

2. The DEIR's Alternatives Analysis is Legally Inadequate 

The DEIR fails to fully and properly consider "undergrounding" the transmission lines as 
an alternative to the Project and likewise fails to sufficiently consider alternative routes for such 
transmission lines. 

With respect to the under grounding alternative, the DEIR admits that "undergrounding of 
the transmission line could potentially mitigate the effects on visual quality and character of the 
Santa Ana River corridor"-- an impact the DEIR concludes is significant and unavoidable -- and 
that undergrounding could reduce or eliminate "visual impacts to cultural resources, all while 
potentially providing an overall increase in reliability. (DEIR, pp. 6-31,6-35.) Moreover, while 
the DEIR's Project Alternatives section strangely omits any discussion of how undergrounding 
would mitigate potential safety impacts caused by the Project's proximity to airports, elsewhere 
the DEIR indicates that the 69 kV transmission line structures will result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact by posing a potential hazard to air navigation, and that such impact could be 
reduced to less than significant by undergrounding. (DEIR, p. 3-201.) Nonetheless, the DEIR 
essentially rejects the under grounding option out of hand, based upon the fact that it is "more 
expensive than the cost of typical overhead construction." (See DEIR, pp. 6-28 to 6-29, 6-40; 
see also 3-201 ["Economic considerations assocated with undergrounding show that 
undergrounding is infeasible as a mitigation measure"].) Notwithstanding the fact that the DEIR 
asserts that under grounding is "economically infeasible," it fails to provide any specific 
information regarding how much undergrounding would actually cost or otherwise to provide 
any data or calculations demonstrating that it would be infeasible to underground the 
transmission lines included in the project, either in whole or in part. (Id.) 

As repeatedly explained by the courts, "[t]he fact that an alternative may be more 
expensive or less profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible. 
What is required is evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe 
as to render it impractical to proceed with the project." (Center for Biological Diversity v. 
County of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal. App. 4th 866,883, citing Uphold Our Heritage v. 
Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 596,599 and Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181.) Since the DEIR does not contain any such 
evidence, its rejection of the undergrounding alternative is improper. 

Moreover, contrary to the DEIR's claim that undergrounding is infeasible, other similar 
projects have included undergrounding. For example, a recent Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) project known as the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project (for which 
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CPUC was the lead agency) included 12.4 miles of under grounded 230 kV transmission lines. 
(See Exhibit 1, Executive Summary of Final EIR for Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line 
Project, p. ES-3.) There is no reason why undergrounding cannot similarly be done here. 

Likewise, the DEIR fails to adequately consider alternative routes for the transmission 
lines. The DEIR presents only a single transmission alignment alternative for the 230kV line 
(i.e. the "Van Buren Offset"), and fails to consider any other routes for the 69kV line. Thus, it 
fails to comply with CEQA's directive to "describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project." (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) 

3. The DEIR Fails to Address Impacts Related to the Project's Vicinity to the 
Chino Airport 

The DEIR's discussion of airports indicates that "[t]here are two airports within 
proximity to the RTRP: Flabob Airport and Riverside Municipal Airport," but entirely fails to 
discuss the Project's proximity to the Chino Airport, which is located only a few miles away 
from the proposed transmission lines. (See DEIR, pp. 3-185 to 3-186.) This oversight has the 
potential to result in serious public safety concerns. In fact, the CPUC recently ordered SCE to 
stop construction on a similar project after becoming aware that SCE had failed to comply with 
Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") regulations designed to avoid collisions, despite the 
fact that that project was much farther away from Chino Airport flight paths than the Project is. 
(See Exhibit 2, Chino Hills celebrates commission's ruling, dailybulletin.com, October 20, 
2011.) 

The Project includes 57 tubular steel poles ("TSPs") as high as 170 feet and 24 lattice 
towers of up to 180 feet for the 230 kV Transmission Line, as well as somewhat shorter 
structures for the 69kV line. (DEIR, p. 2-14, Table 2.4.1.) Each of these structures could 
potentially create a hazard for aircraft. In fact, even without discussion of the Chino Airport, the 
DEIR recognizes that the 69kV line structures will create a significant and unavoidable impact, 
in that they exceed allowable heights and could pose a hazard to air navigation. (DEIR, pp. ES-
10,3-201.) Accordingly, the DEIR is required to address potential impacts related to the 
Project's vicinity to the Chino Airport, and all mitigation measures required by FAA regulations 
must be implemented. 

4. The DEIR's Discussion of Land Use Impacts is Legally Inadequate 

As acknowledged in the DEIR, Jurupa Area Plan Policy 7.13 discourages utility lines 
within the river corridor and requires that, if approved, such lines "shall be placed underground 
where feasible." (DEIR, p. 3-242.) The DEIR claims the Project is consistent with this policy 
based on its assertion that undergrounding is "infeasible." (Jd.) But as discussed above, that 
assertion is based primarily on the fact that undergrounding is more expensive, without any 
actual evidence that the costs of tmdergrounding would "render it impractical to proceed with the 
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project," and is thus improper. (See Center for Biological Diversity v. County of San 
Bernardino, supra, 185 Cal. App. 4th at 883.) Since the DEIR relies on that faulty assertion in 
concluding that the Project is consistent with Jurupa Area Plan Policy 7.13, such consistency 
determination is likewise improper. 

In addition, as explained in the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District's ("JARPD") 
November 18, 2011 comments on the DEIR, the DEIR fails to adequately consider the Proj ect' s 
impacts on future development within the Project area (caused by the requirements that the 
proposed power lines must be both 50 feet from the freeway and 50 feet from housing units) and 
are inconsistent with both current development plans and the JARPD's Trails Master Plan. (See 
November 18,2011 Comments submitted by JARPD.) 

Similarly, the DEIR fails to consider other impacts that could result from the fact that the 
Project will preclude and/or discourage development within the Project area, including within the 
newly incorporated City of Jurupa Valley ("Jurupa Valley"). In this regard, the Project would 
entirely prevent development of a significant amount of acreage within its right of way. In 
addition, it would likely discourage development on adjacent properties, by decreasing the 
desirability and marketability of such property, e.g. as a result of the visual blight caused by the 
transmission lines. These economic impacts could, in turn, lead to significant environmental 
impacts, including a reduction in the availability of public services and blight. For example, the 
fiscal analysis prepared during the incorporation process projected significant residential and 
commercial development along the I-IS corridor within the next few years, and the city is 
counting on projected tax revenue related to that development to provide critical public services. 
(See Exhibit 3, Public Review Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis, LAFCO/Winzler & Kelley, 
June 14,2010.) Thus, by preventing the forecasted development, the Project has the potential to 
negatively impact the future provision of public services within Jurupa Valley. 

Furthermore, the DEIR admits that the Project is inconsistent with the Riverside County 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan ("RCALUCP") and that such inconsistency will result in a 
significant impact, i.e. a hazard to air navigation. (DEIR, p. 3-201.) Nonetheless, the DEIR fails 
to fully analyze this issue and does not impose any binding mitigation measures to mitigate this 
serious potential safety impact. 

5. The DEIR's Discussion of Aesthetic Impacts is Legally Inadequate 

In order to see the significant adverse aesthetic impacts the Project would have, one need 
look no further than the photo simulations included in the DEIR, which illustrate only a very 
small portion ofthe 10 miles of new 230 kV transmission lines and 11 miles of new 69 kV 
subtransmission lines included. in the Project. (See DEIR, pp. 3-23 to 3-49.) Notwithstanding 
the fact that its own simulations prove the contrary, the DEIR wrongly characterizes the Project's 
aesthetic impacts as "incremental," and concludes that the "majority of the visual resources 
currently experienced by the public would not be significantly impacted by the addition of the 
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various components of the Proposed Project." (DEIR, p. 3-53.) While the DEIR admits a 
potentially significant impact to a few "limited areas," it wrongly fails to recognize the 
widespread visual blight that would be created by the Project, including in areas that are already 
developed like the 1-15 corridor. This failure must be rectified, and appropriate mitigation must 
be required. 

Furthermore, as indicated above, even where the DEIR acknowledges "potentially 
significant" aesthetic impacts, the DEIR gives short shrift to the possibility of undergrounding all 
or a portion of the proposed transmission lines, despite its admission that doing so could reduce 
visual impacts to less than significant, and thus wrongly concludes that such impacts are 
"immitigable, and unavoidable." (DEIR, p. 3-53.) The DEIR should be revised to more fully 
explore the possibility of under grounding the proposed transmission lines. 

6. The City Violated CEQA By Committing to the Project Before Preparing 
and Considering the EIR 

CEQA requires agencies to consider a project's environmental impacts before 
"approving" or "carrying out" a project. (Pub. Res. Code § 21080(a); Save Tara v. City o/West 
Hollywood (2008) 45 Ca1.4th 116.) The term "approval" refers to an agency's decision that 
"commits [it] to a definite course of action in regard to a project." (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 153 52( a).) As explained by the California Supreme Court, in determining whether an agency 
has committed to a proj ect: 

courts should look ... to the surrounding circumstances to 
determine whether, as a practical matter, the agency has 
committed itself to the project as a whole or to any particular 
features, so as to effectively preclude any alternatives or 
mitigation measures that CEQA would otherwise require to be 
considered, including the alternative of not going forward with 
the project." 

(Save Tara, 45 Ca1.4th at 139 (emphasis added).) Here, in 2006, the Riverside Public Utilities 
Department ("RPU") considered two alternatives for meeting the City's future energy needs, 
including specifically whether to: (1) "Add Capacity at Vista Substation" or (2) "Construct a 
Second Point of Energy Delivery Within the City," and formally decided to proceed with one of 
those alternatives, by "[a]pprov[ing] the preferred option to build a new 220 kV source." 
(January 20,2006 Minutes of the City of Riverside Board of Public Utilities, p. 3.) At the same 
time, the City approved a $1,000,000 contract for "Phase I" of the project, including the 
preparation of environmental documents, while indicating that it intended to proceed with "Phase 
2 work, including the detailed design, easement acquisition, material procurement, and 
construction management" after completion of Phase 1. (Id.) Accordingly, it is clear that the 
City violated CEQA by eliminating alternatives to the Project -- including a no project 
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alternative and the possibility of expanding the Vista Substation -- and committing itself to the 
Project years before completing or even beginning its environmental review of the Project. (See 
Save Tara, 45 Ca1.4th at 139.) 

7. The Project's Description Fails to Include a Description ofthe Project's 
Economic Characteristics 

Among other things, an EIR's Project Description is specifically required to include "[a] 
general description of the project's technical, economic, and environmental characteristics." 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15124(c).) Here, the DEIR fails to comply with this requirement, because 
it is devoid of any description of the Project's economic characteristics. In fact, the DEIR never 
even discloses the projected cost of the Project, other than to vaguely indicate that it is "in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars." (DEIR, p. 2-1.) Further, the DEIR fails provide facts allowing 
the Project to be compared with alternatives on an economic basis or to provide the data 
necessary to support any specific economic-based findings, including the DEIR's contention that 
under grounding is economically infeasible. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(3) [forbidding 
an agency from approving a project that will have a significant impact without adopting a finding 
that "Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations ... make infeasible 
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR."].) Thus, the DEIR is 
fatally deficient in its failure to include any description of the Project's economic characteristics, 
and must be revised to include such a discussion. 

* * * 
Please contact me directly should you have further questions or concerns regarding the 

foregoing. 

JAR:hd 
Enclosure 
cc: Mr. Rick Bondar (w/o enc.) 

Mr. AnthonyVernola (w/o enc.) 
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Executive Summary 
1.  Introduction/Background 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed an application (Application Number A.02-09-043) for 
a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) with the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) on September 30, 2002 for the 27-mile Proposed Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line 
Project (Proposed Project).  It involves rebuilding PG&E’s existing Jefferson Substation to Martin 
Substation 60 kV double circuit power line.  The new 60 kV/230 kV lines would be overhead along 
I-280 from Jefferson Substation to San Bruno Avenue, and then underground to the Martin Substation. 

PG&E’s stated objectives for the Proposed Project are fourfold:  (1) to meet future electric demand and 
reliably serve the San Francisco and north San Mateo County areas under normal and reduced generation 
scenarios; (2) to comply with industry planning criteria of the California Independent System Operator 
(ISO) and the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC); (3) to create a more diverse 
transmission system in the area, by providing a second independent major transmission line pathway in 
the area; and (4) to implement the ISO Board of Governor’s April 2002 Resolution that approved the 
Jefferson-Martin Project for addition to the ISO-controlled grid.  In order to meet these objectives, 
PG&E’s is proposing to construct and initiate operation of the Jefferson-Martin Project by 2006. 

The CPUC is the State lead agency, responsible for compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA).  A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has beenwas prepared by the CPUC in 
compliance with CEQA Guidelines and published in July, 2003 with a 45-day comment period that 
ended on August 28, 2003.  The Final EIR consists of three volumes and includes over 2,700 pages.  
Volume 1 (EIR) and Volume 2 (EIR Appendices, including the Alternatives Screening Report as 
Appendix 1) are completely re-printed from the Draft EIR.  Changes made to the Draft EIR are marked 
in Volumes 1 and 2: inserted text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeout.  Both types of 
changes are indicated with a vertical line in the margin.  Volume 3 consists of all comments on the 
Draft EIR and responses to comments.  Over 800 pages of comments on the Draft EIR were submitted 
to the CPUC, including transcripts from the August 2003 Public Participation Hearings.   

The Final EIR documents the evaluation of approximately 38 alternatives, including the No Project 
Alternative.  Alternatives are described and screened for compliance with CEQA in Appendix 1, then 
summarized in EIR Section C.  Alternatives that meet the CEQA criteria are analyzed along with the 
Proposed Project in 14 environmental issue areas in Section D of the EIR.   

The EIR discloses the environmental impacts expected to result from the construction and operation of 
PG&E’s Proposed Project and mitigation measures, which if adopted by the CPUC or other responsible 
agencies, could avoid or minimize significant environmental effects.  In accordance with CEQA guidelines, 
the EIR also evaluates alternatives to the Proposed Project that could avoid or minimize the significant 
environmental effects.  The EIR provides a comparison of the environmental effects of the Proposed 
Project and the alternatives, and identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

The Jefferson-Martin Project EIR is an information document only; and does not make a recom-
mendation regarding the approval or denial of the project.  The purpose of the EIR is to inform 
the public on the environmental setting and impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives.  
The EIR will be used by the CPUC in conducting the proceeding to determine whether to grant 
PG&E’s requested CPCN.   
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This Executive Summary (ES) provides an overview of the Proposed Project and alternatives consid-
ered, and the environmental findings and mitigation measures of the EIR.   

Changes Made to the Draft EIR.  In response to comments on the Draft EIR, numerous changes have 
been made in the Final EIR.  The following information has been added to or revised in this Final EIR: 

1. Transition Stations Allowing Hybrid Alternatives.  Two new transition station/tower alternatives 
(each described below) have been added to allow creation of hybrid route alternatives in the 
southern (overhead) segment.  These alternatives are described in Appendix 1 (Section 4.3.1), and 
their impacts are analyzed in each issue area in Section D.  These two new transition sites allow the 
development of hybrid routes among the Proposed Project, Route Option 1B, and Partial Under-
ground Alternative, as follows: 

• The Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative (near Hayne Road west of the I-280 
Freeway) would allow either (a) the PG&E Route 1B Alternative to connect with the Partial 
Underground Alternative or the Proposed Project, or (b) the relocation of the Partial 
Underground Alternative 230 kV transition tower from the east side of the I-280 Freeway 
to the west side. 

• The Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives (located west of the west end of Trous-
dale Drive at the I-280 Freeway) would allow either (a) the overhead portion of the Partial 
Underground Alternative to connect with the PG&E Underground Route Option 1B segment 
along Trousdale Drive, or (b) the overhead portion of the Proposed Project to connect with 
the PG&E Underground Route Option 1B segment along Trousdale Drive. 

2. Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  A new transition tower (located on Caltrans property 
west of and immediately adjacent to Glenview Drive about 1,500 feet south of the proposed tran-
sition tower) is described in Appendix 1 and is evaluated in Section D.  

3. Partial Underground Alternative Modifications.  Two transition towers/stations locations at the 
Partial Underground Alternative crossing of San Mateo Creek have been modified to reduce their 
environmental impacts.  In addition, the transition tower near the Carolands Substation could be 
reduced in size with use of the Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative.  These modifica-
tions (affecting Towers 6/36, 7/39, and 8/50) are described in Appendix 1 (Section 4.2.3) and their 
impacts are analyzed in Section D. 

4. Consideration of New Alternatives.  Three new alternatives suggested in Draft EIR comments are 
considered, but were eliminated from full EIR consideration: the 280 Corridor Concerned Citizens 
Group’s Watershed Restoration Alternative, the San Mateo County Supervisors’ Hill/Nevin Alter-
native, and the Caltrain ROW Alternative.  Detailed descriptions of each alternative and the rationale 
for elimination are presented in Appendix 1, Sections 4.2.8, 4.2.9, and 4.3.11, respectively. 

5. Revised Analysis and Mitigation Measures.  Various text sections have been modified or clarified 
in response to comments.  In addition, several mitigation measures have been modified for clarity 
or to ensure their feasibility (see various issue areas in Section D). 

6. Conclusion Regarding Environmentally Superior Alternatives.  Section E of the EIR presents a 
comparison of alternatives and defines the alternative that would create the fewest environmental 
impacts.  The Final EIR includes new and updated analysis and revised mitigation measures, and as 
a result, the conclusion regarding the environmentally superior alternative has changed for the 
northern segment from that presented in the Draft EIR.  In the southern portion of the project area, 
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the PG&E Route Option 1B is considered to be superior (as in the Draft EIR), and in the northern 
portion, both the Proposed Project underground route and the Modified Underground Existing 230 
kV Collocation Alternative are identified as superior. 

Summary of Draft Final EIR Conclusions.  This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of PG&E’s 
Proposed Project as well as alternatives that were developed as a result of public and agency input 
during the scoping process.  Analysis is presented for two alternatives to the southern (overhead) seg-
ment of the Proposed Project and five four alternatives to the northern (underground) segment, as well 
as two three alternatives to the proposed transition station site and two other transition station locations 
that allow creation of hybrid alternatives.  In addition, the No Project Alternative is analyzed, as 
required by CEQA.  As documented in detail in the Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix 1 to the 
Draft EIR), 19 26 additional alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration.   

Based on comparison of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives, the Envi-
ronmentally Superior Alternatives are is identified.  In the southern area, the PG&E Route Option 1B 
Alternative (an all-underground route that would be installed in paved roads) is considered to be environ-
mentally superior.  In the northern area, both the Proposed Project and the Modified Existing 
Underground 230 kV Alternative (also all-underground, but following a much shorter route east of the 
Proposed Project route) is are found to be environmentally superior as they are similar in overall 
impacts but in different environmental issue areas.  Six route options (changes to the original route) for 
the Modified Existing Underground 230 kV Alternative have been developed in order to reduce impacts 
identified in comments on the Draft EIR.  Because both all routes are underground, no transition station 
is required. 

CPUC Actions After Final EIR Publication.  There is no comment period following issuance of the 
Final EIR.  The CPUC will determine the adequacy of this Final EIR, and, if adequate, will certify the 
document as compliant with CEQA.  After Public Participation Hearings to be held on December 8 and 
9, 2003, Evidentiary Hearings will be held.  The CPUC will issue a Decision on the proposed 
Jefferson-Martin Project, which will be announced and published concurrent with a scheduled CPUC 
Meeting.  The final decision is expected in May 2004.  Within 30 days after the Decision is issued by 
the CPUC, parties can apply for rehearing. 

Contents of the Executive Summary.  The following sections provide the reader with a brief 
description of the Proposed Project and alternatives (including alternatives analyzed in detail and those 
eliminated from detailed consideration), a summary of environmental impacts in each environmental 
issue area, a summary of the comparison of alternatives, and tables listing all impacts identified in the 
Draft EIR. 

1.1  Proposed Project 

Description of the Proposed Project 

Figure ES-1 is an overview of the route of the transmission line proposed by PG&E. The major elements of 
PG&E’s Proposed Project are: 

• Installing a new 27-mile 230 kV transmission line — comprised of 14.7 miles of overhead line to be 
installed on a rebuild of PG&E’s existing Jefferson-Martin 60 kV double-circuit transmission line, 
and 12.4 miles of new underground duct bank. 

• Dismantling the existing Jefferson-Martin 60 kV double-circuit tower line and rebuilding the towers 
to enable the east side to operate at 60 kV and the west side at 230 kV. 
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• Constructing a new transition station near the intersection of San Bruno Avenue and Glenview Drive 
to transition from the overhead to underground transmission systems. 

• Modifying the existing Jefferson and Martin Substations to accommodate the new 230 kV 
transmission line; 

• Modifying the equipment at the existing San Mateo, Ralston, Millbrae, and Monta Vista Substations, 
and the Hillsdale Junction switching station. 

The Proposed Project would be located in the County of San Mateo and would cross the towns of Hillsbor-
ough and Colma and the Cities of Brisbane, Daly City, San Bruno, and South San Francisco.  The 14.7 
miles of overhead 230 kV line would originate at the Jefferson Substation and terminate at a new 
transition station, proposed to be located at San Bruno Avenue and Glenview Drive.  This part of the 
Proposed Project would parallel I-280 for much of this distance, and cross Peninsula Watershed Lands 
owned by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF).  The overhead portion of the project crosses 
Edgewood County Park and Natural Preserve (Edgewood Park), the Pulgas Ridge Open Space Natural 
Preserve (Pulgas Ridge Preserve), and passes near the San Mateo Highlands residential areas of 
unincorporated San Mateo County, and the Towns of Hillsborough, Burlingame, Millbrae, before 
entering the City of San Bruno.  From the proposed transition station, the Proposed Project would be 
constructed underground for 12.4 miles in city streets, the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 
ROW, and the Guadalupe Canyon Parkway to the terminus of the line at the Martin Substation.  The 
underground section of the Proposed Project routes along San Bruno Avenue and the BART ROW in 
the City of San Bruno, follows the BART ROW through the City of South San Francisco, and then 
routes along a number of city streets through the Town of Colma, Daly City, and Brisbane to the Martin 
Substation.  

The proposed overhead 230 kV transmission line would be supported on lattice steel towers, which 
would replace the existing 69 kV line lattice structures.  The underground 230 kV circuits would consist 
of three cross-linked, polyethylene-insulated (XLPE) solid-dielectric, copper-conductor cables, buried 
in a concrete-encased duct bank system.   

Right-of-way requirements would vary for the overhead and underground sections of the proposed 230 
kV transmission line project.  PG&E is proposing to expand the existing 50-foot-wide ROW to 100 feet 
wide, where the overhead 230 kV transmission line would replace the existing 60 kV system.  The 
underground section of line would require a trench two to three feet wide, and construction equipment 
would occupy at least one full traffic lane. 

PG&E has proposed installation of a transition station near San Bruno Avenue and Glenview Drive to 
convert the overhead circuit to underground.  The station would be approximately 80 feet by 100 feet in 
size, and enclosed by a masonry wall.  Equipment would include ground grid and conduit system, a 230 
kV dead-end structure, control building and underground vault.   

Substation modifications are also proposed by PG&E at the existing Jefferson and Martin Substations 
to accommodate the new 230 kV transmission line, and equipment modifications are proposed at the 
existing San Mateo, Ralston, Millbrae and Monta Vista Substations, and the Hillsdale Junction switch-
ing station. 
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Figure ES-1a.  Overview of Proposed Project, Southern Segment 
For security reasons this figure is not included in the online version of the report.  
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Figure ES-1b.  Overview of Proposed Project, Northern Segment 
For security reasons this figure is not included in the online version of the report.  
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Environmental Setting of the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project is located on the San Francisco Peninsula, entirely within San Mateo Counties except 
for minor modifications to a Santa Clara County Substation. 

Southern Segment. The overhead (southern) segment of the proposed alignment, illustrated on Figure 
ES-1a, would originate in and remain in undeveloped open space entirely within unincorporated San 
Mateo County.  It would pass through a valley formed by the San Andreas Fault, and would cross the 
fault zone in two places: near Jefferson Substation and near the proposed transition station.  To the 
west, the Cahill, Sawyer, and Sweeney Ridges rise to elevations of 1,100 to 1,300 feet above sea level.  
Along the eastern side of the route are the Buri Buri and Pulgas Ridges.  Enclosed within these ridges 
are the Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs and San Andreas Lake, all water storage facilities 
of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).  The route parallels the Interstate 280 
(I-280) corridor.  This portion of San Mateo County is known for its scenic qualities and aesthetic 
attributes and I-280 is a State designated Scenic Highway.   

Beginning at PG&E’s existing Jefferson Substation, the route would pass immediately into Edgewood 
County Park, then crossing Edgewood Road it would be in a portion of the Pulgas Ridge Preserve.  
Edgewood County Park is home to unique biological habitat supporting populations of endangered butter-
flies because of its serpentine soils; these soils and plant assemblages are also found within SFPUC 
lands further north.  Upon leaving the Preserve, the remainder of the overhead route segment (13.8 
miles) then would be entirely within SFPUC Peninsula Watershed along I-280 and the reservoirs.  While the 
overhead alignment would remain on SFPUC lands, it would pass immediately adjacent to single-family 
residential neighborhoods in the communities of San Mateo Highlands, Hillsborough, Burlingame, 
Millbrae, and San Bruno for approximately four miles.  For approximately 1.2 miles it would be 
located on the west side of I-280, along the east side of the Crystal Springs Golf Course.  It would then 
cross over to the east side of I-280 adjacent to a residential area in the City of Burlingame and then 
cross I-280 again to the west (all within the Peninsula Watershed), then proceed north to San Bruno 
Avenue.  Just east of the intersection of San Bruno Avenue and Skyline Boulevard, the overhead route 
would transition to underground at a new transition station that would be enclosed by an eight-foot-high 
masonry wall, with a total area of approximately 80 feet by 100 feet in the City of San Bruno. 

Northern Segment. The underground (northern) segment of the Proposed Project is illustrated on 
Figure ES-1b and would pass through the urban environments of a succession of peninsula cities or 
towns: San Bruno, South San Francisco, Colma, Daly City, and Brisbane.  The underground alignment 
would pass through a continuously varying mix of land uses that includes single- and multi-family 
residences, commercial and office development, public uses, open space, schools, and a limited amount 
of light industrial and industrial development.  Approximately three miles of the underground segment 
would be within the right-of-way over the recently completed BART tunnel in the Cities of San Bruno 
and South San Francisco.  Within the Town of Colma, the alignment would pass numerous cemeteries.  
Between Daly City and Brisbane the proposed alignment would be installed within Guadalupe Canyon 
Parkway, passing through the San Bruno Mountain State and County Park, and then would turn into 
Bayshore Boulevard and into Martin Substation at the corner of Bayshore and Geneva Avenue. 

1.2  Summary of Public Involvement Activities 

Prior to release of the Draft EIR in July 2003, Tthe CEQA process for the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV 
Transmission Line Project began with the CPUC’s issuance of the Notice of Preparation of an EIR on 
January 20, 2003 along with an extensive scoping process. 
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• The NOP was mailed on January 20, 2003, to 1,914 individuals, groups and government agencies 
identified for the initial EIR mailing list, based on PG&E’s list of property owners located within 
300 feet of the project facilities, as well as groups and individuals with a vital interest in the Proposed 
Project compiled by the EIR Team.  In addition, the NOP was sent to four federal agencies, 18 
State agencies, four county departments, 22 city departments, and 19 special districts. 

• Four scoping meetings were held on January 29 and February 4 and 6, 2003, prior to selection of 
alternatives and the preparation of the analysis documented in this EIR. 

• An estimated 70 members of the public and representatives from organizations and government 
agencies attended the four CPUC scoping meetings.  The CPUC and staff attended eight consultation 
meetings with agencies and local jurisdictions to discuss the Proposed Project and hear any comments 
or concerns. 

• Approximately 230 letters and emails and 31 oral comments were received during the NOP scoping 
period (January 20 to February 27, 2003) from public agencies and private citizens.  In April 2003, a com-
prehensive Scoping Report was issued and 81 copies were distributed, summarizing issues and concerns 
received from the public and various agencies and presenting copies of all written comments received.  
The Scoping Report has been made available for review at the 16 repositories and on the Internet, 
and mailed to agencies, parties on the CPUC’s Service List, and individuals who requested copies.   

• An EIR e-mail address was created along with a telephone hotline for project information, as well 
as an Internet site, used to post all the public environmental documents (including this DEIR) and to 
announce upcoming public meetings.  

Immediately upon release of the Draft EIR, an intensive notification and public involvement effort was 
implemented, including the following activities: 

• The Notice of Release (NOR) of the Draft EIR was mailed to 8,764 agencies, county and city 
departments, special districts, property owners, and occupants on or adjacent to PG&E’s Proposed 
and the alternative routes in July 2003 at the time the Draft EIR was released.   

• Copies of the full Draft EIR were sent to 117 interested parties and agencies and to 13 library 
repositories.  Ninety-nine copies of the Executive Summary and 9 CD’s with the text of the Draft 
EIR were also sent out.  An additional approximately 110 copies of the ES and 25 copies of CD’s 
with the text of the Draft EIR were distributed at the workshops and PPHs in July and August 
2003. 

• An announcement of the publication of the Draft EIR, including the project website address and the 
dates and times of the four Public Informational Meetings and four Public Participation Hearings, 
was printed in two area newspapers.   

• Four Public Informal Workshops were held (two on July 29 and two on July 31, 2003)  

• Four Public Participation Hearings (PPHs) were held by the Administrative Law Judge on August 
12 and August 14, 2003 

• The text of the Draft EIR was posted on the project website on the CPUC’s Internet website (except 
for maps, which were not posted due to security reasons). 

1.3  Areas of Controversy / Public Scoping Issues 

Section 1.3.1 describes major issues raised during the scoping period, and Section 1.3.2 describes 
major comments made on the Draft EIR. 
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1.3.1  Scoping Issues and Comments 

Private citizens and homeowners provided the majority of the comments during the Scoping process in January 
and February, 2003.  In addition to private individuals, comments were received from the following 
organizations and government agencies: 

• Highlands Community Association 
• San Mateo County Trail Users Group 
• Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society 
• Committee for Green Foothills 
• 280 Corridor Concern Citizens 
• Friends of Edgewood Natural Preserve 
• Sequoia Audubon Society 
• Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club 
• People for a Golden Gate National 

Recreation Area 
• National Retail Partners 
• City of San Bruno 
• City of San Bruno Public Works 
• Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

• Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 
• County of San Mateo 
• City of Burlingame 
• City of Burlingame Public Works 
• Town of Woodside 
• South San Francisco Schools 
• City of Daly City 
• Daly City Public Works 
• California Department of Parks and Recreation 
• Bayshore Sanitary District 
• Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 
• Highlands Recreation District 
• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
• Redwood City Planning and Redevelopment Agency

The issues raised during the public scoping process are described in detail in the Scoping Report (available 
on the CPUC’s CEQA Project website), and are summarized below.   

• Human Environment.  The majority of public comments focused on the potential effect of the project 
on the human environment, most often expressing concerns with health risks arising from increased 
EMF emissions, visual and scenic impacts, and impacts to property values.  Other common concerns 
expressed dealt with safety issues, noise, construction impacts, fire risk, interference with communi-
cation and electronic equipment, security, conflicts with planned uses, recreation impacts, and quality 
of life. 

• Natural Environment. Comments from organizations, individuals, and government agencies addressed 
issues and concerns with the potential impacts that the project would have on the natural environ-
ment, particularly impacts to plants, wildlife, and habitats.  Concerns were expressed that the project 
would affect (a) rare, threatened, endangered, and special status plant species, including serpentine 
assemblages, (b) federal and State protected wildlife species, and (c) sensitive habitats, especially 
serpentine habitats. 

• Purpose and Need. Many comments from members of the public questioned the necessity of the 
project and expressed feelings that PG&E had not provided adequate justification for the project.  
The 280 Corridor Concerned Citizens and many other individuals indicated that the future demand 
for electricity in the Bay Area has been overstated, stating that PG&E’s forecast is well above 
historical average recorded growth in peak loads and citing economic declines reducing energy 
consumption and artificial energy demand generated by power companies.   

• Alternatives. Many comments from individuals and organizations and a number of government 
agencies suggested a variety of alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, local generation/dis-
tributed generation, demand reduction, alternative tower designs, and alternative routes.   

• Environmental Review and Decision Making Process. A number of suggestions and comments 
were made regarding the adequacy of the environmental review and decision-making process.  Individ-
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uals and agencies addressed issues such as late NOP receipt, potential future expansion of the transmis-
sion line, alternatives described in the NOP, need for NEPA compliance, and the CPUC’s review 
process.  Other comments stated that without a full evaluation of the justification for the project to be 
included in the discussion of the No Project Alternative, the EIR would be incomplete. 

1.3.2  Comments on the Draft EIR 

A 45-day public comment period followed the issuance of the Draft EIR in July 2003.  All comments 
received, as well as responses to each comment, are presented in Volume 3 of this Final EIR.  The 
major issues raised in public comments are listed below. 

General Comments 

• Health effects of EMF, especially for the alternative routes, were not adequately addressed in Draft 
EIR. 

• Project effects on property values were not adequately addressed. 

• The project’s impacts occur in an area that does not receive direct benefits from the project. 

• Draft EIR does not adequately address the No Project Alternative. 

• Comments stated opposition to the Proposed Project and support of either the Route Option 1B 
Alternative or the Partial Underground Alternative. 

Southern SegmentThe existing 60 kV line should be collocated underground with the Route Option 
1B Alternative. 

• San Mateo County Supervisors Jerry Hill and Mike Nevin suggested an alternative route that would 
bypass the Trousdale Drive segment of the Route Option 1B Alternative and would be an all 
underground west of I-280, east of reservoirs alternative route to Sneath Lane Substation. 

• 280 Corridor Concerned Citizens Group suggested a new alternative (the Watershed Restoration 
Alternative) that would install the 230 kV line underground in Route Option1B Alternative and 
would also dismantle the existing 60 kV line. 

• PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative and Proposed Project impacts are not adequately addressed for 
the Cities of Millbrae and Burlingame. 

• The Proposed Project results in an expanded ROW in Edgewood Park and Pulgas Ridge Preserve, 
which were purchased in part with Land and Water Conservation Fund money.  Thus, conversion 
of land to non-recreational use requires National Park Service approval. 

• GGNRA states that the Proposed Project is not compatible with the Scenic and Recreation 
Easements and, therefore, cannot proceed without NPS approval. 

• GGNRA and others state that NEPA compliance is required. 

• CCSF prefers a temporary crossing on Crystal Springs Dam with the PG&E Route Option 1B 
Alternative until County bridge is re-built. 

• Commenters suggested consideration of two additional transition stations at Trousdale Drive and 
Golf Course Drive to allow for the creation of hybrid alternatives. 
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Northern Segment 

• The Modified Existing Underground 230 kV Alternative is not environmentally superior because it 
traverses private properties, city streets, areas of unstable soils, areas subject to flooding, and areas 
of known toxic contamination.  It would impact traffic, hotels and offices, breach capped toxic 
sites, and generate potential exposure of sensitive receptors to toxics including childcare centers. 

• The Caltrain ROW is the environmentally superior alternative and should be investigated as an EIR 
alternative. 

• Daly City suggests collocation of existing 60 kV lines underground with new 230 kV line from 
Guadalupe Canyon Parkway into Martin Substation. 

• City of San Bruno suggested consideration of an additional transition station site at Glenview Drive 
across from the city water tank. 

2.  Alternatives 
Alternatives to PG&E’s Proposed Project are identified and evaluated in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.  
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126(a)) state: 

An EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of 
the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15364) define feasibility as: 

. . . capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project were suggested during the scoping period (February-March 2003) 
by the general public, and federal, State and local agencies after PG&E filed its Application for a 
CPCN.  Other alternatives were developed by EIR preparers, presented by PG&E in its PEA, or 
evaluated by the California Independent System Operator (ISO) in its Stakeholders process that has 
been studying the San Francisco and Peninsula electricity supply. In total, approximately 30 alternatives 
were identified that range from minor routing adjustments to PG&E’s proposed 230 kV project 
location, to entirely different transmission line routes, to alternative energy technologies, as well as 
non-wires alternatives.  

Alternatives to the Proposed Project were screened according to CEQA guidelines to determine those 
alternatives to carry forward for analysis in the EIR and alternatives to eliminate from detailed 
consideration.  The alternatives were primarily evaluated according to: (1) whether they would meet 
most of the basic project objectives; (2) whether they would be feasible considering legal, regulatory 
and technical constraints; and (3) whether they have the potential to substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the Proposed Project.  Other factors considered, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)), were site suitability, economic viability, availability 
of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and 
proponent’s control over alternative sites.  Economic factors or costs of the alternatives (beyond 
economically feasible) were not considered in the screening of alternatives since CEQA Guidelines 
require consideration of alternatives capable of eliminating or reducing significant environmental effects 
even though they may "impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives or would be more 
costly” (CEQA Guidelines Section 16126.6(b)). 
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The detailed results of the alternatives screening analysis are contained in Appendix 1 of the EIR (Alternatives 
Screening Report).  A summary description of the alternatives considered and the results of screening are 
provided below.  Figures ES-2a (rev) through ES-2c illustrate the geographic locations of all alternatives 
considered for EIR analysis. 

2.1  Alternatives Fully Evaluated in the EIR 

Transmission Line Route Alternatives – Southern Segment 

PG&E Underground Route Option 1B 

Alternative Description. This alternative is an all-underground option that would be entirely with 
roadways, following Cañada Road and Skyline Boulevard along the I-280 corridor, turning east into 
Trousdale Boulevard Drive and then north into El Camino Real, rejoining the proposed route at El 
Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue.  Options for crossing Crystal Springs Dam include an underwater 
cable around the dam, an overhead crossing of the dam, and several options for attaching the cable to 
the dam itself.  A revised overhead crossing of the dam was suggested by PG&E in its comments on the 
Draft EIR; this is evaluated in the Final EIR. 

Rationale for Full Analysis. Feasible and would meet all project objectives.  Potential to reduce or 
avoid significant environmental impacts to visual, recreational, and biological resources, and to reduce 
seismic risk and EMF near residences. 

Partial Underground Alternative 

Alternative Description. This southern segment alternative follows most of the existing corridor and 
includes a combination of overhead and underground segments to minimize impacts on several sensitive 
areas.  It includes two rerouted overhead segments (the first to avoid Edgewood Park and the Pulgas 
Ridge Preserve, and the second to avoid proximity to residences in the City of Burlingame).  It also 
includes an underground segment between the Ralston and Carolands Substations to minimize impacts 
on adjacent residences in the San Mateo Highlands and the Town of Hillsborough, with an overhead 
crossing of San Mateo Creek.  This alternative would eliminate two crossings of I-280 because it would 
remain west of the freeway north of Carolands Substation.  In the Final EIR, modifications are 
evaluated to the locations of the transition towers/stations north and south of San Mateo Creek, and an 
additional transition station is considered at Golf Course Drive. 

Rationale for Full Analysis.  Eliminates the existing and proposed transmission line through Edge-
wood Park, which contains unique and valuable habitat, and the Pulgas Ridge Preserve.  Eliminates two 
overhead crossings of I-280 and most visual impacts near residential areas.  Feasible and meets all project 
objectives.  
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Figure ES-2a.  Overview of All Alternatives, Southern Segment (rev) 
For security reasons this figure is not included in the online version of the report.  
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Figure ES-2b.  Overview of All Alternatives, Northern Segment (rev) 
For security reasons this figure is not included in the online version of the report.  
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Figure ES-2c.  Alternatives Outside of San Mateo County 
For security reasons this figure is not included in the online version of the report.  
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Transmission Line Route Alternatives – Northern Segment 

West of Skyline Boulevard Transition Station Alternative  

Alternative Description. This alternative transition station would be located west of Skyline Boulevard, 
on the SFPUC Watershed Lands southwest of the corner of San Bruno Avenue and Skyline Boulevard.  
After the transmission line transitions from overhead to underground, the underground line could 
follow three different underground routes (all would be in roads): (a) north in Skyline Boulevard to San 
Bruno Avenue to join the Proposed Project route; (b) north Skyline Boulevard to Sneath Lane, east on 
Sneath to the BART ROW (or into Tanforan Drive if joining the Modified Existing 230 kV Under-
ground Alternative); or (c) north on Skyline Boulevard for 2.1 miles to Westborough Boulevard, then 
turning east to either Junipero Serra Boulevard or the BART ROW.   

Rationale for Full Analysis.  Meets all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project and is feasible.  
Because of greater distance within the A-P Zone, the transition station with any of the three routes has a 
greater potential for earthquake damage to the underground segment, but the seismic issues associated 
with this alternative are similar to those of the Proposed Project, so it is considered feasible.   

Eliminates the visual and land use impacts of the proposed transition structure.  Avoids conflict with the 
proposed trailhead-parking project.  Avoids impacts to a planned residential development east of Glen-
view Drive, and is farther from sensitive land uses.  Use of Sneath Lane or Westborough Boulevard 
would avoid the proposed grade separation project at Huntington Drive and San Bruno Avenue.   

Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative 

Alternative Description. This alternative site would co-locate the new transition station next to an existing 
PG&E Sneath Lane Substation, 0.6 miles north of San Bruno Avenue.  The same three underground 
route options could be here as with the West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative: the Proposed 
Project route down San Bruno Avenue, the Sneath Lane route, and the Westborough Boulevard route. 

Rationale for Full Analysis. Meets all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project and is considered 
feasible.  Eliminates the visual impacts and land use conflicts associated with the proposed transition station 
site.  Collocated adjacent to an existing utility substation.  Use of Sneath Lane or Westborough Boulevard 
would avoid the proposed grade separation project at Huntington and San Bruno Avenue.  Determined fea-
sible but the same seismic issues as the West of Skyline Boulevard transition station due to the similar 
required crossing of the San Andreas Fault zone.   

Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This alternative transition tower would be located approximately 0.5 miles 
south of the proposed transition station on Glenview Drive west of an existing water tank owned by the 
City of San Bruno.  It allows the same three underground route options to be used as with the West of 
Skyline Transition Station Alternative: the Proposed Project route down San Bruno Avenue, the Sneath 
Lane route, and the Westborough Boulevard route. 

Rationale for Full Analysis. Meets all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project and is considered 
feasible.  Reduces the visual impacts and land use conflicts associated with the proposed transition station 
site.  In addition, a transition tower at this location would be located east of the San Andreas Fault, 
which if used in conjunction with the proposed route would avoid an underground fault crossing, as 
opposed to the Sneath Lane and West of Skyline transition sites.  Use of Sneath Lane or Westborough 
Boulevard would avoid the proposed grade separation project at Huntington and San Bruno Avenue, unless 
Cherry Avenue is used to connect with Sneath Lane. 
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Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives 

Alternative Descriptions.  Two different transition tower locations are considered, allowing either the 
Partial Underground Alternative or the Proposed Project to be connected with the Route Option 1B just 
west of the end of Trousdale Drive.  For connection with the Partial Underground Alternative, the lines 
would transition underground approximately 1,100 feet west of Tower 10/70 on the west side of an 
existing SFPUC dirt access road.  The route would travel east underground in the dirt and paved 
SFPUC utility access roads, past Tower 11/70 to the north end of Trousdale Drive.  At that point the 
line would cross under I-280 and follow PG&E Route Option 1B east on Trousdale Drive and north on 
El Camino Real.   

The second option under this alternative, which would allow connection of the Proposed Project to 
Route Option 1B Alternative, would be to simply replace Tower 11/70 with a transition station.  The 
Proposed Project would transition underground at Tower 11/70 and follow the same route underground 
in the SFPUC paved access road north to Trousdale Drive where it would turn east and join the PG&E 
Route Option 1B Alternative on Trousdale Drive. 

Rationale for Full Analysis. Both alternatives meet all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project and 
are considered feasible.  Use of Trousdale Drive would avoid the use of San Bruno Avenue between 
Skyline Drive and Huntington Drive.  In addition, because it turns east south of San Bruno Avenue, it 
would avoid the visual and biological impacts of the Proposed Project in the I-280 corridor between 
Trousdale Drive and San Bruno Avenue.  This route would also avoid visual concerns of San Bruno 
residents regarding the proposed transition station, as well as seismic concerns with a San Andreas Fault 
crossing at that same site. 

Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative 

Alternative Description.  Similar to the Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives, this transition 
station alternative would allow creation of a hybrid alternative between the Proposed Project, the Partial 
Underground Alternative, and PG&E’s Route Option 1B.  It is immediately north of a Caltrans Park & 
Ride lot in open space land within the SFPUC Peninsula Watershed.  This site would also allow the 
relocation of the 230 kV transition station for the Partial Underground Alternative to be relocated from 
the east side of the I-280 Freeway (at Tower 8/50) to the west side of the freeway, eliminating a 
significant visual impact.  The Golf Course Drive Transition Station site would be located at the northeast 
quadrant of the three-way intersection of Golf Course Road, Golf Course Drive, and Skyline 
Boulevard, in unincorporated San Mateo County.   

Rationale for Full Analysis.  Meets all of the stated objectives of the Proposed Project and is considered 
feasible.  Use of this alternative transition station with the Partial Underground Alternative would 
reduce the height and mass of the transition tower at Tower 8/50 because it would only be for the 60 
kV line and would eliminate the freeway crossing for the 230 kV line (the 60 kV line would still have 
to cross over I-280).  Due to its isolated location and screening by trees and landscaping that would be 
required as mitigation similar to the proposed transition station, construction of this alternative station 
would not result in significant visual impacts or disturbances or disrupted access to adjacent land uses.   

Cherry Avenue Alternative 

Alternative Description. This alternative route in the City of San Bruno would diverge from the Proposed 
Project route at the intersection of San Bruno Avenue and Cherry Avenue, follow Cherry Avenue to 
Sneath Lane, and continue to the BART ROW where it would rejoin the Proposed Project.   
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Rationale for Full Analysis.  Meets the project objectives and is feasible.  Avoids the proposed Huntington 
Drive grade separation project. 

Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative and New South San 
Francisco Segment 

Alternative Description. This alternative would use a portion of the route of PG&E’s existing under-
ground 230 kV transmission line through San Bruno and Brisbane, but would follow a new route segment 
through South San Francisco and adjacent cities to avoid several very congested utility areas.  Six route 
options (Route Options A through F) have been incorporated into this alternative to reduce potential 
impacts to land uses and transportation.  Starting at San Bruno Avenue and Huntington Avenue, the 
route would follow San Bruno Avenue east; turn north into PG&E’s 115 kV overhead line corridor just 
east of 7th Avenue; then turn into 7th Avenue, past I-380 where 7th Avenue becomes Shaw Road.  It 
would proceed north on Shaw to Produce Avenue, turning east (crossing Highway 101) in Airport 
Boulevard, and north into Gateway Boulevard.  Route Option A would avoid most of this segment of 
the alternative with a bore from Shaw Road that would cross under Highway 101 to Marco Way.  
Route Option A would continue along Marco Way to Airport Boulevard where it would proceed north 
to Gateway Boulevard and rejoin the original alternative.   

Along Gateway Boulevard between East Grand Avenue and Oyster Point Parkway, this route would 
pass through the Homart Site, an area of about 4,000 feet of contaminated soils resulting from historic 
industrial development.  From the end of Gateway Boulevard, the route would follow the eastern edge 
of the railroad ROW to Sierra Point Parkway, where it would cross Highway 101 into Van Waters and 
Rodgers Road (private), and join Bayshore Boulevard, continuing into the Martin Substation.  Route 
Option E would avoid the vacant Chiltern Site parcel (which has contaminated sediments from previous 
industrial uses) by turning east on Oyster Point Boulevard to Veterans Boulevard, where the line would 
turn north proceeding within the Veterans Boulevard ROW to the edge of the UPRR.  At this point 
Route Option E would re-join the originally described alternative.   

The route would be within the limits of the closed and capped Sierra Point Landfill for about 1,600 feet 
south of Sierra Point Boulevard.  There are two additional route options through the Sierra Point area:  
With Route Option B, the line could be installed in the parking lot just east of the railroad ROW, or 
with Route Option C, the line could go further east, following Shoreline Court north to Sierra Point 
Parkway.  Route Option D would require the line to be installed on the east side of the commercial 
facilities along Van Waters Road to avoid impacts to the trucking operations, and Route Option F 
would require the line to continue north adjacent to the railroad tracks, past the north end of Van 
Waters and Rodgers Road, and then turn west into Bayshore Boulevard within 200 feet north of the 
intersection.  

Rationale for Full Analysis.  Meets project objectives and is feasible.  Offers a reduction in traffic, 
noise, and air quality impacts associated with the Proposed Project in that it is much four miles shorter, 
and it avoids crossing San Bruno Mountain.  Avoids construction impacts to six schools and about 120 
residences in the Cities of San Bruno, South San Francisco, Colma, and Daly City.  Construction 
through and near the contaminated sites can be safely completed using established procedures with 
which existing utilities were installed. 
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PG&E’s Route Option 4B:  East Market Street Alternative  

Alternative Description. This short alternative would avoid the Hoffman and Orange Street segment of 
the Proposed Project by continuing north on Hillside (past Hoffman) into East Market Street, where it 
would rejoin the proposed route at Orange Street and East Market.   

Rationale for Full Analysis.  Meets all project objectives and is feasible.  Reduces or avoids construction 
impacts and EMF concerns for residences along the proposed route.  Short-term construction impacts 
along the busier streets would be mitigable with effective traffic control.  Alternative streets are wider, 
allowing implementation of EMF mitigation by placing the line across the street from the school and/or 
by deeper burial of the line.   

Junipero Serra Alternative 

Alternative Description. This alternative would start at Skyline Boulevard and Westborough Boulevard in 
the City of South San Francisco, then turn north into Junipero Serra Boulevard into the Town of Colma, 
and east into Serramonte Boulevard to Hillside, where it would rejoin the Proposed Project route.   

Rationale for Full Analysis.  Meets all project objectives and is feasible.  No space constraints 
associated with existing utilities in Town of Colma.  Colma would likely be able to plan its phased road 
improvement project around this alternative.  Passes one school, but would avoid impacts to Town of 
Colma newly paved roadways.  Short-term construction impacts on Junipero Serra Boulevard and 
Serramonte Boulevard, but fewer construction effects than for the Proposed Project.  

No Project Alternative 

In addition to the route alternatives described above, the EIR evaluates the No Project Alternative, in 
accordance with CEQA requirements.  CEQA Guidelines [Section 15126.6(e)], state that the No Project 
Alternative must include (a) the assumption that conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation 
(i.e., baseline environmental conditions) would not be changed since the Proposed Project would not be 
installed, and (b) the events or actions that would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future if the project were not approved.   

Under the No Project Alternative, other actions by PG&E or other entities would need to compensate for 
existing system limitations if the anticipated load growth occurs.  If neither the Proposed Project nor any 
alternative were approved by the CPUC, and predicted load growth occurs, PG&E and the ISO would 
need to re-evaluate alternative courses of action that could be implemented to prevent minimize 
electricity shortages in the San Francisco and Peninsula areas.  This alternative includes the following 
components:   

• New generation – There is significant uncertainty associated with approval and construction of new 
generation facilities in the CCSF, especially given the CCSF’s stated opposition to the Potrero Power 
Plant Unit 7 Project and the Applicant’s recent request for suspension of consideration of the 
application.  However, but given the apparent CCSF support for installation of the Williams turbines 
(and given the ISO’s indication that operation of these turbines, with other system improvements, 
would allow closure of HPPP Unit 4), it seems likely that these Williams turbines will be installed 
so they are considered as part of the No Project Alternative.   

• PG&E system upgrades would occur, including rerating and upgrading of certain transmission lines, 
and installation of a new transformer would improve system reliability and service. 
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• PG&E system improvements would be made, including the conversion of San Mateo–Martin #4 
from 60 kV to 115 kV and the installation of a Potrero-Hunters Point 115 kV underground cable. 

• System management and planning – PG&E and the ISO would continue to implement an 
Interruptible Load Program (allowing the selective load dropping during peak load periods), demand-side 
management would be encouraged, and curtailment of electric service would be required in the worst-
case demand growth scenarios. 

• Increased utilization of Special Protection Schemes (SPS) – PG&E and ISO have implemented an 
SPS in San Mateo and are evaluating the implementation of an SPS in CCSF.  Continued and 
increased reliance on SPS in the Peninsula and CCSF would be insufficient to provide compliance 
with reliability criteria.  Nonetheless, if no other alternative is pursued, at a minimum continued and 
increased use of SPS on the Peninsula and CCSF is needed to provide for controlled involuntary 
load curtailment during “high load” operating conditions.  

2.2  Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration 

The alternatives listed below were evaluated for their potential to meet CEQA requirements but were 
ultimately eliminated from consideration in the EIR.  Figures ES-2a (rev) and ES-2b (rev) depicts the 
location of each alternative addressed in this section.  A more detailed description of each alternative 
and the rationale for its consideration and elimination is presented in Draft EIR Appendix 1, Alternatives 
Screening Report. 

Transmission Line Route Alternatives — Southern Segment 

PG&E’s 1B with Underground 60 kV Line 

Alternative Description.  The route of this alternative would be exactly the same as PG&E’s Route 
Option 1B (described above): underground in Cañada Road, Highway 92, Skyline Boulevard/Highway 35, 
Trousdale Drive and El Camino Real.  However, in this alternative, the single-circuit 60 kV line would 
be undergrounded as well as the 230 kV line, so construction would include removing the existing 60 kV 
towers.   

Rationale for Elimination. This alternative is in conflict with CEQA law due to the required relocation 
of the 60 kV circuit from the existing corridor to the separate underground ROW.  This suggested alter-
native that would include placing both the proposed 230 kV line and the existing 60 kV line under-
ground along a new alignment is not considered to be within CEQA’s required “reasonable range of 
alternatives,” and therefore cannot be evaluated for full analysis in the EIR.  While undergrounding of 
only the proposed 230 kV line along an alternate route is a legitimate, potentially feasible alternative, 
the relocation of the existing 60 kV line to such a new route is not a permissible alternative under CEQA 
Guidelines.  Legal standards require that there be an essential connection or relationship between an 
alternative and a legitimate lead agency interest dealing with a proposed project, and that an alternative 
be “roughly proportional” in nature and scope to the impacts of the Proposed Project.  Since the impacts 
of the Proposed Project stem solely from construction of a new 230 kV line, and not from the existing 
60 kV line, the relocation of the existing 60 kV line to a wholly new alignment cannot reasonably be 
required by the CPUC.  The legal feasibility issues are defined in greater detail in Appendix 1.  For 
these reasons, this alternative was not considered further in the screening process and is not considered 
for EIR analysis. 
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Alternatives to Trousdale Drive: Existing Millbrae 60 kV ROW Alternative 

Alternative Description. This alternative would diverge from the Skyline corridor at about MP 11.6, 
following the existing overhead Millbrae 60 kV corridor in a narrow ROW through steep hillsides in 
residential areas and past several schools near Tioga Drive before traveling down the hill through open 
space and meeting Richmond Drive east to El Camino Real.  The route would turn north onto El 
Camino Real and rejoin the proposed route at El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Construction of an underground transmission line in the existing 60 kV 
ROW is not considered feasible due to the narrow existing easement, engineering issues with the steep 
hillside, and the presence of immediately adjacent residential properties.   

Alternatives to Trousdale Drive: SFPUC Water Facility ROW Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This route would follow the existing SFPUC water pipeline ROW from the 
Skyline corridor, through the Cities of Millbrae, San Bruno, and South San Francisco where it would 
join the proposed or an alternative alignment.  This alternative would diverge from the Proposed Route at 
Tower 12/82, following the existing SFPUC water pipeline ROW north-northeast to San Bruno Avenue, 
Sneath Lane, Junipero Serra Boulevard, or Serramonte Boulevard. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Use of the SFPUC easement would not be allowed by the SFPUC so it is 
infeasible for regulatory/permitting reasons. 

West of Existing Corridor, East of I-280 Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This 3.1-mile alternative from Ralston Substation to just north of Hayne Road 
would relocate both the 230 and 60 kV lines to the west to increase their distance from residences, 
remaining east of I-280 and on the SFPUC Peninsula Watershed.   

Rationale for Elimination.  The alternative would be infeasible because required permits could not be 
obtained within a reasonable period of time. Creates significant impacts to rare and valuable biological 
resources in sensitive serpentine grasslands, requiring Section 7 consultation and review.  Conflicts with 
the SFPUC’s Watershed Management Plan and the NPS’ scenic and recreational easement. 

West of Reservoirs Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This alternative would require construction of an underground 230 kV line 
or new 230 kV overhead towers to the west of the Crystal Springs Reservoirs and San Andreas Lake 
(on Peninsula Watershed lands), replacing nearly the entire southern segment of the proposed route.  
The 60 kV line would remain unchanged with this alternative. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Due to biological and cultural survey requirements, this alternative would 
not meet the objective of meeting electrical demand within the necessary timeframe of September 2005 
or summer 2006.  Establishes a new utility corridor in addition to the existing 60 kV line through unde-
veloped Watershed Lands, and conflicts with Watershed Management Plan WA6.  Creates much greater 
impacts to biological, cultural, and visual resources.   

Underwater Cable Alternative Segments to PG&E Route Option 1B 

Alternative Description.  PG&E proposed three possible route options for an Underwater Cable Alter-
native that would avoid crossing Crystal Springs Dam (and associated effects on biological and cultural 
resources).  The first option would require about 3,000 feet of cable and is considered a feasible option 
to allow Route Option 1B to cross the dam.  The second underwater cable option would be over 9,200 
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feet long, ending near the southern end of the Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir.  The third option would 
use over 12,000 feet of cable, following Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir, boring through the old 
Crystal Springs Dam (supporting Highway 92) to Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir, then exiting the 
reservoir on the eastern shore after traveling about half of the reservoir’s length.  Once out of the 
reservoirs, each of these options would continue along the PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative route.   

Rationale for Elimination.  The second and third options are eliminated from detailed EIR analysis.  
Presents potential inconsistencies with the Peninsula Watershed Plan and Caltrans permitting concerns. 
Long-term reliability of the underwater cable at 230 kV is uncertain since this high a voltage has never 
before been installed.  Long-term security of underwater cable splices at the depth of the reservoirs is 
not guaranteed, so it is not considered to be technically feasible at this time.   

Watershed Restoration Alternative  

Alternative Description.  This alternative was presented by the 280 Corridor Concerned Citizens 
Group (280 Citizens) in which the 230 kV underground line would instead follow PG&E’s 
Underground Route Option 1B Alternative route from Jefferson Substation to just south of Carolands 
Substation but much of the existing 60 kV line would be removed.   

Approximately 12.4 miles of the existing double circuit 60 kV line would be removed and area now 
served by that system would be served from other 60 kV substations and a new 12 kV system.  Ralston 
Substation would be served directly by the 230 kV circuit and new 230kV/12kV transformers would be 
installed.  Watershed, Carolands, and Crystal Springs Substations would be served from new 12 kV 
distribution lines from Ralston Substation.  These 12 kV lines would be installed completely 
underground, primarily following Skyline Boulevard/Cañada Road but also requiring construction 
through open space northwest of the Ralston Substation.  An underground/overhead transition station 
would be required near Skyline Boulevard and Crystal Springs Road to allow connection to the Crystal 
Springs Substation. 

Rationale for Elimination.  This alternative may not be legally considered under CEQA due to the 
required removal of the 60 kV system, which would be untouched with implementation of the Route 
Option 1B underground alternative.  In addition, it would create additional visual and biological impacts 
at the Ralston Substation, biological impacts from undergrounding the 12 kV line through sensitive 
habitat, and it would create reliability concerns resulting from elimination of a portion of the 60 kV 
system that serves all of San Mateo County.  One component of the WRA, the suggested transition 
station at Golf Course Drive, is evaluated in this Final EIR as a means of creating a hybrid alternative 
among the Route Option 1B, the Partial Underground Alternatives, and the Proposed Project.   

Hill/Nevin West of I-280, East of Reservoirs Alternative 

Alternative Description.  Using a general route description from San Mateo County Supervisors Jerry 
Hill and Mike Nevin as guidance, the Hill/Nevin West of I-280, East of Reservoirs Alternative was 
developed for purposes of analysis in this EIR.  At Trousdale Drive, the line would deviate from PG&E 
Route Option 1B and turn west on Trousdale Drive for less than 400 feet, entering the SFPUC 
Watershed and continuing north, just west of the I-280 and Skyline Boulevard, in existing service roads 
and trails east of San Andreas Lake.  The line would join Skyline Boulevard just south of Bryant Way 
in the City of San Bruno and continue along Skyline Boulevard to the Sneath Lane Transition Station 
Alternative.   

Rationale for Elimination.  Due to permitting requirements, this alternative would not achieve the 
objective of meeting electrical demand within the necessary timeframe of September 2005 or summer 
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2006.  It would establish a new utility corridor through Watershed Lands, in addition to the existing 60 
kV line in conflict with SFPUC policies.  Though the route would reduce some visual, and construction 
impacts and EMF concerns from the Route Option 1B near residences on Trousdale Drive and El 
Camino Real, the Hill/Nevin West of I-280, East of Reservoirs Alternative would create much greater 
impacts to biological, hydrological, cultural, and recreational resources.  Given the significant regu-
latory feasibility issues, as well as the additional environmental impacts, this alternative was eliminated 
from further analysis in this EIR. 

Transmission Line Route Alternatives — Northern Segment 

I-280 Northbound Ramp Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This underground alternative would diverge from the Proposed Project at the 
entrance/exit ramp of I-280 along San Bruno Avenue, proceed north adjacent to the northbound ramp to 
Sneath Lane, then east in Sneath Lane to the BART ROW where it would rejoin the proposed route 
within the City of San Bruno boundaries.  

Rationale for Elimination.  Significant regulatory feasibility issues in acquiring a variance from Caltrans 
and using the I-280 off-ramp.  Does not lessen any significant impacts of the Proposed Project; it simply 
re-locates them from San Bruno Avenue to Sneath Lane. 

PG&E’s Route Option 2A, El Camino North Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This underground alternative would diverge from the proposed route at the 
intersection of El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue, turning north in El Camino Real for about 3.7 
miles to Lawndale/McLellan Drive, rejoining the proposed route at that corner. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Using El Camino Real, a heavily used commercial highway, would create 
substantially greater construction impacts than the Proposed Project, which follows the BART ROW.  

PG&E’s Route Option 3B, BART North Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This underground alternative would diverge from the Proposed Project route 
by staying in the BART ROW, rather than turning east into Lawndale/McLellan.  It would remain in the 
BART ROW to Serramonte Boulevard, turning east to the corner of Serramonte and Hillside.  It would 
reduce construction, traffic and EMF concerns along Hillside and Lawndale/McLellan, 

Rationale for Elimination.  This alternative would create greater overall significant impacts from 
construction and traffic impacts to commercial properties along Serramonte Boulevard. Disturbs the 
historic funeral home/cemetery located just east of El Camino Real in Colma.  The Proposed Project 
impacts to El Camino High School can be mitigated by relocation of the proposed transmission line 
within McLellan DriveLawndale Boulevard. 

Mission/El Camino Real to A Street Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This underground alternative route would follow Mission Road/El Camino Real 
from Serramonte to A Street, turn east onto A Street and north onto Hillside Boulevard to Market Street, 
turn east on Market Street and rejoin the proposed route at the intersection of Orange Street and East Market 
Street.   

Rationale for Elimination.  Moves the impacts to other streets where impacts would be the same or 
greater.  A Street is very narrow and would result in location of the line in a residential area, creating con-
struction traffic disturbance and EMF concerns.  
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San Bruno Mountain Collocation Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This alternative route would follow the same route as the Proposed Project 
over San Bruno Mountain along the western portion of Guadalupe Canyon Parkway but would diverge 
from the proposed route by turning north and following the existing overhead 60 kV utility corridor 
into the Martin Substation.  This alternative would also require undergrounding the existing overhead 
power lines that traverse the northern face of San Bruno Mountain.  

Rationale for Elimination.  Similar to PG&E’s 1B with Underground 60 kV Line described in Section 
C.5.2.1 above, this suggested alternative would not be legal under CEQA Guidelines.  Placing both the 
proposed 230 kV line and the existing power lines underground in the power line easement over a portion 
of San Bruno Mountain is not considered to be within CEQA’s required “reasonable range of 
alternatives” and therefore this cannot be evaluated in the EIR.  The relocation of the existing lines 
(which have no relation to the Proposed Project) to an underground route as part of the Proposed Project 
is not a permissible alternative.  See Appendix 1, Section 4 for a more in-depth discussion of the legal 
feasibility conclusion. 

The Proposed Project involves the construction of a new 230 kV transmission line.  The existing lines 
are already in place, and thus is part of the environmental setting against which environmental impacts 
are judged.  The impacts of the Proposed Project do not include the effects of activities already 
occurring or facilities already in existence, such as the existing transmission and power lines.  The 230 
kV line could be installed over San Bruno Mountain without affecting the existing power and 
transmission lines in any way. 

In explaining the “rule of reason” by which alternatives are selected for evaluation, CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(f) states, “The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project.”  Because “the project” includes only the 230 kV 
line, and the effects of the project are limited to the impacts associated with the proposed 230 kV line, 
appropriate alternatives must be limited to those that could avoid or lessen the effects of the 230 kV 
transmission line.  CEQA does not permit the lead agency to try and “fix” or improve the existing 
environmental setting (i.e., in this situation, to relocate the existing overhead lines to an underground 
location) using a proposed change to the environment as a hook.  This alternative was not analyzed or 
carried through the tiering analysis since it is not a permissible alternative under CEQA Guidelines. 

Caltrain ROW Alternative 

Alternative Description.  This all-underground northern segment route could be used in conjunction 
with any of the southern segment alternative routes.  If used in conjunction with PG&E Route Option 
1B, the route would travel east in Trousdale Drive and connect to Caltrain ROW at Trousdale Drive, 
just east of El Camino Real, traveling north from there in the Caltrain ROW.  If used in conjunction 
with the Proposed Project starting near San Bruno Avenue and Huntington Avenue, the transmission 
line would be within the Caltrain ROW for approximately four miles.  The alternative would leave the 
Caltrain ROW at either the crossing of Van Waters and Rodgers Road or the point in the City of 
Brisbane where Bayshore Boulevard is immediately adjacent to the Caltrain ROW.  At either of these 
points, in the City of Brisbane, this alternative would then follow the route of the Modified 230 kV 
Underground Alternative to the Martin Substation.    

The Caltrain ROW between San Bruno Avenue and the Brisbane area currently has two tracks with two 
additional tracks being constructed in accordance with approved Caltrain expansion plans.  Given the 
planned 4-track development, the distance between the centerline of the outermost track and the edge of 
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the ROW would vary between 3 and 30 feet on either side of the JPB ROW.  In order for PG&E not to 
be affected by work restrictions that are required for railway safety, a 15-foot buffer space would have 
to be maintained between an active track and PG&E’s workers.  Therefore, even the areas with the 
greatest amount of space for transmission line work (30 feet) would provide only 15 feet of available 
space for trench installation and movement of PG&E construction vehicles without being within the 
restricted work areas.   

Rationale for Elimination.  This alternative would not meet two of the four project objectives.  First, 
reliability could not be ensured due to required compliance with rail safety work rules near the active 
tracks.  Given Caltrain’s planned four-track expansion and the 80-foot width of much of the ROW, the 
transmission line would have to be installed within 15 feet of active rail lines along many parts of the 
Caltrain route segment, requiring compliance with restricted access rules which would inhibit PG&E’s 
immediate response to line outages.  Second, this alternative would likely fail to achieve the objective 
of meeting electric demand by September 2005 or summer 2006 due to the especially difficult and 
complicated construction required in the constrained ROW.  In addition, there are two potentially 
significant technical feasibility concerns related to the Caltrain ROW Alternative: (a) lack of space in 
some portions of the ROW, (b) potential conflict with existing utilities, which includes potential 
interference between the line protection facilities and the railroad communication system and other 
utilities within the ROW.   

Other Transmission Alternatives 

San Mateo Substation to Martin Substation 

Alternative Description.  This alternative would consist of a new 230 kV underground cable constructed 
between San Mateo and Martin Substations following PG&E’s existing 230 kV underground route near 
Highway 101.  From the San Mateo Substation, it would cross the Coyote Point Recreation Area to the 
Highway 101 corridor, then parallel Highway 101 along Airport Boulevard/Old Bayshore Highway.  It 
would be within El Camino Real for 1.3 miles, then turn east for two blocks and then north into San 
Antonio/Huntington Avenues to Herman Street, into Linden Avenue and Baden Avenue, then north into 
Bayshore Boulevard to the Martin Substation.  At 14.3 miles, this alternative would have the shortest 
overall transmission line route of those considered. 

Rationale for Elimination.  No net reliability benefit because it still originated at the San Mateo 
Substation.  Does not connect Jefferson Substation to Martin Substation; therefore it would not satisfy 
the fourth project objective.  Feasibility concerns related to the availability of adequate space within the 
city streets, given that the existing 230 kV transmission line is already located there and there are also 
other underground utilities.  Cultural resource impacts may be greater than for the Proposed Project, because 
areas nearer to the San Francisco Bay have greater sensitivity from past land uses.  Potential for encoun-
tering contamination would be greater. 

Moraga Substation to Potrero or Embarcadero Substations 

Alternative Description.  In this “cross-bay” alternative, an approximately 20-mile 230 kV circuit would be 
constructed to connect PG&E’s Moraga and Potrero Substations using an existing overhead transmission corridor 
from Moraga Substation (in Contra Costa County) to Claremont Substation (Oakland) where the overhead 
route would transition to underground.  From Claremont Substation the underground line would follow the 
following streets: Broadway, Shafter, Forest, Claremont, Telegraph, and 40th Street.  It would then follow 
Emery Street and Peralta Street to 7th Street, which would be followed to the San Francisco Bay.   
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There are four options for crossing the San Francisco Bay: (a) run the cable through the BART service 
tunnel; (b) hang the cables from the Bay Bridge (new bridge in east half; existing bridge in west half); 
(c) install a submarine cable across the Bay; or (d) use a combination of hanging on the Bay Bridge and 
a submarine cable.  Within the CCSF after the Bay crossing, the route would travel 3.3 miles south along 
The Embarcadero, turn west onto King Street, southwest onto 3rd Street, and south onto Illinois Street 
to the corner of 23rd Street.  Potrero Substation is located at 23rd Street and Illinois Street.  The option 
terminating at Embarcadero Substation would end at First and Folsom Streets. 

Rationale for Elimination.  PG&E has stated that it is not technically feasible to add another 230 kV 
line to the Embarcadero Substation, so this substation option was eliminated.  The Moraga-Potrero Alter-
native would be regulatorily infeasible due to the likely inability to obtain permission to construct from 
BCDC, Caltrans, or BART (the three agencies with jurisdiction over bay crossing options) within a 
reasonable period of time.  The following constraints were identified to the bay crossing options:  

• Submarine Cable Crossing.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has stated that a bay crossing would 
be feasible according to its regulations but that installation would have to allow dredging operations.  An 
electric cable installed across the San Francisco Bay would also require a permit from the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), which must consider whether a feasible upland 
alternative exists to avoid a bay crossing.  Because other alternatives clearly exist, the BCDC would 
be unlikely to permit a bay crossing in a reasonable period of time within the project objective time-
frame (BCDC, 2003). 

• Bay Bridge Crossing.  If the Bay Bridge were used to support the line, the crossing would require 
that Caltrans grant an exception to its longitudinal encroachment policy, which is considered to be 
unlikely.  Also, the timeline and coordination with the Bay Bridge Retrofit Project could conflict 
with this project. 

• Installation of Cable within Existing BART Tunnel.  According to BART staff, it would be 
technically possible to install a high voltage line in one of the BART tunnels, but there are serious 
BART concerns about loss of needed space in tunnels and about safety risks created. 

Sobrante Substation to Potrero or Embarcadero Substations 

Alternative Description.  This route would start at PG&E’s Sobrante Substation in Contra Costa County, 
traveling south for approximately 3.3 miles to join the Moraga line just north of the City of Orinda.  
From that point the route would turn west and would be identical to the Moraga route described above.  

Rationale for Elimination.  The feasibility concerns related to this alternative are the same as those for 
the Moraga to Potrero Alternative.  Due to the infeasibility of the Bay crossing, this alternative was elim-
inated from full analysis in this EIR. 

Jefferson to Various Substations 

Alternative Description.  The routes considered in this alternative would be the same as the Proposed 
Project through San Mateo County but would terminate north of Martin Substation in the CCSF.  This 
alternative includes potential termination points at four PG&E Substations: Hunters Point Substation, 
Potrero Substation, Embarcadero Substation, Bayshore Substation, and Mission Substation. Only the 
Jefferson to Potrero/Hunters Point option is feasible because of space constraints. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Mission, Embarcadero, and Bayshore Substations are infeasible due to space 
constraints.  None of the substations analyzed in this alternative would reduce or avoid significant impacts 
of the Proposed Project, but rather there would be increased construction disturbance due to the greater 
length of these routes.  
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Non-Wires Alternatives 

New Generation Alternatives: Potrero Unit 7  

Alternative Description. Mirant Corporation filed an Application for Certification (AFC) with the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) on May 31, 2000 for the proposed Potrero Unit 7 project, a 
540 MW natural gas-fired, combined cycle power generating facility in San Francisco.  CEC staff’s 
Final Staff Assessment was completed in February 2002 and recommended that the Energy Commission 
license the Potrero Power Plant Unit 7 Project with mitigation that included replacement of the 
proposed once-through cooling system with an alternative cooling system and air quality mitigation to 
reduce local diesel emissions from buses and trucks.  In May 2003, Mirant stated that it would file an 
AFC amendment to propose use of hybrid cooling and eliminate the previously proposed once-through 
cooling system.  Other concerns about the effects of Potrero Unit 7 relate to public health, safety, and 
environmental justice due to visual impacts, emissions, and noise from operation of the power plant in 
an area of disproportionate minority population.  In July 2003, Mirant Corporation filed for Chapter 11 
bankruptcy protection.  It is unclear whether this action will affect Potrero.  On November 5, 2003, 
Mirant requested that the CEC suspend the Unit 7 proceeding. 

Another option for new generation in the CCSF would be use of four 45 MW gas turbines to be pro-
vided to the CCSF by the Williams Energy Company.  The City expects to file an Application for Cer-
tification with the CEC, the CEQA lead agency, by the end of 2003.  The City expects the generators 
could be operational in 2005 (preliminary schedule). 

Rationale for Elimination.  The new generation alternatives have not been approved, and there is no 
guarantee that they will be approved.  If approved, construction would take at least two years, so these 
alternatives could not meet the objective of meeting electric demand in 2005/2006.  Also, construction 
of either power plant would likely allow retirement of the Hunters Point Power Plant, so the net benefit 
to the San Francisco Peninsula would be greatly reduced. 

These power plant alternatives do not connect the Jefferson and Martin Substations, so they do not satisfy the 
fourth project objective.  There are regulatory feasibility constraints to project(s) approval.  While these 
constraints with Potrero Unit 7 have been primarily related to the previously proposed once-through 
cooling system, it remains to be seen what other issues may arise from evaluation of the new cooling system 
proposal.  There may be siting constraints associated with placing the Williams turbines in the CCSF. 

Renewable Resource Alternatives: Solar, Wind, and Tidal Technologies 

Alternatives Description. The principal renewable electricity generation technologies are wind, solar, and 
tidal energy.  In all cases, large amounts of land or underwater habit would be required to meet the 
project objectives.  Transmission of the power generated by these technologies would also be required. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Except for increasing diversity, renewable resource alternatives do not meet 
the stated project objectives.  There are reliability concerns with wind and solar technology because of the 
need for a consistent wind or solar source.  The extensive land required to generate enough wind or 
solar electricity to meet demand is not available in the project area, and new transmission would be 
required from an out-of-area source, creating biological, visual, land use, and cultural impacts similar 
to those of the Proposed Project.  Tidal technology is not yet a feasible technology on the scale required 
to replace the Jefferson-Martin project.  There are substantial cost and regulatory hurdles to overcome 
before they can provide substantial amounts of power.   
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System Enhancement Alternatives: Distributed Generation and Demand-side 
Management 

Alternatives Description. Distributed Generation (DG) is defined as “generation, storage, or demand-
side management devices, measures, and/or technologies connected to the distribution level of the 
transportation and distribution grid, usually located at or near the intended place of use” and could 
include technologies including microturbines, internal combustion engines, combined heat and power 
(CHP) applications, fuel cells, photovoltaics and other solar energy systems, wind, landfill gas, digester 
gas and geothermal power generation technologies.  To the extent that it is established, DG either can 
act to reduce the load on the PG&E system or can be applied as additional system generation.   

Demand-side management programs are designed to reduce customer energy consumption.  Regulatory 
requirements dictate that both supply-side and demand-side resource options should be considered in a 
utility's plan to acquire lowest cost resources.  One goal of these programs is to reduce overall electricity 
use.  Some programs also attempt to shift such energy use to off-peak periods.   

Rationale for Elimination.  DG would not provide a means for PG&E to meet its objectives for the 
project because of the comparatively small capacity of DG systems and the relatively high cost.  A 
number of serious barriers, including technical issues, business practices, and regulatory policies, make 
interconnection to the electrical grid for small generators difficult.  Broad use of distributed resources 
would likely require regulatory support and technological improvements.  Lengthy local permitting 
processes would make it unlikely to construct sufficient quantities of DG within the timeframe required 
for the Proposed Project.   

Integrated Resource Alternatives 

Alternatives Description. An integrated resources alternative could be made up of several components, 
rather than consideration of only a single transmission line project.  Taken together and if implemented, 
they would diversify the system and would add needed capacity. The components could include a 
combination of demand-side management, transmission system upgrades, development of solar power 
and other renewables, distributed generation, and new generating facilities or cogeneration facilities.  
This type of integrated resources planning is being implemented by the CCSF, with the combination of 
its Electricity Plan and the Williams turbines discussed above. 

Rationale for Elimination.  Despite aggressive planning efforts by the CCSF, even if implemented by 
the 2005 to 2006 timeframe, these options would not supply sufficient power (or energy savings) to 
allow elimination of the Jefferson-Martin Project.  This alternative does not connect Jefferson Substation 
to Martin Substation, and therefore does not satisfy the fourth project objective.  The configuration of 
the options implemented would determine overall effects of this alternative.  Each of these components 
is technically feasible, and each could be implemented on a limited scale in CCSF and northern San 
Mateo County.  However, each also has environmental and regulatory obstacles to their implemen-
tation.  The combination of these alternatives would have no fewer obstacles than they would individually. 

3.  Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Impact Assessment Methodology.  The analysis of environmental impacts is based upon the environ-
mental setting applicable to each resource/issue and the manner in which the construction, operation 
and maintenance of the Proposed Project or alternatives would affect the environmental setting and 
related resource conditions.  In accordance with CEQA requirements and guidelines, the impact assessment 
methodology also considers the following three topics: (1) the regulatory setting, and evaluates whether 
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the Proposed Project or alternatives would be consistent with adopted federal, State and local regulations 
and guidelines, (2) growth-inducing impacts, and (3) cumulative impacts.  Regulatory compliance issues are 
discussed in each resource/issue area section.  The EIR document is organized according to the following 
major issue area categories:  
 

• Land Use 
• Visual Resources 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Public Health & Safety 

• Recreation 
• Air Quality 
• Noise  
• Transportation & Traffic 
• Socioeconomics 
• Public Services & Utilities 
 

In order to provide for a comprehensive and systematic evaluation of potential environmental conse-
quences to the resource/issue areas, the environmental impact assessments for the Proposed Project and 
alternatives are based upon a classification system, with the following four associated definitions: 

Class I: Significant impact; cannot be mitigated to a level that is not significant 

Class II: Significant impact; can be mitigated to a level that is not significant 

Class III: Adverse impact, less than significant 

Class IV: Beneficial impacts 

In a number of instances, PG&E has proposed measures to reduce impacts to potentially affected resources 
or areas.  These types of actions are termed ‘Applicant-Proposed Measures’ in the EIR and are con-
sidered in the impact assessment as part of PG&E’s Proposed Project description.  As such, these measures 
are different from CEQA mitigation measures, described below. 

Mitigation Measures.  The EIR describes feasible measures that could minimize significant adverse impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15226.4).  Within each issue area, mitigation measures are recommended 
where environmental effects could be substantially minimized.  Since some reviewing agencies require 
a demonstration of reduction of impacts to the maximum extent possible, mitigation measures have been 
identified for all classes of impacts (except beneficial impacts).  The mitigation measures recommended 
by this study have been identified in the impact assessment sections of the EIR and are presented in 
Mitigation Monitoring Program tables at the end of the analysis for each resource/issue area. 

The major findings of the EIR analysis are summarized below according to resource issue area.  Regu-
latory issues pertinent to each resource are identified, along with a summary of the primary Class I 
(significant, unmitigable) and Class II (significant, mitigable) impacts that would be expected from the 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  Comparative effects of the alternatives are also 
provided.  Impact findings and mitigation measures for the Proposed Project and alternatives are sum-
marized in Tables ES-4 and ES-5, at the end of this Executive Summary. 

3.1  Land Use 

3.1.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  The analysis finds that the overhead portion of the Proposed Project would conflict 
with San Mateo County General Plan policies related to biological resources and visual quality, and 
would conflict with the County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance and Heritage Tree Ordinance, the SFPUC’s 
Watershed Plan, and the NPS easements.  Within the Edgewood County Park and Pulgas Ridge Open 
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Space Preserve, the Proposed Project would require conversion of lands purchased with the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund out of recreational use, which would conflict with the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act and according to the NPS would require a permit for conversion of land for 
non-recreational use, along with any required permit conditions.  The proposed transition station site in 
the City of San Bruno would also conflict with future development planned for that site.  Other land use 
impacts would be related to construction disturbances because there is a potential for construction 
activities and staging areas to disrupt maintenance activities on SFPUC Watershed Lands or cause a 
temporary nuisance in nearby residential areas.   

Mitigation measures identified in the analyses for Biological Resources would mitigate the impacts related to 
San Mateo County policy conflicts, but significant visual impacts would create policy conflicts.  To mitigate 
the potential impact on SFPUC maintenance activities and nearby residences, PG&E would be required to 
coordinate construction activities on Watershed Lands with the SFPUC and provide advance notification 
of affected property owners of work.  Other mitigation would provide a complaints coordinator, with pro-
cedures to be established for responding to complaints.  For disrupted access, PG&E would be required to 
lay a crossing trench upon demand when alternative access is unavailable, and to provide alternative parking 
arrangements for businesses with off-street parking lots that would be blocked during construction.  With 
these mitigation measures, these would be adverse but not significant land use impacts relating to an 
underground crossing of the San Andreas Fault creating a seismic and reliability risk.  

Mitigating the conflict with the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act would require selecting a 
project alternative for the southernmost segment of the Proposed Project or requiring NPS approval 
with any attached conditions.  The only approach available to mitigate the land use conflict created by 
the proposed transition station would be to select one of the alternative transition station locations.  The 
proposed transition station site creates a significant and unmitigable impact.  

Underground Segment.  Construction disturbances would also occur to residences, businesses, and 
schools throughout the underground portion of the alignment.  Trench construction could also create 
temporary disruptions in access to properties or require minor detours, though it is not anticipated that 
access would be precluded at any location.  The mitigation measures identified for the overhead segment 
would be applicable to the underground segment.  With the mitigation measures, the land use impacts 
for the underground segment would be reduced to a level that would not be significant.   

3.1.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  This all-underground alternative segment would avoid conflicts with San Mateo County 
tree ordinances and visual quality policies and would substantially reduce the conflicts with the County’s 
biological resources policies that are identified for the Proposed Project.  It would also avoid the 
potential conflict with SFPUC maintenance activities because it would be located entirely within paved 
roadways.  It could, however, conflict with Watershed Plan policies depending on the method of 
crossing the Crystal Springs Dam.  Construction impacts would be greater than those of the Proposed 
Project because of the continuous trenching in roadways; however, much of this activity would not be 
near residences or other sensitive receptors.  This alternative would eliminate the significant impact 
related to the transition station site since it would be entirely underground and would connect to the 
proposed route at El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue.  With measures similar to those identified for 
the Proposed Project, all other land use impacts could be reduced to a level that would be less than 
significant. 
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Partial Underground Alternative.  The Partial Underground Alternative would reduce conflicts with local 
visual quality policies, but this benefit would be offset by greater biological impacts for the underground 
work.  With measures similar to those identified for the Proposed Project, all land use impacts, except 
for the impact related to the proposed transition station, could be reduced to a level that would be less than 
significant.  This alternative would not eliminate the significant visual and land use impacts related to 
the transition station site since, like the proposed route, it would extend to San Bruno Avenue and 
Skyline Boulevard.  However, any of the three transition station alternatives (see below under Northern 
Segment and Transition Station Alternatives) would eliminate those impacts. 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives would allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern area alternatives: 

• Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives.  The two optional locations for the Trousdale 
Drive Transition Tower would be within SFPUC Peninsula Watershed Lands, in unincorporated 
San Mateo County.  Because of the SFPUC jurisdiction, either location could result in policy 
conflict impacts with respect to County visual quality and biological resources policies and tree 
ordinances.  With implementation of mitigation measures protecting sensitive habitat and trees, and 
measures for visual screening, the potentially significant land use impacts would be reduced to a 
level that would be less than significant.  

• Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative.  This transition station site would be located 
on an undeveloped site at the intersection of Hayne Road, Golf Course Drive, and Skyline 
Boulevard, in unincorporated San Mateo County.  Construction of this alternative station would not 
result in disturbances or disrupted access to adjacent land uses because of its isolated location.  This 
location could result in policy conflict impacts with respect to County visual quality policies and 
tree ordinances, but it would not result in biological resources policy conflicts. With 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures, all land use impacts could be reduced to a 
level that would be less than significant. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Because all of the Northern Area alternatives would be entirely underground, they would have the same 
types of impacts identified for the Proposed Project, with variations in degree of construction impacts.  
Because most of the northern segment alternatives were developed to avoid impacts to adjacent and 
established land uses, they would generally result in reduced construction impacts in comparison to the 
Proposed Project. 

Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition station:  

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative (with all route alignments). The West of Skyline 
Transition Station would avoid the conflict with planned future development that was identified for 
the proposed transition station; however, impacts to Peninsula Watershed and San Mateo County 
policies related to biological resources and visual quality would occur, as would impacts related to tree 
ordinances.  With measures identified for the Proposed Project, all land use impacts could be 
reduced to a level that would be less than significant.  

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative (with all route alignments). The Sneath Lane 
Transition Station would avoid the conflict with planned future development that was identified for 
the proposed transition station, and it would minimize impacts related to the land use compatibility 
because the transition station would be adjacent to the Sneath Lane Substation.  With measures 
identified for the Proposed Project, all land use impacts could be reduced to a level that would be 
less than significant. 
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• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  The Glenview Drive Transition Tower site was 
recommended by the City of San Bruno to avoid the significant conflicts with planned future land 
uses at the location of the Proposed Project transition station.  The Glenview Drive Transition 
Tower would be generally compatible with an adjacent public utility (water supply tank) and 
isolated from other neighboring uses.  Because it would be compatible with surrounding land uses 
and with San Bruno General Plan policies, all land use impacts would be less than significant.   

Cherry Avenue Alternative. By avoiding businesses that would otherwise be affected by disruptions or 
nuisances during construction, this alternative would minimize impacts to adjacent land uses.  With 
mitigation, all land use impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative.  This alternative would result in a new land use impacts not 
identified for the Proposed Project, by disrupting the use of a large commercial long-term parking lot in 
South San Francisco used by air travelers flying out of San Francisco International Airport and 
disrupting access to hotels in South San Francisco.  As mitigation, PG&E would need to compensate 
the parking lot owner for lost income, to mitigate this impact and PG&E would need to make 
arrangements with the affected hotels to provide them with continuous access through construction.  
The Modified Existing 230 kV alternative would also result in similar construction-related impacts to 
those identified for the Proposed Project, though it would result in an overall reduced degree of 
disturbance given that it is nearly four miles shorter than the Proposed Project’s underground segment.  
With mitigation, all land use impacts would be less than significant.  Several of the six route options 
considered for this alternative would further reduce land use impacts by avoiding the airport parking lot 
and minimizing disturbance to commercial activities and parking lots. 

Route Option 4B: East Market Street Alternative.  By avoiding residences that would otherwise be 
affected by disruptions or nuisances during construction, this alternative would minimize impacts to adja-
cent land uses.  With mitigation, all land use impacts, including impacts to nearby schools, would be less 
than significant. 

Junipero Serra Alternative.  By avoiding a substantial number of properties that would otherwise be 
affected by disruptions or nuisances during construction, this alternative would minimize impacts to 
adjacent land uses.  With mitigation, all land use impacts would be less than significant.  

No Project Alternative 

Construction of new generation and transmission system upgrades would create noise, dust, and traffic 
disturbance to nearby land uses.  If electric service were curtailed, existing land uses (including residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses) would incur inconvenience, at the least, and possible financial losses 
with potential effects on future area growth. 

3.2  Visual Resources 

3.2.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  The overhead segment of the Proposed Project would be located in highly scenic 
corridor along I-280, with extended views of the Coast Range and the SFPUC’s water storage 
reservoirs.  Visual impacts from transmission facilities represent long-term changes to the aesthetic 
environment where overhead facilities are proposed.  Because there is an existing 60 kV power line in 
the corridor where the Proposed Project would be constructed, impacts are assessed in terms of the 
incremental increase in visual impact that would be created by the Proposed Project.  Installation of the 
overhead portion of the Proposed Project would result in the long-term visibility of larger transmission 
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structures, increasing the industrial character to the existing landscape.  Of the 18 key viewpoints that 
were established along the overhead portion of the Proposed Project, five would be exposed to significant, 
unmitigable visual changes. These significant impacts would occur at Edgewood County Park, from the 
I-280 southbound vista point, which has a panoramic view of the area, and from residential areas that 
line the eastern edge of the corridor (the San Mateo Highlands and areas of the Town of Hillsborough 
and City of Burlingame).  In addition, the proposed transition station at the west end of San Bruno 
Avenue is identified as a significant visual impact due to its introduction of industrial character and 
prominent structures to a scenic corridor with nearby residential and recreational use.   

Potentially significant visual changes are identified at 8 other key observation points.  In these areas 
mitigation measures are recommended to would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  Mitigation 
measures include the identification of specific locations where the elimination and/or relocation of 
specific towers would reduce visibility of the transmission line, recommended painting of towers with 
appropriate colors that would blend with the immediate surroundings, and use of steel poles rather than 
lattice towers (as proposed by PG&E).  Mitigation of construction impacts would be accomplished 
through screening of construction activities from nearby residences with temporary screening fencing.  
Mitigation in the form of additional vegetative screening is also recommended for the proposed transition 
station, although this mitigation would not eliminate the significant impact of the structure. 

The Proposed Project would also cause short-term visual impacts associated with the visibility of project 
construction equipment, materials, and personnel as well as construction staging areas.  However, due to the 
relatively short duration of project construction, these impacts would constitute adverse, but not significant 
visual impacts.  

Underground Segment.  The underground portion of the Proposed Project would be located beneath 
existing paved streets or transportation rights-of-way.  No significant visual impacts are identified in 
this segment, and no mitigation measures are recommended. 

3.2.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B. Route Option 1B would be entirely underground within paved roads, except for one 
option for the crossing of Crystal Springs Dam.  While the original If an overhead crossing of Crystal 
Springs Dam would create significant visual impacts due to the installation of two new transition 
structures, is required, a modified overhead crossing option has been identified to eliminate potentially 
significant visual impacts.  the two transition structures (one north and one south of the dam) would 
result in significant visual impacts because of their introduction of complex industrial features into the 
natural landscape around the dam.  Vegetative screening is proposed as a measure to mitigate this 
impact but it would not be reduced to a level that would be less than significant.  Implementation of the 
modified overhead crossing, however, would require only one transition structure in a location that 
would cause no adverse impacts. Proper vegetative screening would further reduce the visual impact of 
the modified overhead crossing.   

Partial Underground Alternative. The Partial Underground Alternative would modify the proposed 
route to avoid visual and other impacts in four sensitive areas: in Edgewood Park and Pulgas Ridge 
Preserve, and adjacent to three residential areas (San Mateo Highlands, Town of Hillsborough, and 
Burlingame).  This alternative would eliminate significant visual impacts in each of those four locations 
along the proposed route.  However, it would also create new significant impacts by introducing new 
transmission towers and transition structures in four areas (along Cañada Road near Edgewood Road, at 
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the crossing of I-280 at the Carolands Substation, and at two of the four transition structure locations 
adjacent to the Town of Hillsborough).  The locations of the two transition structures north and south of 
San Mateo Creek were modified in Final EIR mitigation measures as a result of comments on the Draft 
EIR.  The transition tower originally located at Tower 6/37 has been relocated to just north of Tower 
6/36, and the transition tower originally at the proposed location of Tower 7/39 has been relocated so it 
would be 100 feet north of its proposed location and at least 100 feet from any residence.  However, 
the The significant visual impacts created by the Partial Underground of the aAlternative would be 
more than offset by the beneficial removal of towers from Edgewood Park, the Pulgas Ridge Preserve, 
and the Burlingame residential area, as well as the undergrounding of the line adjacent to Hillsborough 
and San Mateo Highlands residences. 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives would allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern area alternatives: 

• Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives.  The two optional locations for the Trousdale 
Drive Transition Tower would introduce industrial features to the Watershed Lands, in a 
predominantly natural setting lacking such features.  In either case, however, the tower would 
cause less than significant impacts because it would not be visible to the public because there is no 
public visual access to this area.  With effective implementation of structure painting and 
landscaping, the impact would be further reduced. 

• Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative.  Although the freeway and overpass would be 
immediately adjacent to this alternative location of the transition station, between Golf Course 
Drive and the Hayne Road off-ramp, this location would be visible to motorists from the golf 
course and patrons of the golf course.  The resulting visual impact would be potentially significant, 
but mitigable to less than significant levels with implementation of structure painting and the 
strategic planting of new trees.  If this transition station alternative is implemented with the Partial 
Underground Alternative, it would eliminate a significant visual impact related to the transition 
structure near Carolands Substation. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition station:  

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative. The West of Skyline Transition Station would 
introduce a complex industrial feature adjacent to Skyline Boulevard and the San Andreas Trail, 
where there are no other industrial features except for the existing 60 kV transmission line.  The 
resulting visual impact would be potentially significant, but mitigable to less than significant levels 
by installing vegetative screening for the lower portion of the facility, and by considering 
installation of a transition pole rather than a station.  

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative. The addition of the transition facilities next to the Sneath 
Lane Substation would add industrial features to an already industrial setting containing similar features, 
with limited public visual access.  Effective implementation of screening and landscaping would 
further reduce the potential visual impact by ensuring that a majority of the complex industrial forms are 
screened from public view; the impact would be less than significant. 

• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative. Placement of the transition facilities in the tree-
lined divider between Skyline Boulevard and Glenview Drive would allow the station to be 
obstructed from the vision of most motorists.  The resulting visual impact would be adverse and 
less than significant. With effective implementation of structure painting and landscaping, the 
impact would be further reduced. 
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Underground Transmission Line Routes.  There are six underground transmission line routes that are 
evaluated in the EIR (Sneath Lane, Westborough Boulevard, Cherry Avenue, Modified Existing 230 
kV, Route Option 4B – East Market Street, and Junipero Serra).  The underground routes would not be 
visible during project operation and no long-term visual impacts would occur.  The only visual impact 
would be during construction when equipment and materials would be visible, especially at staging 
areas.  However, all impacts would be short-term and less than significant.   

No Project Alternative 

To the extent that visual impacts would result from the upgrades to the PG&E transmission system, 
impacts would be adverse but less than significant.  Installation of the four CCSF turbines may result in 
significant adverse visual impacts.  However, given that the proposed locations for the turbines are more 
industrial and urban in character compared to the Proposed Project, it is anticipated that the resulting visual 
impacts would be less than those of the Proposed Project and easier to mitigate.  

3.3  Biological Resources 

3.3.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment. The overhead segment of the Proposed Project is located in a corridor with high 
biological sensitivity with the SFPUC Peninsula Watershed and serpentine grasslands.  Activities related 
to the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project may cause direct and indirect 
impacts to sensitive vegetation types and special status plant species.  Impacts to Biological Resources 
would range from temporary to permanent in duration.  The following impacts would result from the 
overhead segment of the Proposed Project: 

• Temporary and/or Permanent Loss of Sensitive Vegetation Communities.  The Proposed Project 
could result in permanent loss and/or temporary disturbance to sensitive plant communities and 
special status species.  Specific issues considered under this impact topic include impacts of invasive 
species, wetlands and riparian vegetation effects, and effects to serpentine grasslands and special 
status species.  Surface disturbance to non-sensitive and wide ranging plant communities (e.g., 
annual grassland plant communities) are generally considered less than significant, whereas surface 
disturbance to highly sensitive plant communities (e.g., serpentine grassland in the vicinity of Edge-
wood Park and Preserve) would be considered a potentially significant impact, mitigable to less 
than significant levels even with implementation of mitigation.   

• Loss of or Damage to Trees.  A limited number of trees would be permanently removed or trimmed 
to install the new tower footings.   

• Erosion and Sedimentation.  Erosion and sedimentation can temporarily or permanently damage 
vegetation communities by removing or substantially disrupting surface soil layers.  Drainages, wetlands, 
and riparian areas could be substantially degraded by the accumulation of sediments and alteration of 
natural hydrologic characteristics.   

• Wildlife Habitat Removal.  Wildlife habitat removal includes activities such as:  (1) ground surface 
grading and blading, (2) tree or shrub removal, (3) tree trimming, or (4) scraping of road surfaces 
that disturbs surface and subsurface soils.  Each of these activities could effectively remove existing 
habitat, thereby reducing its availability to local wildlife populations.   

• Wildlife Disturbance from Human Presence.  Indirect impacts on wildlife could occur as a result 
of noise and increased human presence throughout the project area, with heaviest concentrations 
occurring during access to and construction at tower locations, during stringing of the line, and at 
construction staging and pulling areas.   
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• Direct Wildlife Mortality.  Direct loss of small mammals, reptiles, and other less mobile species 
could result primarily from the use of construction vehicles during stringing of the line, and use of 
other construction or maintenance vehicles within the 100-foot ROW.  Clearing, grading, excavat-
ing and/or burying habitats could also lead to mortality of small mammals, reptiles, and nesting birds 
with eggs or young. 

• Bird Electrocution and Tower/Line Collisions.  Bird electrocutions could occur at the Jefferson 
and Ralston Substations or with any low voltage power lines (less than 69 kV) associated with these 
substations, where conductors are closer together than 80 inches (the wingspan of the largest North 
American raptor or waterfowl).  Bird collisions with power lines generally occur when:  (1) a power 
line or other aerial structure transects a daily flight path used by a concentration of birds, and 
(2) migrants are traveling at reduced altitudes and encounter tall structures in their path.  The potential 
for bird collisions with the Proposed Project’s power lines or substation facilities occurs in all areas 
of the overhead transmission line, and is greatest in those locations that are near the open water and 
wetlands associated with Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoirs and San Andreas Lake.  

• Habitat Removal or Disturbance of Special Status Wildlife Species.  Of 37 special status wildlife 
species identified as potentially occurring within the Proposed Project area, only 29 are considered 
to potentially be adversely impacted by the Proposed Project, due to the location of documented 
sightings, individual habitat requirements, and the species’ nature and susceptibility to disturbance.   

With the exception of surface disturbance to highly sensitive plant communities (e.g., serpentine grassland 
in the vicinity of Edgewood Park and Preserve,), which is a significant impact even with mitigation, aAll other 
potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation.  
Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts to wildlife, including requirements for pre-
construction wildlife surveys, use of exclusion flagging or fencing to mark and protect sensitive wildlife 
habitat and other vegetation, implementing a Worker Environmental Awareness Program for construction 
crews, surveys for nesting raptors, and bird electrocution and collision protection requirements.   

Mitigation measures present specific protective requirements for the following special status wildlife species:  
Edgewood Blind and Edgewood Park Microblind Harvestman, Bay Checkerspot Butterfly, Mission Blue 
Butterfly, San Bruno Elfin Butterfly, Callippe Silverspot Butterfly, Ricksecker’s Water Scavenger Beetle, 
California Tiger Salamander, California Red-Legged Frog, San Francisco Garter Snake, Western Pond 
Turtle, nesting songbirds, raptor species, special statustree roosting bats (Pallid Bat, Long-Eared 
Myotis, Long-Legged Myotis), and the San Francisco Dusky-Footed Woodrat. 

Underground Segment.  The underground transmission line portion of the Proposed Project route is 
generally located within a heavily urbanized and developed area.  With the exception of the disturbed non-
native grassland along the BART ROW construction areas, no wildlife habitats would be directly affected 
by the underground portion of the alignment.  Indirect impacts, including fugitive dust emissions, could 
occur to potentially suitable habitat for special status butterflies in the San Bruno Mountain area.  This 
potential impact, however, will be mitigated to less than significant levels with implementation of dust 
and erosion control measures. 

3.3.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B - Underground.  Most construction of this alternative would occur within paved roadways, 
no overhead towers would be constructed or removed, and no new conductors and fiber optic wires 
would present collision potential for birds.  Therefore, this alternative would greatly reduce the effects 
of the Proposed Project on biological resources.  There are several options presented to avoid sensitive 
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California red-legged frog (CRLF) habitat and associated vegetation on the Crystal Springs Dam.  
Among five six options for crossing the dam, PG&E has suggested use of an approximately 3,000-foot 
underwater cable to bypass the dam and its population of CRLF.  The cable would diverge from 
Cañada Road south and north of the dam and would be installed down the bank and into the lake.  CPUC 
staff developed a the sixth option of an overhead transmission line segment across San Mateo Creek.  
This overhead option would limit construction to existing roadways and would not impact any 
vegetation communities, except at two transition stations connecting conductors at the San Mateo Creek 
Gorge.  While this alternative would likely result in permanent and temporary impacts to vegetation, 
surveys did not identify rare plants or sensitive plant communities and wildlife at these locations.  In 
addition, PG&E has suggested a modified overhead crossing of San Mateo Creek east of the dam that 
would avoid impact to CRLF at the dam; impacts of this crossing would be less than those of the original 
overhead crossing.  Effective application of the mitigation developed for vegetation and wildlife impacts 
resulting from the Proposed Project would reduce potential impacts of this alternative to less than 
significant levels. 

Partial Underground Alternative. The overhead transmission line portions of this alternative would 
result in similar types of impacts and require the same mitigation as those described for the Proposed 
Project.  Impacts would still occur in Edgewood Park, but from tower removal only (no new towers 
would be installed), so the significant impact of the Proposed Project would not occur with this alternative.  
An overhead portion of the alternative route would pass through an area known as “The Triangle” 
(bounded by Edgewood Road, Cañada Road, and Interstate 280), that contains sensitive plant species.  
With recommended mitigation to locate towers outside of sensitive habitat, impacts are mitigable to less 
than significant levels.  The underground segments of the Partial Underground Alternative would result 
in trenching activities in areas that are known to support serpentine grassland habitat, adjacent to the 
residential areas of San Mateo Highlands and the Town of Hillsborough.  The underground 
transmission line would be installed within existing dirt roads that parallel the existing 60 kV power line 
corridor, but temporary construction disturbance would extend into undisturbed areas east and west of the 
existing road.  Temporary impacts to serpentine grasslands would result from removal of existing 
vegetation, and could result from vegetation trampling associated with foot and vehicular traffic.  These 
temporary impacts to the serpentine grasslands would affect areas of special status species that are known 
to occur in this vicinity, including plants such as fragrant fritillary, fountain thistle, and Marin western 
flax, and wildlife such as the Bay checkerspot butterfly.  Mitigation specific to this alternative would 
restrict the ROW in these sensitive areas to a 40-foot wide corridor, where possible, in order to reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant.   

Trenching could result in permanent impacts to serpentine grasslands both within and adjacent to the areas 
being trenched by altering the existing soil conditions (i.e., soil composition and compaction) and the 
existing hydrology (i.e., existing surface and groundwater flow, erosion, sedimentation).  Measures specific 
to reestablishing the pre-existing soil and vegetation conditions following trenching (e.g., proper 
compaction, topsoil replacement, revegetation with native seed mix, vegetation success monitoring) 
would be necessary to reduce these potential impacts to less than significant. 

The Partial Underground Alternative also includes a route segment that would follow a new corridor west 
of I-280 in order to eliminate the existing and proposed towers from the area adjacent to residences in 
Burlingame.  This alternative route segment would avoid serpentine grasslands, as well as move the route 
away from residences.  However, the access to this alternative route segment is poor; and existing older dirt 
roads would need to be widened and improved, new tower sites developed, and conductor pull sites cleared.  
As a result, despite avoiding the serpentine area that would be affected by removal and construction of the 
four towers west of Burlingame, this alternative segment would create substantially greater disturbance.  
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The Partial Underground Alternative would require the conversion of Tower 6/37, just south of San 
Mateo Creek, to be an underground-to-overhead transition tower just south of the creek crossing.  
However, between Towers 6/36 and 6/37, there are many trees within the area that would be trenched 
for the underground line.  Therefore, in order to minimize tree loss along this segment, a mitigation 
measure is recommended that modifies the location of the transition station to about 150 feet north of 
existing Tower 6/36; this would nearly eliminate tree loss in this area, resulting in an impact that is less 
than significant.   

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives would allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern area alternatives: 

• Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives.  The transition station for the Partial 
Underground Alternative would be located in an area of non-native annual grassland, so no 
significant habitat impacts would occur.  All mitigation measures recommended for the Proposed 
Project should be implemented in order to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

The construction and operation of either of the Trousdale Drive Transition Tower sites would 
generally result in similar impacts as those described for the Proposed Project and the Partial 
Underground Alternative.  Effective application of mitigation measures developed for vegetation and 
wildlife impacts resulting from the Proposed Project and West of Skyline Transition Station site 
would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant levels. The underground route from the 
Trousdale Drive Transition Towers would not result in any additional significant biological impacts 
since the routes would be within dirt and paved roads of the Watershed Lands, and then entirely in city 
streets, so would not likely impact vegetation or wildlife habitat.   

• Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative.  No impacts to sensitive habitats, wildlife or 
plant species are anticipated from construction at Golf Course Drive Transition Station site.  
Potential impacts resulting from the construction of a transition station at this site include impacts to 
ground-nesting birds and breeding birds and small animal mortality; however, most of these 
impacts would be considered less-than-significant.  Implementation of mitigation requiring pre-
construction ground-nesting bird surveys and wildlife protection measures during construction, 
would reduce any resulting significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition station:  

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative.  The footprint of the West of Skyline Transition 
Station would permanently remove approximately 4,000 square feet of vegetation and wildlife 
habitat within the SFPUC watershed lands.  The construction and operation of the West of Skyline 
Transition Station would generally result in similar impacts as those described for the Proposed 
Project, because construction would occur in the same ROW.  The permanent removal of vegetation and 
wildlife habitat associated with construction would be considered a potentially significant impact if 
sensitive habitat or special status species are affected.  As with the proposed transition station, 
electrical structures and ground wires at the alternative transition station could increase bird 
electrocution and collision-related mortalities.  Effective application of mitigation measures would 
reduce these potential impacts to less than significant levels.  

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative.  The Sneath Lane Transition Station would be placed 
on graded non-vegetated land adjacent to an existing substation (Sneath Lane Substation).  The 
overhead and underground transmission line options associated with this alternative would be placed 
along existing and highly disturbed and non-vegetated roadways and in an area with existing power 



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 
Final EIR ES-44 October 2003 

line infrastructure.  Due to the lack of vegetation and wildlife habitat and the high level of disturbances 
associated with this alternative, no impacts to biological resources are expected other than potential bird 
electrocution and collision impacts associated with the all transition station structures and conductors, 
including the proposed transition station.  Effective implementation of mitigation for bird 
electrocution and collisions would reduce this potentially significant impact to less than significant.  

• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  The construction and operation of the Glenview 
Drive Transition Tower would generally result in similar impacts as those described for the 
Proposed Project.  Given the lack of habitat at the site, no impacts to vegetation are expected.  
However, due to the potential for wildlife impacts, pre-construction surveys should be completed.  
Similarly, electrical structures and ground wires at the transition station could increase bird 
electrocution and collision-related mortalities.  Effective application of mitigation measures developed 
for vegetation and wildlife impacts resulting from the Proposed Project (Mitigation Measure B-1a 
through B-8b).The underground transmission line route from the Glenview Drive Transition Tower 
would not result in any additional biological impacts since the route would be in city streets and would 
not impact vegetation or wildlife habitat.  Therefore, each of the route options is considered to have the 
same potential to impact biological resources.   

Underground Transmission Line Routes. All of the northern segment alternatives would be placed 
underground in an urban/commercial setting within paved roadways, parking lots, the BART ROW, 
and/or adjacent to the UPRR ROW.  The Modified Existing 230 kV Underground Alternative would cross a 
tributary of Colma Creek, and thus has potential to affect wetlands.  Coordination with CDFG on the Stream 
Alteration Permit would be critical, and a directional drill or bored crossing would be required.  In order 
to ensure that impacts are less than significant, PG&E would prepare and submit for CPUC and CDFG 
approval an HDD “frac-out” prevention and response plan.  Beyond this tributary crossing, no impacts to 
biological resources are expected with the northern segment alternatives and no mitigation is proposed. 

No Project Alternative 

The components of the No Project Alternative would occur almost entirely within urban areas.  Generation 
facilities would be placed at urban industrial sites where biological impacts would be minimal.  The No Project 
Alternative includes the assumption that the San Mateo-Martin #4 reconductoring project would be 
completed, requiring construction across San Bruno Mountain in areas protected by the HCP.  However, it is 
assumed that all biological impacts will be mitigated to less than significant levels through aggressive 
implementation of protective measures.   

3.4  Cultural Resources 

3.4.1  Proposed Project 

Fifteen Twenty-three cultural resources were identified in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area 
(defined as being within 200 feet of a project component).  No evidence of surface or subsurface 
archaeological sites in the Proposed Project’s area of potential effect (APE), proposed for aboveground 
and underground construction (substations, towers, etc.) were identified as part of PG&E’s PEA. 

Overhead Segment.  The majority of identified historic or prehistoric resources in the vicinity of the 
project area are not located within the immediate boundaries of the Proposed Project overhead segment 
and no adverse impacts to known cultural resources are expected during the operation phase of the 
Proposed Project.  Adverse impacts from construction activity would most likely result from encountering 
unanticipated cultural deposits.  The following types of impacts to cultural resources were identified for 
the Proposed Project overhead segment: 
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• Inadvertent impacts may occur to known archaeological resources within and in the vicinity of the project 
area during construction and during activities associated with transportation, storage, and maintenance. 
One prehistoric archaeological site is believed to be located outside of the Project APE in the Carolands 
Substation to Transition Station though the site boundaries are unclear from site documentation.  
The area from MP 12.9–14.1 is designated as an Archaeological High-Probability Area due to the 
potential for encountering identified cultural resources or previously undetected cultural resources 
in this area.  Implementation of Mitigation will ensure that impacts are less than significant. 

• Impacts could also result from inadvertent or malicious vandalism or unauthorized collection of 
cultural resources on the surface of sites.   

• Unknown and potentially significant cultural resources could exist within overhead and underground 
segments of the Proposed Project.  Destruction of potentially significant cultural resources without 
mitigation would be a significant impact.   

Mitigation measures are designed to address potential adverse effects on both known cultural resources, 
and unanticipated cultural resources during the construction phase of the Proposed Project.  Mitigation 
measures include avoidance of cultural resources, training of construction personnel, construction 
monitoring, and the implementation of a Cultural Resource Treatment Plan.  No mitigation is necessary 
for the operation phase of the Proposed Project.   

No cultural resources were identified in the vicinity of the proposed transition station. 

Underground Segment. Types of impacts to cultural resources would be same as described above for 
the overhead segment. However, a greater number of known cultural resources are within or near the 
project area of the underground segment, along San Bruno Avenue and the BART ROW.  The eastern 
portion of San Bruno Avenue is considered an Archaeological High-Probability Area due to the potential for 
encountering cultural resources associated with an identified prehistoric site and/or previously undetected 
cultural resources in this area.  One prehistoric archaeological site is located outside of the project APE 
in the vicinity of the project area, though the site boundaries are unclear from site documentation.   

Three watercourse crossings (Colma Creek, Twelve Mile Creek, and an unnamed drainage near Spruce 
Avenue), and designated portions of the BART ROW are considered to be Archaeological High-Probability 
Areas.  With respect to the BART ROW APE, a historic stone railroad bridge, one two prehistoric 
sites, and four historic properties are located in this part of the study area.  One prehistoric site is 
located just outside of the APE.  Similar to the overhead segment, impacts to cultural resources along the 
underground segment would be less than significant with mitigation. 

3.4.2  Alternatives 

Archival research and field surveys resulted in the identification of 21 28 surface or subsurface archaeo-
logical sites or historic properties within 0.25 miles of alternative project routes, including two pre-
viously unrecorded prehistoric sites discovered during field survey.  Eight Thirteen cultural resources 
were identified within 200 feet of alternative routes.   

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  The number of potential impacts to cultural resources is higher with PG&E Route 
Option 1B in comparison with the Proposed Project.  PG&E Route Option 1B would avoid one prehistoric 
site and one water crossing and, with the original or modified overhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam, 
could avoid effects to the a historic dam itself.  H however, this alternative would pass in closer 
proximity to eight prehistoric sites that would be otherwise avoided by the Proposed Project.  The prob-
ability of encountering archaeological deposits associated with known and unanticipated prehistoric 
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resources is considered to be very high in the vicinity of the intersection of Trousdale and El Camino 
Real along both streets.   

Crystal Springs Dam is an historic resource listed in the California Inventory of Historic Resources.  
The SFPUC has determined that installation of the cables on or around the dam (using one of several 
possible options presented by PG&E) would be feasible.  Any method that involves the direct attachment 
of a cable to the dam, or would involve potential alterations to the setting of the dam has the potential to 
cause damage to or diminish the significance of an important historic resource.  This could result in its 
integrity being diminished, and affect its potential eligibility to the CRHR, a potentially significant 
impact, mitigable to less than significant levels.  An additional Mitigation Measure is incorporated in the 
EIR to ensure that the all impacts of this alternative are less than significant. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  Potential impacts from construction of the Partial Underground 
Alternative would be similar to those for the Proposed Project in the areas where the two routes 
overlap.  The Partial Underground Alternative would also involve the crossing of four watercourses, all 
designated as Archaeological High-Probability Areas.  This alternative would involve increased soil dis-
turbance compared to the proposed route due to trenching associated with placing the transmission under-
ground north of Highway 92, and through the relocation of the existing overhead lines near Edgewood Park 
and between San Andreas Lake and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir.  There is a resulting greater risk 
of encountering and adversely affecting previously unknown cultural resources with the Partial Under-
ground Alternative compared to the Proposed Project.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures would 
ensure that any impacts are less than significant.  

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (at Trousdale Drive and Golf 
Course Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two 
Southern Segment alternatives.  There are no previously identified cultural resources in either location.  
Construction activities associated with building the Trousdale Drive Transition Towers could expose 
previously undetected cultural resources.  Implementation of mitigation will ensure that any impacts are less 
than significant. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition station:  

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative. No cultural resources have been identified in the 
area of the West of Skyline Transition Station.  Construction activities associated with transition 
station modification may expose previously undetected cultural resources.  Implementation of mitigation 
measures generally described in the overhead segment discussion above will ensure that impacts are 
less than significant. 

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative.  There are no previously identified cultural resources 
in either location.  Construction activities associated with building the Sneath Lane Transition Station 
could expose previously undetected cultural resources.  Implementation of mitigation will ensure that 
any impacts are less than significant.  

• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  No cultural resources have been identified in the 
area of the Glenview Drive Transition Tower.  Construction activities associated with the transition 
tower may expose previously undetected cultural resources.  Implementation of mitigation measures 
generally described in the overhead segment discussion above would ensure that impacts are less 
than significant. 
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Underground Transmission Line Routes. The Cherry Avenue Alternative is in an area considered to 
be an Archaeological High-Probability Area due to the proximity of recorded sites in the area, and the 
potential for finding previously unknown cultural resources near San Bruno Creek and the former Bay 
shore.  Use of Sneath Lane would also have increased potential effects on cultural resources, because it would 
pass in closer proximity to Golden Gate National Cemetery, prehistoric sites along San Bruno Creek, 
and one historic site near the intersection of Sneath Lane and Cherry Avenue.  All other northern segment 
alternatives would have similar or fewer impacts on identified cultural resources.  As mentioned above, 
construction activities could expose previously undetected cultural resources, however, mitigation measures 
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.  

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, no adverse impacts to cultural resources would be expected from inter-
ruptible load programs, demand-side management, or curtailment of electric service. Adverse impacts to 
cultural resources could occur during earth disturbance associated with construction or modification of PG&E 
system upgrades and installation of new generation.  Negative impacts to known or unanticipated cultural 
resources from these construction activities without mitigation could be significant.  However, most projects 
require CEQA compliance, so protection of cultural resources would be required prior to construction. 

3.5  Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

3.5.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  This segment of the proposed route lies parallel to the San Andreas Fault and 
within one mile of the main active fault trace.  The northern end of the segment crosses over the 
surface trace of the 1906 rupture in two places.  U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and other scientists 
conclude that there is a 62 percent probability of at least one magnitude 6.7 or greater quake, capable of 
causing widespread damage, striking the San Francisco Bay region before 2032.  In the event of an 
earthquake along the San Andreas Fault adjacent to the project, this entire segment would be subject to 
severe groundshaking and near-field effects such as amplified ground motions in particular areas.  In 
addition, the transmission towers in the vicinity of the fault crossings would be subject to the hazard of 
surface fault rupture, potentially causing damage or failure of tower structures.  Impacts associated with 
overhead active fault crossings can be mitigated to less than significant levels because overhead lines 
are able to distribute fault displacements over a comparatively long span.  Recommended mitigation 
requires fault crossings to be as close to perpendicular as possible and to place towers as far as feasible 
outside the area of the mapped fault traces. 

In addition to impacts associated with fault rupture, a range of other potentially significant impacts could occur 
during construction.  These impacts include soft or loose soils along the alignment that could affect tower foun-
dations or excavation stability, slope instability caused by grading or fill, discovery of paleontological 
resources, and exposure of naturally occurring asbestos fibers.  Other geologic hazards that could affect the 
project include strong groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure or liquefaction, and slope instability.  
Mitigation for these impacts would be accomplished through conducting geotechnical surveys, studies, and 
investigations that would define the best design to protect against geotechnical hazards, consulting a 
paleontologist, and implementing standard engineering methods for problematic and corrosive soils. 

The proposed transition station site is located immediately adjacentbetween 100 to 250 feet east of to 
two the main active traces of the San Andreas Fault. Because of the possible large offsets of up to 20 
feet (the west side of the fault would move north relative to the east side) that could occur along these 
active traces, structures and equipment associated with the proposed transition station would unavoidably 
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be susceptible to impacts from surface fault rupture.  Though it is likely that future rupture on the San 
Andreas Fault will follow the most active trace, over 100 feet away from the proposed transition station 
site, it is possible that a new splay or trace could develop at or near the proposed site.  Fault rupture 
impacts to the proposed transition station would be less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation requiring that PG&E follow standard design codes for facilities in seismic zones. significant 
and not mitigable to a level that is less than significant. 

Underground Segment.  The types of impacts and mitigation measures discussed for the overhead 
segment would also apply to the underground segment of the Proposed Project.  However, one significant 
difference in impacts between the overhead and underground line portions of the project is that a portion 
of the underground line would cross traces of the active San Andreas Fault, a significant and unavoidable 
impact in the vicinity of the proposed transition station.  The underground line would also cross the 
trace of the potentially active Serra Fault; however, this fault is much less likely to rupture than the San 
Andreas Fault, which is located over 100 feet east of the proposed eastern extent of the underground line. and 
iImpacts are considered to be less than significant with mitigation that requires the fault crossing to be as close 
to perpendicular as possible to minimize the distance of the fault crossing.  In addition, the mitigation 
measure requires cable vaults on either side of the fault shall be oversized, leaving as much slack as 
possible in the cables.  

3.5.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B. Route Option 1B would require construction of an almost entirely underground trans-
mission line, resulting in a greater likelihood of construction impacts related to geology, soils and paleon-
tological resources similar to those described above for the overhead line.  Project facilities along the 
this alternative alignment would be subject to surface fault rupture at crossings of active Cañada trace 
of the San Andreas Fault and the potentially active trace of the Serra Fault along Trousdale Drive.  
Fault rupture hazards associated with the active trace could not be mitigated to less than significant 
levels without an overhead fault crossing.  However, mitigation that includes engineering requirements 
for underground cable crossings of faults is recommended to reduce impacts to the extent feasible.  
However, there would be no significant and unavoidable impacts associated with alternative, because it 
would avoid the San Andreas Fault crossing near the proposed transition station.  Although this 
underground route alternative would be subject to surface fault rupture at crossings of potentially active 
traces of the San Andreas Fault, because this fault trace is considered potentially active rather than 
active, impacts are assessed as mitigable to less than significant levels.   

Partial Underground Alternative.  This alternative would primarily follow the proposed route and impacts 
to geology, soils and paleontological resources would be similar to those defined for the Proposed Project.  
In addition, this alignment would be subject to surface fault rupture at crossings of potentially active 
fault traces (Cañada trace of the San Andreas Fault). Because the Cañada traces would be crossed by an 
overhead line, the impact would be less than significant because the overhead lines would be able to 
distribute the fault displacement and mitigation would require that the crossings be as close to 
perpendicular to the fault as possible to make the segment cross the shortest distance within an active 
fault zone.  of the San Andreas Fault is considered potentially active rather than active, mitigation 
would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.   

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives would allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern area alternatives.  There are no active 
faults or other sensitive geologic conditions on or immediately adjacent to the Trousdale Drive 
Transition Tower sites or the Golf Course Drive Transition Station site.   
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Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

The Northern Segment Alternatives would all involve potentially significant, but mitigable impacts similar 
to those described above for the proposed overhead route segment.  The discussions below focus on the 
most important geologic issue: the crossings of active faults.  

Alternative Transition Stations.  Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition 
station.  Similar to the proposed transition site, the sites for the West of Skyline and Sneath Lane 
alternative transition stations and the Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative would be located on 
or immediately adjacent to the active traces of the San Andreas Fault and within the Alquist-Priolo fault 
hazard zone.  Connections from both alternative transition stations to all three potential underground 
route options (Sneath Lane, Westborough Boulevard, and the proposed route) would have to cross 
active traces of the San Andreas Fault.  The Glenview Drive Transition Tower would connect with the 
proposed route without crossing the active fault trace, but connections to the Sneath Lane and West-
borough Boulevard routes would cross active faults.  The underground transmission lines leaving these 
alternative transition station sites, with the exception of the proposed route leaving the Glenview Drive 
Alternative Transition Tower, would be subject to fault rupture, a significant and unmitigable impact.   

Junipero Serra Alternative.  The buried transmission line along this alternative alignment would also 
be subject to significant and unavoidable fault rupture impacts associated with the underground line 
within Skyline Boulevard, which parallels the active traces of the San Andreas Fault.  The route would 
cross the fault zone in Westborough Boulevard just east of Skyline Boulevard.   

Other Underground Alternative Routes. There would be no significant and unmitigable impacts 
associated with the other underground alternative routes (Cherry Avenue, East Market Street, or the 
Modified 230 kV Underground ROW).  The Cherry Avenue Alternative and East Market Street Alternative 
would not cross any fault traces and although the Modified 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative 
would cross one fault (Hillside Fault), the fault is not considered active or potentially active and 
crossing it would result in less than significant impacts. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative scenario would result in the installation of new generation in the CCSF, and 
in improvements to existing utility systems.  The utility system improvements would create only minor 
impacts to the geology and soil in the areas where upgrades of existing systems take place.  New generation 
facilities would require analysis of geologic and seismic impacts, consideration of appropriate soils and 
foundations, and specific facility design to minimize damage in earthquakes or strong groundshaking. 

3.6  Hydrology and Water Quality 

3.6.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment. Most impacts to hydrology and water quality associated with the overhead segment 
of the proposed project would are assessed to be potentially significant, but mitigable to less than significant 
levels and would occur during the construction phase.  These impacts would include: impacts from soil 
erosion and sedimentation from construction activity and access roads; potential degradation of surface or 
groundwater quality through (a) spill of potentially harmful materials used in construction, (b) accidental 
releases of oil from substations or the transition station or (c) water quality degradation through project-
related excavation of contaminated soil or groundwater; and encroachments into a floodplain or water-
course by substations, transfer station, or power poles.  An operational potentially significant impact 
identified is the potential release of oil at substations, switchyards, and tap locations.   
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Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce all potential impacts to less than significant, including ensuring 
compliance with the Peninsula Watershed Plan through review and approvals of project features by the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission; placing aboveground project features outside the flow path 
of watercourses; and (3) burying the underground portion of the line below the estimated 100-year 
depth of scour for streams.   

Impacts associated with the aboveground segment that are found to be less than significant and that do 
not require mitigation measures are increased runoff from new impervious areas, and construction in a 
potential dam inundation area. 

Underground Segment.  Impacts associated with underground construction work would include most 
of the impacts described above for the aboveground segment, plus exposure of the underground cable to 
damage through stream scour and erosion and interruption of groundwater flow or modification of ground-
water depths during construction of the underground cable.  These impacts are potentially significant, 
but mitigable to less than significant levels with implementation of mitigation measures that require the 
transmission line burial depth to be extended below the estimated 100-year depth of scour for the subject 
streams and the characterization of groundwater hydrology and the development of specific means to 
minimize the impact on groundwater hydrology. 

3.6.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B. Impacts for Route Option 1B would generally be similar to those for the Proposed 
Project because they would occur in the same watersheds and would affect the same water crossings.  
However, the risk of water contamination is substantially greater with Route Option 1B due to the much 
longer length of excavation, particularly within the Peninsula Watershed Lands.  Implementation of recom-
mended mitigation would ensure that impacts to surface and groundwater would be less than significant. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  Because this alternative would follow a similar route to the Proposed 
Project, impacts of this alternative are expected to be the same as those of the Proposed Project.  However, 
because this alternative includes several miles of underground transmission line construction within 
unpaved areas (adjacent to the San Mateo Highlands and the Town of Hillsborough), there is a greater 
potential for erosion and sedimentation to affect water quality within the Peninsula Watershed.  Imple-
mentation of recommended mitigation would be critical especially for the underground segments, and 
would ensure that all impacts would be less than significant. 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives would allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern area alternatives: 

• Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives.  These alternative transition towers would both 
be in locations that could drain to San Andreas Lake within the Peninsula Watershed, but impacts at 
the towers would be less than significant with implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

• Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative.  The site is located approximately 2,000 feet 
east of Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir.  There are no water crossings in the immediate vicinity of 
the site.  Mitigation would reduce all potential impacts to less than significant levels. 
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Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition station:  

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative.  The West of Skyline station would be located on 
currently undisturbed land adjacent to the San Andreas Trail, so would require grading and more 
extensive construction disturbance.  Implementation of mitigation for erosion and sedimentation 
control would be important to ensure that impacts to water quality in the Peninsula Watershed 
would not be significant. 

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative.  The Sneath Lane transition station would be located 
adjacent to the existing Sneath Lane Substation on an already graded and graveled area.  Construction 
disturbance would be similar to that at the proposed transition station site, and mitigation would 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  The Glenview Drive Transmission Tower site 
would be located on a disturbed site in a developed area.  Construction disturbance would be similar 
to that at the proposed transition station site, and mitigation would ensure that impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Underground Transmission Line Routes.  All underground transmission line routes in the northern 
area would have similar impacts since they would be constructed in paved roadways.  There is some 
variation among alternatives in the number of surface waterways crossed, but no significant differences 
in impact would result.  The impacts of these underground alternatives would generally be similar to 
those of the Proposed Project in its underground segment, and the same mitigation measures would apply 
to ensure that impacts are less than significant. 

No Project Alternative 

The construction of most PG&E system improvements would likely have minimal water resources impacts 
because very little ground disturbance would likely be required.  The Potrero–Hunters Point 115 kV under-
ground cable could create greater erosion and sedimentation impacts, but if installed in conjunction with a light 
rail project, impacts related to the power line alone would be minimal. The installation of new turbine gene-
rators in the CCSF would likely occur in industrial areas, but general construction activities associated with 
installation of the new turbines could contaminate surface and groundwater if appropriate protective 
measures were not taken. 

3.7  Public Health and Safety 

Two separate issues are addressed under public health and safety: hazardous materials and contamination, 
and electric and magnetic field (EMF) related issues. 

3.7.1  Hazardous Materials and Environmental Contamination 

Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  Because the southern segment of the proposed route would pass through mostly 
undeveloped areas, there are only four documented contaminated sites and all are leaking underground 
storage tanks from gas stations.  The few sites that are known are in the vicinity of the transition 
station.  Given the location of the proposed transmission towers (on SFPUC Peninsula Watershed 
lands), it is unlikely that contamination would be encountered during construction.  However, three 
mitigation measures are recommended, to supplement measures that PG&E has proposed, that define 
investigation and treatment requirements for contaminants discovered during construction.  With 
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mitigation, contamination encountered during construction would be properly removed and transported; 
all impacts would be less than significant. 

Underground Segment.  This segment of the proposed route passes through commercial and light indus-
trial areas. There are 37 nearly 40 contaminated sites within a quarter mile of the route that are listed 
with various local, State, and federal contamination oversight agencies.  Similar to the overhead segment, 
contaminated soil or groundwater encountered during construction would be removed and transported to 
approved disposal areas, and no significant impacts would occur. 

Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  It is unlikely that contamination would be encountered within the Watershed Lands or 
Cañada Road ROW, or at any of the optional crossings of Crystal Springs Dam.  This all-underground 
alternative route would pass within a quarter mile of 22 recorded contaminated sites (all in the El Camino 
Real segment).  The density of sites makes effective implementation of mitigation especially important on 
this route, but with mitigation, no significant impacts would result. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  This alternative would follow a similar route as the Proposed Project’s 
overhead segment.  The areas where this alternative diverges from the proposed route are in undeveloped 
areas where no recorded sites exist.  Few impacts are expected, and if unanticipated sites are 
discovered mitigation will ensure that impacts are less than significant. 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (Trousdale Drive and Golf Course 
Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern 
area alternatives.  No contaminated sites are identified near any of the identified locations, and 
mitigation measures would ensure proper handling of unanticipated contamination discovered during 
construction.  

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Because all of the Northern Area alternatives would be entirely underground, they would have the same types 
of impacts identified for the Proposed Project, with variations in degree of construction impacts. No new 
impacts were identified for any of these route alternatives or the associated transition station alternatives.  No 
contaminated sites were identified near the two alternative transition stations.  A few sites exist along Sneath 
Lane near El Camino Real.   

The Modified Existing 230 kV Underground route has the greatest likelihood of encountering 
contaminants, because this route through industrial areas would pass through industrial and commercial areas 
within a quarter mile of up to 3332 recorded sites depending on the route selected (Mitigation  Measure T-9a 
would require use of El Camino Real, Sneath Lane, and Tanforan Avenue to replace San Bruno Avenue, 7th 
Avenue, and a portion of Shaw Road).  Two of these sites would not be avoided by this alternative (the 
Homart Site along about 4,000 feet of Gateway and Oyster Point Boulevards and up to 1,600 feet through the 
closed and capped Sierra Point Landfill), but standard construction mitigation and engineering practices are 
identified to ensure that impacts to health and safety would be less than significant.  Six route options are 
identified for this alternative in South San Francisco and Brisbane.  Route Option E is recommended because it 
would avoid the contaminated Brownfield area (Chiltern site) on the north side of Oyster Point Boulevard.  
While this construction would be more expensive than an equivalent segment of the proposed route and would 
require coordination to obtain permits, However, as for the Proposed Project’s underground segment, 
implementation of standard recommended mitigation recommended specified in the EIR that has also been 
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applied to other existing utilities in the area would ensure that no health or safety impacts from construction 
through or disposal of contaminants would occur. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative scenario that is related to energy management would not have any effect of 
environmental contamination.  Installation of new generation facilities (four gas turbines proposed by the 
CCSF) could potentially result in excavation of contaminated soil and/or groundwater, resulting 
exposure of workers and the public to hazardous materials.  Locations for the new turbines could have 
existing soil or groundwater contamination, which would be encountered during construction exca-
vation.  In addition, the planned removal of the Hunters Point Power Plant would require follow-up evaluation 
of the site for contamination.  The amounts and types of contaminated soil and groundwater are difficult to 
anticipate without further evaluation of proposed new turbine locations, therefore comparison of the impacts 
of environmental contamination for the new generation facilities and the Proposed Project is difficult. 

3.7.2  EMF Issues 

Recognizing that there is a great deal of public interest and concern regarding potential health effects from 
exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) from power lines, the EIR provides information 
regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential effects of the Proposed Project 
related to public health and safety.  Potential health effects from exposure to electric fields from power 
lines (effect produced by the existence of an electric charge, such as an electron, ion, or proton, in the 
volume of space or medium that surrounds it) are typically not of concern since electric fields are effectively 
shielded by materials such as trees, walls, etc., therefore, the majority of the following information related 
to EMF focuses primarily on exposure to magnetic fields (invisible fields created by moving charges) 
from power lines. However, the EIR does not consider magnetic fields in the context of CEQA and 
determination of environmental impact.  This is because (a) there is no agreement among scientists that 
EMF does create a potential health risk, and (b) there are no defined or adopted CEQA standards for 
defining health risk from EMF.  As a result, EMF information is presented for the benefit of the public 
and decisionmakers. 

After several decades of study regarding potential public health risks from exposure to power line 
EMF, research results remains inconclusive. Several national and international panels have conducted 
reviews of data from multiple studies and state that there is not sufficient evidence to conclude that 
EMF causes cancer. Most recently the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) and the 
California Department of Health Services (DHS) both classified EMF as a possible carcinogen. The 
information included in EIR quantifies existing EMF exposures within the community - these exposures 
are widespread and cover a very broad range of field intensities and duration.  In the Jefferson-Martin 
Project area, the magnetic field levels for the existing 60 kV line range from 3 to 8 milliGauss (mG) at 
a distance of 50 feet from the line.  Field levels are estimated to range from 8 to 27 mG for the rebuilt 
230 kV/60 kV line (the Proposed Project) at a distance of 50 feet from the line. 

Presently there are no applicable regulations related to EMF levels from power lines.  However, the 
California Public Utilities Commission has implemented a decision (D.93-11-013) requiring utilities to 
incorporate “low-cost” or “no-cost” measures for managing EMF from power lines up to approximately 
4% of total project cost. Using the 4% benchmark, PG&E has incorporated low-cost and no-cost 
measures to reduce magnetic field levels near schools along the proposed route (including deeper burial 
of underground lines and changing phase configuration).  There are additional potential measures for 
reducing magnetic fields, mostly beyond the no-cost/low-cost parameters (including increasing distance 
from conductors, reducing conductor spacing, and minimizing current), which are described for the 
benefit of the public and decision makers in reviewing the Proposed Project.  
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Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  As described above, magnetic field levels are estimated to range from 8 to 27 mG 
for the Proposed Project at a distance of 50 feet from the line. Near the Carolands Substation, where 
the Proposed Project would be immediately adjacent to or within property boundaries, magnetic field 
levels within residential property boundaries would be 28 to 33 mG. 

Underground Segment.  Magnetic field levels are estimated to range from 15 to 70 mG for motorists on 
roadways in which the transmission line is buried, and levels would range from 0.5 mG to 15 mG for 
pedestrians on sidewalks, depending on the location of the underground line as defined by PG&E. 

Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  This all-underground alternative route would result in field levels ranging from 70 
mG directly above the buried line to 15 mG at 15 feet from the line and 2 to 4 mG at property lines 
along Skyline Boulevard and Trousdale Drive, which are between 30 and 50 feet from the center of 
these roadways.   

Partial Underground Alternative.  This alternative would result in field levels similar to those for the 
overhead segment, where the line would be overhead.  Field levels are estimated to range from less 
than 1 mG at property lines in San Mateo Highlands to approximately 5 mG at property lines near 
transition towers and 22 mG for the nearest property line in the Town of Hillsborough.  The nearest 
property lines in the San Mateo Highlands range from 70 to 80 feet from the existing line, so the 
magnetic field would be less than 1 mG.  In Hillsborough, one residential parcel on Black Mountain 
Road currently has a 60 kV tower immediately adjacent to it and with this alternative the magnetic field 
of the underground segment at the property line would be about 22 mG.   

East Market Street Alternative. This alternative route would avoid the residential streets of Hoffman 
and Orange Streets, requiring construction in an additional segment of Hillside Boulevard and East 
Market Street.  The route would pass residential properties and two schools, but along wider streets 
than the proposed route segments so magnetic field levels would be lower (approximately 3 mG).  

Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Alternative.  This alternative route would pass through 
primarily commercial and industrial areas, with a few residences in the southernmost route segment.  
Along San Bruno Avenue, magnetic fields at property lines would be about 4 mG, and on 7th Avenue 
(north of Walnut) from 6 to 9 mG.  At the property lines of hotels along Airport and Gateway 
Boulevards (including the setback of about 100 feet from the road) the magnetic field would be 0.3 mG. 

Alternative Transition Stations/Towers.  Overhead lines dominate the magnetic field at transition 
towers.  Therefore the magnetic field at property lines nearest to the transition station at Tower 6/36 
would be about 4 mG (at 80 feet) and at Tower 7/39 (relocated as required in mitigation) the field 
would be about 5 mG (at 100 feet).  The underground side of the transition towers at Tower 6/36 and 
7/39 would have a magnetic field of  

Northern Segment Alternatives 

Because all of the Northern Area alternatives would be entirely underground, they would have the field 
levels similar to those identified for the Proposed Project.  
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No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative scenario would result in a continuation of the existing conditions in the 
Southern Segment of the project area. As stated above, the magnetic field levels for the existing 60 kV 
line range from 3 to 8 mG at a distance of 50 feet from the line. 

3.8  Recreation 

3.8.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  The overhead segment of the Proposed Project would result in potentially signifi-
cant impacts on recreation resources because the project would conflict with applicable recreation plans, 
policies, or regulations of the Peninsula Watershed Master Plan, the San Mateo County General Plan, 
and the Edgewater Park and Natural Preserve Master Plan.  Construction activities would reduce the 
aesthetic value of the recreational facilities and resources as a result of the dust, noise, and traffic 
congestion produced by these activities and could impair views from parks, trails, and vista points.  
Construction activities could also result in temporary trail closures and disrupt or restrict access to 
different park areas or trails.  New permanent towers could impair views in some locations, permanently 
degrading the recreational value of some areas. 

Mitigation measures that would reduce the impact of construction on recreational resources include 
those developed for Land Use, Visual Resources, and Transportation and Traffic.  The recreation 
mitigation for construction impacts requires PG&E to schedule activities to avoid construction around 
recreation areas during weekends and holidays and post notification of trail or access closures in advance.  
The increased height and new placement of the transmission lines and towers in Edgewater Park could 
lead to impacts that would significantly degrade the recreational experience of using the park, resulting 
in an impact that would be significant and unmitigable.  All other recreation impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level with the identified mitigation measures. 

Underground Segment.  Construction of the underground segment of the Proposed Project could 
conflict with policies of the San Bruno Mountain State and County Park Master Plan.  Mitigation for this 
impact involves developing a construction plan for work in the park.  With mitigation, this impact 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

3.8.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  Route Option 1B would result in more intense disruption of recreation uses during construction 
as compared to the Proposed Project, and the option of the overhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam would 
create a significant impact by degrading the recreational experience at Crystal Springs Dam and along the 
Cañada Road Bikeway.  Although Route Option 1B would avoid impacts to Edgewood County Park and 
Preserve, the recreation impact at Crystal Springs Dam would not be mitigable if the originally-defined 
overhead crossing of the dam were used.  Impacts related to the dam crossing would be avoided by use of 
the modified overhead crossing of the dam, an underwater cable around the dam, or attaching the cable to 
the face of the dam. With measures identified for the Proposed Project, all other recreation impacts 
could be reduced to a level that would be less than significant. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  The Partial Underground Alternative would similarly avoid 
impacts to Edgewood County Park and Preserve and the Pulgas Ridge Open Space Preserve, but would 
also impact bike lanes and hiking trails along its alignment, similar to the Proposed Project, but not to 
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the level of severity as described for Route Option 1B.  All recreation impacts resulting from this 
alternative could be mitigated to less than significant levels.   

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives would allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern area alternatives: 

• Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternatives.  Sawyer Camp Trail, Skyline Bikeway, and 
Trousdale Bikeway are all screened from the Trousdale Drive Transition Tower sites by trees, 
roads, and intervening terrain.  Construction of a transition tower at these sites would have no 
impact on recreational resources.  With measures identified for the Proposed Project, all recreation 
impacts could be reduced to a level that would be less than significant. 

• Golf Course Drive Transition Station Alternative.  Construction at this location could affect 
recreation uses of the Crystal Springs Golf Course and Skyline Frontage Bikeway during the 
construction period.  The reduction in aesthetic value as a result of construction activities and the 
dust, noise, and traffic congestion produced by these activities would diminish the recreation 
experience at these facilities.  However, as construction activities would be off the roadway and would 
not restrict nor preclude access to either of these facilities, the impacts would be considered adverse, but 
less than significant.  Also, the Golf Course Transition Station would result in a much smaller transition 
tower at Tower 8/50 near the Carolands Substation because that transition tower would only be for the 
60 kV line, eliminating a significant visual impact that would also affect recreationists. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Depending on the route alignment selected, various community parks could be affected or avoided as 
the route travels through northern San Mateo County.  The various alternatives could impact the different 
recreational uses below.  

Three transition station alternatives could replace the proposed transition station:  

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative (with all route alignments).  The West of Skyline 
Transition Station would have a greater impact on existing recreation resources due to its location 
adjacent to the San Andreas Trail.  After construction, the West of Skyline Transition Station would 
also permanently and adversely affect existing recreational facilities because it would place a permanent 
industrial structure immediately adjacent to the San Andreas Trail.   

The Sneath Lane Underground Alternative route would avoid impacts to the San Andreas Trail and 
avoid recreation uses along the BART ROW, such as Bayshore Circle Park and the Herman Tot 
Lot.  The Westborough Underground Alternative would avoid impacts along the BART ROW to 
Bayshore Circle Park, the Herman Tot Lot, and Orange Memorial Park, in addition to the San 
Andreas Trail.  Construction activities would, however, additionally affect Westborough Park and 
the California Golf Club of San Francisco.  With measures identified for the proposed project, all 
recreation impacts, including the impact of the transition station adjacent to the San Andreas Trail, 
could be reduced to a level that would be less than significant.  

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative (with all route alignments). The Sneath Lane Tran-
sition Station would not cause any recreation impact.  Construction activities along Skyline Boule-
vard for the Proposed Project route alignment could affect the San Andreas Trail, but only for a short 
period.  All other route alignments would affect the community parks above.  With measures iden-
tified for the proposed project, all recreation impacts could be reduced to a level that would be less 
than significant. 
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• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  Both Buckeye Park and Glenview Park are screened 
from the Glenview Drive Transition Tower by trees, residences, and other intervening uses, such as 
San Bruno Avenue and a commercial area between Glenview Park and the Glenview Drive site.  
There would be views of the site from the San Andreas Trail, but construction of the transition site 
at this site would have no direct impact on recreational resources.  With measures identified for the 
Proposed Project, no significant recreation impacts would result. 

Cherry Avenue Alternative. Impacts and mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project 
would remain applicable to this alternative, except Commodore Park in San Bruno would also be 
affected by disturbance during construction.  With mitigation, all recreation impacts would be less than 
significant.   

Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative.  The Modified Existing 230 kV alternative would also result in 
construction-related impacts, though by avoiding community parks and San Bruno Mountain, it would 
result in a substantially reduced degree of disturbance.  The Modified Existing 230 kV alternative route 
avoids potentially significant impacts to San Bruno Mountain State and County Park during construction, 
but would result in impacts to bikeways in other locations, such as along Bayshore Boulevard.  With 
mitigation, all recreation impacts would be less than significant. 

Route Option 4B: East Market Street Alternative.  Impacts and mitigation measures identified for 
the Proposed Project would remain applicable to this alternative.  With mitigation, all recreation 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Junipero Serra Alternative.  By avoiding the Hillside Boulevard Bikeway that would otherwise be 
affected by disturbance during construction, this alternative would minimize recreation impacts.  With 
mitigation, all recreation impacts would be less than significant. 

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternatives, few recreational resources would be affected.  The San Mateo–Martin 
#4 reconductoring project would cross San Bruno Mountain, but activities would be restricted to the 
existing transmission corridor and compliance with the HCP would be required.  The construction and 
operation of new generation facilities in CCSF would likely be in industrial areas and so would have a 
low potential to impact recreational resources or facilities. 

3.9  Air Quality 

3.9.1  Proposed Project 

The project would generate localized pollutant emissions from the construction equipment over the entire 
construction duration, 13 months for the overhead segment and 12 months for the underground segment.  
Vehicular emissions associated with maintenance and repair of the transmission line would be the only 
long-term sources of emissions during the operational phase of the project. 

Overhead Segment.  Dust emissions would be caused by construction activities especially during site 
preparation and installing structure foundations, when travel would occur on unpaved roads and 
surfaces that would create fugitive dust.  Use of construction equipment and emissions from motor 
vehicles would also adversely affect air quality because mobilization of the workforce and materials for 
construction would emit pollutants that could contribute to existing elevated concentrations of PM10 or 
ozone in the region.  Implementation of the Applicant Proposed Measures along with Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District recommendations would control dust emissions, and PG&E would reduce 
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equipment emissions by encouraging carpooling and limiting vehicle idling time.  These strategies are 
included in the mitigation measures that would reduce these potentially significant air quality impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

The soils within the project area require special consideration for air quality impacts.  Construction 
activity that involves travel on serpentinite soils or disturbing serpentinite surfaces can lead to airborne 
emissions of dusts that contain the mineral asbestos.  The extent of the serpentinite rock is limited 
mainly to areas near the Jefferson Substation, the Ralston Substation, and San Bruno Mountain.  The 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and the California Air Resources Board have each 
established recommendations and requirements that would minimize the likelihood of this material 
becoming airborne, which would reduce the potential health hazards.  Implementation of the appropriate 
recommendations and requirements would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Underground Segment.  Along the underground segment, dust emissions and equipment exhaust emis-
sions would locally affect air quality.  The concern about encountering serpentinite soils would also apply 
to portions of the underground transmission line work on San Bruno Mountain because serpentinite rock may 
be encountered there.  Mitigation measures to control emissions in a manner consistent with Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District and California Air Resources Board recommendations would remain 
relevant to the underground segment.  Implementing the recommended mitigation measures would reduce 
all air quality impacts to a less than significant level.   

3.9.2  Alternatives 

The air quality impacts for each alternative would vary depending on their likelihood of creating a nuisance 
during construction, especially related to the proximity of sensitive receptors. In general, all alternatives 
would cause similar air quality impacts, which means that the mitigation measures for the Proposed 
Project would remain appropriate regardless of alternative. 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  Route Option 1B would involve a substantial amount of underground work near 
residences in Hillsborough and Burlingame, which would be more likely to cause a nuisance during 
construction.  With mitigation, the air quality impacts would be less than significant. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  The Partial Underground Alternative would reduce the likelihood of 
a construction nuisance compared to Route Option 1B, but would still increase underground work near 
residences in the San Mateo Highlands and Hillsborough when compared to the Proposed Project, which 
would be more likely to cause a nuisance during construction.  With mitigation, the air quality impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (Trousdale Drive and Golf Course 
Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern 
area alternatives.  Air quality impacts would be less than significant for any location, as defined for the 
Proposed Project above.  

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

There are two three transition station or tower alternatives and multiple underground transmission line 
route alternatives.  Each would require construction work near a variety of uses that would be sensitive 
to air pollutants including residences, schools, parks, and hospitals.  The emissions between among the 
each alternatives would not be substantially different, and the differences in air quality impacts depend 
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on whether sensitive land uses would be encountered along the alternative routes.  In comparison with the 
Proposed Project’s underground segment, tThe Modified Existing 230 kV alternative would somewhat 
decrease the number of residences and would not affect any schools encountered along the route, which 
would substantially reduce the likelihood of a nuisance.  Affected residences would be avoided with use of 
Mitigation Measure T-9a, which would avoid conflict with the grade separation project at Huntington 
Avenue.  Regardless of the transition station and underground alternatives, with mitigation, all air quality 
impacts would be less than significant.  

No Project Alternative 

Without the Proposed Project, PG&E could be forced to upgrade other existing facilities or add new 
transmission and generation capacity elsewhere to compensate for existing system limitations and 
anticipated future loads.  Construction of any alternative PG&E facilities would occur in the San 
Francisco Bay Area air basin and construction activities related to new transmission or generation facil-
ities would cause potentially significant air quality impacts related to dust and exhaust emissions.  If new 
generation facilities would be needed, the air quality impacts caused by any new power plant could be 
significant. 

3.10  Noise and Vibration 

3.10.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  Construction of the overhead segment would require short-term use of cranes, augers, 
compressors, air tampers, generators, trucks, and other equipment.  Helicopters would also be needed to 
transport construction materials, remove and install new towers, and to string the conductors for the 
overhead line.  Night work could be necessary to cross I-280.  Pile driving would be needed only at the 
San Mateo and Martin Substations.  During the anticipated 13 months necessary to construct the transmis-
sion line, transition station, and substation modifications, the intermittent construction noise and vibration 
impacts from the Proposed Project would be potentially significant.  Proper noise suppression tech-
niques and coordination of activities with property owners and occupants would reduce the construction 
noise and vibration impacts to less than significant levels. 

Once operational, noise from the overhead transmission line would occur from corona discharge and minor 
inspection or maintenance activities.  Corona noise would not cause a significant impact because it 
would not generally exceed ambient noise levels, and inspection and maintenance along the overhead 
route would not change substantially when compared to the existing conditions. 

Underground Segment.  Construction of the underground segment would require short-term use of 
backhoes, boring equipment, dump trucks, mobile cranes, haul trucks, and street sweepers, and night 
work would probably be necessary in several areas where daytime traffic cannot be rerouted.  During 
the anticipated 12 months necessary to construct the underground line, the intermittent noise and vibration 
impacts would be potentially significant.  With proper noise suppression techniques and coordination of 
activities with property owners and occupants, construction noise and vibration impacts would be reduced 
to less than significant levels. 

Improvements related to the Proposed Project would permanently increase to noise levels at the Martin 
Substation and contribute to noise that presently does not conform with the local guidelines.  Because of 
the excessive noise in the existing conditions around the Martin Substation, operation of the project 
would not noticeably change noise levels there.  Impacts would be potentially significant, but mitigable to 
less than significant levels. 
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3.10.2  Alternatives 

The noise and vibration impacts for each alternative would vary depending on their likelihood of creating a 
nuisance during construction, especially related to the proximity of sensitive receptors. In general, all 
alternatives would cause similar noise and vibration impacts, which means that the mitigation measures 
for the Proposed Project would remain appropriate regardless of alternative.   

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  Route Option 1B would involve a substantial amount of underground work near resi-
dences in Hillsborough and Burlingame, which would be more likely to cause a nuisance during con-
struction.  With mitigation, the noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  The Partial Underground Alternative would reduce the likelihood 
of a construction nuisance compared to Route Option 1B, but would still increase underground work 
near residences in the San Mateo Highlands and Hillsborough when compared to the Proposed Project, 
which would be more likely to cause a nuisance during construction.  With mitigation, the noise and vibra-
tion impacts would be less than significant. 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (Trousdale Drive and Golf Course 
Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern 
area alternatives.  Noise impacts would be less than significant for any location, given their locations 
distant from any sensitive receptors. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

There are two three transition station or tower alternatives and multiple underground transmission line 
route alternatives.  Each would require construction work near a variety of uses that would be sensitive 
to noise and vibration including residences, schools, and parks.  The impacts between each among the 
alternatives would not be substantially different, and the differences in noise or vibration impacts depend on 
whether sensitive land uses would be encountered along the alternative routes.  The Modified Existing 230 
kV alternative with the mitigation reroute defined in Mitigation Measure T-9a would somewhat eliminate 
effects on decrease the number of residences and schools encountered along the route, which would sub-
stantially reduce the likelihood of a nuisance.  Regardless of the transition station and underground alter-
natives, with mitigation, all noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative includes installing new generation capacity in the City and County of San Fran-
cisco or nearby to compensate for existing transmission system limitations and anticipated loads.  New 
generation would need to comply with local noise ordinances and the CEC licensing process, which 
would be likely to reduce noise impacts to a less than significant level. Other possible scenarios under 
the No Project Alternative (such as conservation or curtailment of electrical service) would not result in 
any new noise impact.  

3.11  Transportation & Traffic 

3.11.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment. Overhead line construction activities would have minimal impacts to area traffic 
or roadways because the route is in an existing easement and most access would be from undeveloped 
areas.  Construction would require temporary lane and road closures (including closure of I-280), especially 
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during use of helicopters and while stringing conductors across the freeway.  Impacts would require imple-
mentation of mitigation measures requiring preparation of Transportation Management Plans, manage-
ment of road closures, and provision of access to emergency vehicles.  Implementation of mitigation mea-
sures would reduce all significant impacts to less than significant levels. 

Underground Segment.  All of the impacts described for the overhead segment of the project would 
also occur along the underground segment of the Proposed Project, but because much of the underground 
segment would be constructed in roadways, impacts on traffic and transportation would be more severe.  
These potentially significant impacts would be mitigated by implementation measures that require the 
development of a Transportation Management Plan, restriction of lane closures, and provisions to ade-
quately repair roads damaged during construction.  Other mitigation measures recommended to reduce 
transportation/traffic related construction impacts would require maintenance of property access, coordi-
nation to ensure emergency service access during construction, and avoidance of the City of San Bruno’s 
Grade Separation Project by a reroute.  The following short-term impacts would occur during construction: 
obstacles to pedestrian and bicycle circulation and safety, short-term elimination of parking spaces, and 
disruption of public transit operations.  PG&E’s proposed Applicant Proposed Measures would also be 
required and monitored for appropriate implementation.   

3.11.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B. Route Option 1B would be constructed within Cañada Road, Skyline Boulevard, and 
other roads, so would have greater impacts to traffic than the proposed overhead segment.  The types of 
impacts are described above for the Proposed Project’s underground segment; all mitigation defined there 
would also apply to this alternative.  This alternative would create an additional impact: the potential con-
flict with a planned San Mateo County Bridge Replacement Project at the Crystal Springs Dam.  Mitigation 
is recommended to ensure that PG&E coordinates with the County to minimize effects on the bridge 
project.  Also, Route Option 1B would require construction in El Camino Real, a heavily traveled major 
highway through the Peninsula.  Construction disturbance would be short-term and less than significant 
with mitigation, but it would still cause traffic disruption greater than other alternatives.  This alter-
native would also allow avoidance of the San Bruno Avenue/Huntington Avenue grade separation project 
with implementation of the reroute recommended for the Proposed Project. 

Partial Underground Alternative.  Traffic and transportation impacts of this alternative would be the 
same as those of the Proposed Project, because the routes are similar and no additional roadways would 
be affected.   

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (Trousdale Drive and Golf Course 
Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern 
area alternatives.  Traffic impacts would be less than significant for any location. 

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Transition Station Alternatives.  Neither the Sneath Lane or West of SkylineNone of the Transition 
Station or Tower alternatives themselves would create traffic impacts.  However, all of the routes leaving 
or arriving to these transition stations or towers would travel underground within or across Skyline 
Boulevardactive roadways, where short-term traffic impacts would be disruptive. Also, the Sneath Lane 
and Westborough Boulevard underground routes from the West of Skyline Transition Station both have the 
potential to conflict with the City of San Bruno’sCaltrans’ plans to widen Skyline Boulevard between the 
vicinity of San Bruno Avenue and Sneath Lane.  Because the City has not yet secured funding for the 
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However, this road-widening project is on Caltrans’ 25-year plan, but not on its current 10-year plan, 
its future implementation is speculative at this time so construction of the underground routes or the 
Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative would not conflict with future Caltrans construction.  In 
addition, this use of this site within the Caltrans ROW for a transition tower would not conflict with the 
potential future road widening project. 

Northern Segment Route Alternatives.  The northern segment alternatives, because they would all be 
underground, would all have similar impacts to those of the Proposed Project’s underground segment.  
All impacts would be mitigable to less than significant levels; the variation in impact would depend on 
the length of construction within high-traffic roadways.   

Six route options for the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative are considered; 
implementation of Route Option A would eliminate construction in Produce Avenue and at the Airport 
Boulevard undercrossing.  For construction along Gateway Boulevard and other roadways in commercial 
and industrial areas, recommended mitigation requiring coordination with local jurisdictions would 
result in less than significant impacts.  All impacts to Northern Segment Alternatives would be short-
term and less than significant with implementation of mitigation recommended for the Proposed 
Project. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative scenario includes utility upgrades and construction of new generation within 
the CCSF, resulting in potential impacts to traffic and transportation during construction.  Specific potential 
impacts would have to be assessed at the time other projects were proposed.  In the short-term, improve-
ments would be made to the existing electrical supply system, which would result in minor temporary 
traffic impacts at each construction site.   

3.12  Socioeconomics 

3.12.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  The two primary impact issues considered for Socioeconomics is whether the 
Proposed Project and alternatives would induce demand for labor or displace people or existing housing.  
The Proposed Project is designed to accommodate the electric transmission infrastructure needs required 
by a growing population in the Bay Area.  While the project will require a sizable labor force (approximately 
100 to 200 crew members) to complete installation of the overhead transmission line over the course of 13 
months, a large labor force exists in the Bay Area to accommodate the labor needs of the project.  It is 
not expected that the project would require more workers than could be found in the Bay Area and 
require people to relocate to the region.  As the labor force for the project could be drawn from Bay 
Area residents, the project would not likely cause a displacement of people or housing.  The purpose of 
the project is to respond to increases in the growth of Bay Area populations by increasing the reliability 
of the region’s electric transmission system.  As such, it is not expected that this project would cause 
population in the area to increase.  Because the project is not expected to result in any significant 
socioeconomic impacts, no socioeconomic mitigation measures have been recommended. 

Underground Segment.  Underground construction would require a total of approximately 50 more workers 
than the overhead segment over a period of 12 months.  Similar to the discussion of the overhead segment, 
the project is not expected to result in any significant socioeconomic impacts and no socioeconomic miti-
gation measures have been recommended. 
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3.12.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  Route Option 1B would be slightly longer than the Proposed Project and so would 
require additional labor and would also require additional labor to inspect a second, separate utility 
corridor from the existing 60 kV transmission line corridor.  More labor would be required than for the 
Proposed Project, but the effects would still be less than significant.   

Partial Underground Alternative.  The Partial Underground Alternative is approximately one mile longer 
than the proposed route and would require additional construction due to trenching for the underground 
portions of this alternative.  More labor would be required than for the Proposed Project, but the effects 
would still be less than significant.   

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (Golf Course Drive and Trousdale 
Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern 
area alternatives.  Impacts would be similar to those of Proposed Project construction; no significant 
impacts would occur.  

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

Transition Station/Tower Alternatives.  The West of Skyline and Sneath Lane Transition Station 
Alternatives and the Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative would be similar or smaller in size 
and nature to the proposed transition station.  Therefore, the environmental impacts associated with 
construction and operation would be the same assimilar to those associated with the Proposed Project. 

Underground Transmission Line Routes.  While the socioeconomic impacts resulting from the alter-
natives are largely the same as those identified for the Proposed Project, due to differences in the 
lengths of alternatives, some alternatives will require more or less workers over different periods than 
the Proposed Project.   

No Project Alternative 

The transmission upgrades and new generation included in the No Project Alternative scenario would 
require construction, potentially adding to the area’s workforce for short periods of time.  However, the 
No Project Alternative would result in no population growth.  Impacts to labor and housing as a result 
of the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant. 

3.13  Public Services & Utilities 

3.13.1  Proposed Project 

Overhead Segment.  Impact issues include the potential for utility system disruptions, public service system 
disruptions, and project-required utility demands.  Impacts associated with utility disruptions are considered 
significant, but mitigable or were found to be adverse, but less than significant requiring no mitigation.  
Project construction in the overhead segment would have the potential to disrupt utility systems along 
the route and restrict access for emergency vehicles or to public facilities, and would also require water 
or generate waste or wastewater that would need to be accommodated by local facilities.  Excavation for 
installation of transmission towers and overhead lines could require that utilities in an area be temporarily 
interrupted while construction occurs in an area.  Similarly, unplanned, accidental disruptions of utilities 
could occur during excavation.  In either of these cases, this interruption of services could severely 
disrupt utilities and hinder activities along the project route.  Construction along roads and across highways 
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could also restrict access for emergency vehicles or could block entrances to public facilities such as 
schools, hospitals, or parks.   

These construction activities would also require water for dust suppression and street cleaning and would 
generate waste in the form of steel from the towers that will be removed, concrete from tower foundations, 
and soil from excavation.  Water required for the project would be a relatively insignificant amount 
compared to the Bay Area’s existing water supply, and the waste generated would largely be recycled 
in local facilities.  Materials that could not be recycled and would be disposed of in landfills also make 
up a small amount compared to the total waste accommodated by local landfills. 

Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce the impacts to utility systems and resulting from 
access restrictions.  Two mitigation measures have been designed to address impacts to utility systems:  
one for planned utility interruptions and one for unplanned, accidental disruptions.  The first mitigation 
measure requires that PG&E notify the public when a planned service interruption will occur.  The 
second mitigation measure requires that PG&E submit its construction plans with the finalized route 
alignment for review by the appropriate jurisdictions.  Two mitigation measures have been developed in 
other sections that address the issues of restricted access for emergency vehicles and to public facilities.  
In Section D.12 (Transportation and Traffic), a mitigation measure has been developed requiring 
PG&E to create an Emergency Vehicle Access Plan to ensure that emergency vehicles will not be 
impeded by the project.  In Section D.9 (Recreation), a mitigation measure was developed which 
requires PG&E to avoid construction in front of access points to public recreational facilities during 
weekends and holidays, and also requires public notification of construction at these locations two weeks 
in advance. 

Underground Segment.  As with the overhead segment, project construction in the underground 
segment would have the potential to disrupt utility systems along the route and restrict access for 
emergency vehicles or to public facilities, and would also require water or generate waste or 
wastewater that would need to be accommodated by local facilities.  Trenching for the underground 
segment or installation of the underground transmission duct banks could require that utilities in an area 
be temporarily interrupted while construction occurs in an area.  Similarly, unplanned, accidental dis-
ruptions of utilities could occur during excavation or trenching.  In either of these cases, this inter-
ruption of services could severely disrupt utilities and hinder activities along the project route.  
Construction along roads and across highways could also restrict access for emergency vehicles or 
could block entrances to public facilities such as schools, hospitals, or parks.  These construction activ-
ities would also require water for dust suppression and street cleaning and would generate waste in the 
form of asphalt from streets and soil from excavation.  Water required for the project would be a rela-
tively insignificant amount compared to the Bay Area’s existing water supply, and the waste generated 
would largely be recycled in local facilities.  Materials that could not be recycled and would be 
disposed of in landfills also make up a small amount compared to the total waste accommodated by 
local landfills. 

Mitigation measures, mentioned in the overhead segment discussion above, have been developed to reduce 
the impacts to utility systems and resulting from access restrictions to less than significant.  In addition, 
a third mitigation measure requires PG&E to evaluate the potential for the underground transmission 
line to increase corrosion on existing utilities and to eliminate any risk that may occur.   
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3.13.2  Alternatives 

Southern Segment Alternatives 

Route Option 1B.  Route Option 1B, with large portions of the alignment trenched underground in roads, 
would have a significantly higher potential for disrupting utilities and restricting traffic access.  However, 
similar mitigation to the Proposed Project would ensure that impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.   

Partial Underground Alternative.  The Partial Underground Alternative would have a higher potential 
for utility disruptions due to trenching along parts of the alignment, but would have fewer impacts due 
to access restrictions because it has fewer road crossings.  It would require similar mitigation to the 
Proposed Project to ensure that impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.   

Transition Station Alternatives.  Two transition station alternatives (Trousdale Drive and Golf Course 
Drive) would allow creation of hybrid alternatives among the Proposed Project and the two southern 
area alternatives.  No utility impacts are expected at any of these sites.  

Northern Segment and Transition Station Alternatives 

There are three alternatives to the proposed transition station site: 

• West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative.  There would be no substantial differences in 
impacts between the proposed transition station and the West of Skyline Boulevard transition 
station.  Mitigation similar to the Proposed Project would ensure that impacts are reduced to less 
than significant levels.   

• Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative.  The Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative 
would also largely be the same as the Proposed Project, but because the station would be adjacent to 
PG&E’s existing Sneath Substation, the Applicant would likely have knowledge of the utilities in the 
immediate vicinity, lowering the risks of accidental utility disruption impacts.  The mitigation measures 
recommended for the Proposed Project would reduce any impacts to less than significant. 

• Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative.  There would be no substantial differences in 
impacts between the proposed transition station and the Glenview Drive Transition Tower.  
However, the potential for accidental disruption of utilities at the Glenview Drive Transition Tower 
site is higher than for the proposed site because the site’s proximity to the City of San Bruno water 
tank.  Mitigation similar to the Proposed Project would ensure that impacts are reduced to less than 
significant levels. 

Underground Transmission Line Routes.  The public service system and utility impacts of the alternatives 
are largely of the same type and magnitude as described for the Proposed Project, and all would require 
similar mitigation to ensure that impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.  Length differences, 
location of public service providers, and existing utilities in roadways affect the potential for utility 
disruption impacts and the degree of access restriction that would result from construction and 
maintenance operations of the alternatives compared to the Proposed Project.  With all of the northern 
segment alternatives, mitigation similar to the Proposed Project would ensure that public service and 
utilities impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.   

No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative scenario, new generation, load-dropping, and demand-side manage-
ment could reduce the potential for utility disruption impacts and increase the reliability of the power 
supply, but the potential for utility disruption would remain.  In this alternative, curtailment of electric 
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service in the form of rolling blackouts could occur, with priority service continuing to be supplied to 
essential services.  Impacts would be significant.  As essential services would not be interrupted, however, 
impacts to public facilities and emergency vehicle access would be adverse, but less than significant. 

4.  Summary Comparison of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 

4.1  Methodology 

CEQA requires identification of an environmentally superior alternative if the No Project Alternative is 
found to have least impacts, but does not provide specific direction regarding the methodology of 
alternatives comparison.  Each project must be evaluated for the issues and impacts that are most 
important; this will vary depending on the project type and the environmental setting.  Issue areas that 
are generally given more weight in comparing alternatives are those with long-term impacts (e.g., 
visual impacts and permanent loss of habitat or loss of use of recreational facilities).  Impacts associated 
with construction (i.e., temporary or short-term) or those that are easily mitigable to less than 
significant levels are considered to be less important.   

The methodology used to compare alternatives in this EIR started with identification of alternatives.  Based on 
alternatives suggested during scoping, an intensive evaluation process was completed that resulted in the deter-
mination that the EIR would analyze two transmission line alternatives in the southern segment, five transmis-
sion line alternatives in the northern segment, two alternative transition stations to allow creation of hybrid 
alternatives, and twothree alternative transition station locations in the San Bruno area.  A No Project Alter-
native was also identified.  While 19 26 other alternatives were evaluated, they did not meet CEQA criteria 
for analysis (as defined in Section 2 above).  The second step required assessment of the environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Project and the alternatives.  The third step was the comparison of the impacts 
of each alternative to those of the Proposed Project to determine the environmentally superior alternative.  
The environmentally superior alternative was then compared to the No Project Alternative.   

Although this comparison focuses on the most important issue areas (e.g., land use, visual resources, 
biological resources, and recreation, with geology also a concern in fault zones), determining an environ-
mentally superior alternative is difficult because of the many factors that must be balanced.  While the EIR 
identifies an environmentally superior alternative, it is possible that the ultimate decision-makers could 
balance the importance of each impact area differently and reach a different conclusion.   

4.2  Summary of Significant (Class I) Unmitigable Impacts 
Southern Segment.  Table ES-1 lists the significant impacts in the southern (overhead) segment of the 
Proposed Project.  In this segment, the Proposed Project would create significant (Class I) impacts in 
visual resources at five key viewpoints, from Edgewood Park in the south to the I-280 crossing just south of 
Trousdale Drive.  In addition, significant unmitigable impacts were identified for recreation and biological 
resources, both because of the high value of Edgewood Park habitat and recreational experiences.   

PG&E’s Underground Route Option 1B would eliminate all significant visual impacts identified for the 
Proposed Project’s southern segment.  It would create two significant impacts (visual and recreation resources) 
if an overhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam is used, but no significant impacts would result with the 
use of an underwater cable around the dam.  This alternative would also eliminate the impacts associated 
with the transition station, since the entire project would be underground. 
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The Partial Underground Alternative would also eliminate all of the Proposed Projects’ significant impacts.  
However, it would create two new significant visual impacts (along Cañada Road near Edgewood Road, 
and at the I-280 crossing south of Carolands Substation).   

Transition Station Alternatives.  The Proposed Project would require a transition station where the 
overhead southern segment would connect to the underground line.  Two transition station alternatives 
are considered: the West of Skyline Transition Station and the Sneath Lane Transition Station.  As 
illustrated in Table ES-1, the proposed transition station would have significant (Class I) visual impacts 
and conflict with planned future development at the site.  In addition, the potential for rupture of the 
San Andreas Fault creates a significant (Class I) impact at the transition station.  The West of Skyline 
and Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternatives would both eliminate the significant visual and land use 
impacts of the proposed site, and would retain the same impact related to the fault crossing.   

Northern Segment.  No significant and unmitigable (Class I) impacts were identified for the northern 
(underground) segment of the Proposed Project.  One of the five alternatives (Junipero Serra Alternative) 
has a significant impact that results from an extended distance of underground transmission line within 
the San Andreas Fault zone. 

4.3  Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Southern Segment.  Table ES-2 summarizes the comparison of the Proposed Project with the two southern 
segment alternatives.  Either of the Southern Segment alternatives (PG&E Route Option 1B and Partial 
Underground Alternative) would eliminate multiple permanent and significant visual impacts of the 
Proposed Project.  Comparing the Route Option 1B Alternative with the Partial Underground Alternative 
indicates that the potentially significant impacts to visual, cultural, biological, and recreation resources 
could be avoided by selecting the Route Option 1B Alternative with either the revised overhead crossing 
of the dam or a submarine cable for crossing the Crystal Springs Dam.  The Partial Underground 
Alternative is less desirable because of significant unmitigable visual impacts (along Cañada Road near 
Edgewood Road, at two one transition structure locations, and at the I-280 crossing south of Carolands 
Substation).  Route Option 1B with the revised overhead crossing of the dam, the top of the dam, or the a 
submarine cable is the preferred alternative because it minimizes permanent impacts to the most relevant 
areas of land use, visual resources, and biology.  
 

Table ES-1.  Southern Segment & Transition Station: Summary of Significant Unmitigable (Class I) Impacts 
by Alternative  

Alternative Significant Impacts (Class I) 
Proposed Project, 
Overhead Segment 

V-2, V-3, V-9, V-12, V-13, and L-3: Key Viewpoints at Edgewood County Park, Interstate 280 
Southbound, Lexington Avenue, Black Mountain Road, and north of the Carolands Substation 
B-1: Temporary and permanent loss of sensitive vegetation communities; serpentine grassland 
R-3: Operation-Related Impacts to Edgewood County Park and Preserve 

Proposed Project,  
Transition Station 

L-6:  Conflict with planned future development at transition station site a 
V-20: Substantial introduction of industrial character, structural prominence, and view blockage when 
viewed from Skyline Boulevard, San Bruno Avenue, and the Sky Crest Center a 
G-8:  Surface fault rupture at crossings of active and potentially active fault traces; proposed 
transition station 
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Table ES-1.  Southern Segment & Transition Station: Summary of Significant Unmitigable (Class I) Impacts 
by Alternative  

Alternative Significant Impacts (Class I) 
Class I Impacts Eliminated or Created by Alternative to Overhead Segment and Alternative Transition Stations 

PG&E Underground Route 
Option 1B 

Eliminates V-2, V-3, V-9, V-12, V-13, B-1, and R-3 
Eliminates Proposed Project transition station impacts: L-6 (conflict with future development), V-20 
(visual impact of transition station), and G-8 (active fault crossing) 
V-22: Visual Impact of overhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam b [Revised overhead crossing of 
the dam has no significant unmitigable impacts] 
R-3:  Recreation/Operation-Related Impacts to Crystal Springs Dam b 

Partial Underground 
Alternative 

Eliminates V-2, V-3, V-9, V-12, V-13, B-1, and R-3. 
V-23: Visual impact at Cañada Road between I-280 and Edgewood Road 
V-24: Visual impacts from transition stations at Tower 7/39 
V-25: Visual impact at crossing of I-280 at Tower 8/50 and Crystal Springs Golf Course 

Sneath Lane, and West of 
Skyline, and Glenview Drive 
Transition Stations 

Eliminate Proposed Project Transition Station Impacts L-6 and V-20. 
G-8:  Surface fault rupture at crossings of active and potentially active fault traces 

a Relocation of the transition station with the Transition Station Alternatives or selection of Route Option 1B for the southern segment 
could avoid these Class I impacts. 

b Avoiding the dam by using an underwater cable would avoid these Class I impacts. 
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Table ES-2.  Proposed Project vs. PG&E Underground Route Option 1B and Partial Underground Alternative 

Issue Area 
Proposed Project,  
Overhead Segment PG&E Route Option 1B Partial Underground Alternative 

Land Use Most likely to cause permanent 
conflicts with adopted biology 
and visual quality policies 

Preferred because no transition 
station is needed and fewer policy 
conflicts would occur. 

Likely to cause some permanent policy 
conflicts, although reduces impacts to 
open spaces 

Visual Resources Greatest permanent visual 
impacts along I-280 and 
residential areas 

Preferred, although with over-
head crossing of Crystal Springs 
Dam would permanently intro-
duce transition stations (avoided 
if a submarine cable is used) 

Greater permanent visual impacts along 
Crystal Springs Golf Course, although 
eliminates visual impacts for residential 
areas east of I-280 

Biological 
Resources 

Most construction in sensitive 
areas and increased permanent 
disruption of sensitive areas 

Preferred because construction 
would be in roadways, minimizing 
habitat disturbance 

Underground construction in a sensitive 
area, although would eliminate new 
towers and permanent disruptions 
within Edgewood Park and the Pulgas 
Ridge Preserve and adjacent to 
Burlingame 

Cultural Resources Preferred because ground 
disturbance would be least 

Most potential for construction 
at historic Crystal Springs Dam 
and along Trousdale Drive and 
most risk from underground con-
struction, but impacts near the 
dam could be avoided with a 
submarine cable 

Requires underground construction that 
would increase the risk of encountering 
previously unknown cultural resources

Geology High exposure to San Andreas 
Fault 

Preferred because it avoids 
San Andreas Fault crossing near 
San Bruno Avenue 

High exposure to San Andreas Fault 

Hydrology and  
Water Quality 

Preferred because construction 
disturbance would be least 

More construction work across 
watercourses, although minimal 
disturbance to Peninsula 
Watershed 

More construction work across water-
courses and near San Andreas Lake  

Public Health and 
Safety 

Preferred because route is in 
undeveloped areas with minimal 
existing contamination 

Most likely to encounter contam-
inated areas during underground 
construction 

More likely to encounter contaminated 
areas during underground construction

Recreation Permanent degradation of 
recreation at Edgewood 
County Park and Preserve 

Permanent degradation of rec-
reational experience with over-
head crossing of Crystal Springs 
Dam (avoided with a submarine 
cable); longest duration of con-
struction disruption in Cañada 
Road 

Preferred because construction and 
operation would avoid highest-use 
recreation areas 

Air Quality Preferred because construction 
disturbance would be least 

Longest duration of construction 
and underground work 

Longer duration of construction and 
underground work 

Noise and  
Vibration 

Preferred because construction 
disturbance would be least 

Longest duration of construction 
and underground work 

Longer duration of construction and 
underground work 

Transportation  
and Traffic 

Preferred because construction 
would affect fewest roadways 

Most construction in roadways Some construction along roadways 

Socioeconomics No preference No preference No preference 
Public Services  
and Utilities 

Preferred because of low 
likelihood of disrupting utilities 
during construction 

Most likely to disrupt services 
during underground work 

More likely to disrupt services during 
underground work 
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Transition Station.  The proposed transition would permanently conflict with planned land uses for 
recreational purposes and degrade visual resources.  These impacts could be avoided with any of the three 
either alternative transition station sites, but the Glenview Drive Transition Tower Alternative Sneath 
Lane Transition Station with the Sneath Lane Underground Route would be preferred because it would 
simultaneously minimize land use, visual, seismic, and recreation impacts due to its location in a less visible 
area, adjacent to an existing City of San Bruno water tank and east of the main trace of the San Andreas 
Faultsubstation.  Table ES-3 summarizes the comparison of the transition stations. 
 

Table ES-3.  Comparison of Three Transition Station Alternatives 

Issue Area Proposed Project 
Transition Station 

West of Skyline 
Boulevard 

Transition Station 
Sneath Lane 

Transition Station 
 Glenview Drive 

Transition Tower 

Land Use Most likely to cause 
permanent policy 
conflicts and conflicts 
with land use 
designation and 
planned development 

Could cause conflicts for 
policies for biological 
resources or tree 
ordinances during 
construction 

Preferred because of 
existing compatible adjacent 
land use (substation) 

Utility land use 
compatible with 
adjacent water tank site

Visual Most visually 
prominent location with 
permanent public 
exposure 

More visually prominent 
because site is not 
adjacent to existing 
development 

Preferred because of 
adjacent industrial facility 
(substation) 

More prominent than 
Sneath Lane but 
preferred over proposed 
and West of Skyline 
because of adjacent 
industrial facility (water 
tank) 

Biology Preferred, because 
station site is disturbed 
and unvegetated 

Station site is presently 
undisturbed and 
vegetated 

Although station site is 
disturbed and unvegetated, 
additional overhead towers 
would be needed to reach 
Sneath Lane, increasing 
permanent bird collision 
hazards 

Preferred, because 
station site is disturbed 
and unvegetated 

Cultural Preferred because 
least underground 
construction would be 
required 

More underground 
construction work needed 
for connections 

More underground 
construction work needed for 
connections 

Minimal underground 
construction required 

Geology Preferred because 
site is west of main 
San Andreas Fault 
trace  

Permanently exposed to 
seismic hazards by being 
located directly on active 
traces of San Andreas 
Fault 

Permanently exposed to 
seismic hazards by being 
located west of  active traces 
of San Andreas Fault 
 

Preferred because site is 
east of main San Andreas 
Fault trace 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Preferred because 
construction in 
Watershed would be 
minimized 

More construction work 
occurs in the Peninsula 
Watershed 

Additional construction work 
would be needed in the 
Peninsula Watershed to 
reach Sneath Lane 

Preferred because 
construction in 
Watershed would be 
minimized 

Public Health Construction could 
encounter 
contaminated areas 
within 0.25 miles of 
site but none are 
recordedfrom two 
closed gas stations 
across the street 

Preferred because of few 
known contaminated sites 

Construction work occurs 
near residential area; 3 
contaminated sites identified. 

Preferred because of 
few known 
contaminated sites 
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Table ES-3.  Comparison of Three Transition Station Alternatives 

Issue Area Proposed Project 
Transition Station 

West of Skyline 
Boulevard 

Transition Station 
Sneath Lane 

Transition Station 
 Glenview Drive 

Transition Tower 

Recreation Permanently precludes 
use of site for trailhead 
parking 

Introduces permanent 
industrial structure 
adjacent to San Andreas 
Trail 

Preferred because no 
recreational facilities would 
be affected 

No recreational facilities 
directly affected; visible 
from San Andreas Trail 

Air Quality Construction work 
occurs near homes 

Preferred because 
construction would be 
farthest from receptors 

Construction work occurs 
near school and homes 

Construction work 
occurs near one 
apartment building 

Noise and  
Vibration 

Construction work 
occurs near homes 

Preferred because 
construction would be 
farthest from receptors 

Construction work occurs 
near school and homes 

Construction work 
occurs near one 
apartment building 

Transportation  
and Traffic 

No preference No preference No preference No preference; site is 
outside of potential Hwy 
35 expansion area 

Socioeconomics No preference No preference No preference No preference 
Public Services  
and Utilities 

No preference No preference No preference No preference 

 

Northern Segment.  The comparison for the northern segment is between the Proposed Project vs. the 
Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative.  As stated above, the Proposed Project 
would not cause any significant, unavoidable impacts in the underground segment.  As also discussed above, 
the preferred alternative for the southern segment is Route Option 1B.  Selecting that alternative would 
avoid multiple significant, unmitigable impacts including impacts related to the proposed transition station.  
The northern end of the Route Option 1Bis alternative is at the intersection of El Camino Real and San 
Bruno Avenue in the City of San Bruno.  From this location, two alternatives could not be used (the 
Junipero Serra and Cherry Avenue Alternatives).  However, the Proposed Project, Route Option 4B, and 
the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative would each be available. 

Table ES-4 illustrates that while the collocation alternative (with Route Options A, D, E, and F) can 
avoid short-term, construction-related impacts to many residential areas, recreational facilities, schools, 
and transportation corridors, this alternative would also create greater impacts in other areas because of 
construction through contaminated areas, and the potential for greater impacts to cultural and water 
resources.  However, neither the Proposed Project nor the collocation alternative would create any 
significant unmitigable impacts.  Therefore, on balance, both the Proposed Project and the Modified 
Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative are considered to be the environmentally superior 
alternatives for the northern segment since neither route shows a significant environmental benefit over 
the other.  Other factors, such as cost and timing of need, will be considered in the CPUC’s general 
proceeding, and can be used along with the environmental information presented in this EIR to make 
the ultimate determination regarding which route (if any) is to be approved. No Statement of Overriding 
Considerations would be required for this segment. 

The collocation alternative is substantially shorter (with approximately 3.7 fewer miles of underground con-
struction than the proposed underground route) and can avoid short-term, construction-related impacts to 
many residential areas, recreational facilities, and important transportation corridors.  Potential construction-
related impacts related to cultural resources and public health under this alternative would be reduced by miti-
gation identified in this EIR.  This route would also minimize impacts to residential, recreational, and trans-
portation uses in northern San Mateo County.  No other alternative to the Proposed Project would minimize 
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the short-term, construction-related impacts as effectively.  Therefore, the environmentally superior 
alternative for the northern segment is the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation 
Alternative.  Table ES-4 summarizes the comparison of this alternative with the Proposed Project route.  
 

Table ES-4.  Proposed Project vs. Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative 

Issue Area Proposed Project, Underground Route 
Modified Underground Existing 230 kV 
Collocation Alternative 

Land Use At least 6 months of construction adjacent to 120 
residences (in 3 areas) and several apartment 
buildings and 5 schools. 

Preferred because construction would not affect very 
few residences or and no schools with use of 
mitigation reroute (T-9a) 

Visual No preference No preference 
Biology No preference No preference 
Cultural Preferred because fewer cultural resources are 

anticipated 
Requires more work in Bay Shore area and near 
prehistoric resources east of San Bruno Mountain 
during construction 

Geology Requires more excavation into native undisturbed 
soils and potentially fossil-bearing rock during 
construction 

Preferred because of soil conditions 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Preferred because of distance to Bay for 
sedimentation impacts 

Requires directional drilling in streams near San 
Francisco Bay during construction 

Public Health Preferred because of fewer known contaminated 
sites; only one site likely to affect construction 

High likelihood of encountering contaminated soils and 
groundwater during construction through and near 3 
leaking underground tanks and two Brownfield sites, 
as well as construction through capped landfill. 

Recreation Forces construction work in Hillside Blvd Bikeway 
and work near many other recreational facilities, 
especially in San Bruno Mountain State and 
County Park 

Preferred because of fewer recreational facilities 
affected 

Air Quality Requires more construction work in residential 
areas 

Preferred because construction would be farthest 
from receptors 

Noise and Vibration At least 6 months of construction adjacent to 120 
residences and several apartment buildings and 5 
schools. 

Preferred because construction would not affect very 
few residences or and no schools with use of 
mitigation reroute (T-9a) 

Transportation and 
Traffic 

Requires 7.8 miles of construction in roads Preferred – 4.8 miles of construction in roads 

Socioeconomics No preference No preference 
Public Services 
and Utilities 

More potential for temporarily restricted access to 
public facilities (schools, parks, and hospitals) 
during construction 

Preferred because of fewer public facilities 

Conclusion.  Based on the analysis summarized above, the environmentally superior alternative is illus-
trated in Figure ES-3 and comprises Route Option 1B with mitigation and the optional submarine 
cableone of several crossings of at the Crystal Springs Dam in conjunction with either the Proposed 
Project’s underground segment or the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative 
with mitigation.  The route in the area where these northern and southern segments would connect (at San 
Bruno Avenue and El Camino Real) could be modified with implementation of Mitigation Measure T-9a, 
which presents a route option continuing north on El Camino Real past San Bruno Avenue, then turning 
east on Sneath Lane/Tanforan Drive.The environmentally superior alternative would be approximately 25 
miles long, as compared with approximately 27 miles for the proposed route. 
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4.4  Environmentally Superior Alternatives vs. No Project 
Alternative 

The Environmentally Superior Alternatives would be located entirely underground and in areas with 
few impacts on residences or other sensitive land uses.  Long-term impacts would be minimal.  In com-
parison, the most significant impact of the No Project Alternative is its likelihood of creating long-term 
air emissions and noise impacts.  In addition, the No Project Alternative has the potential to result in elec-
tric service disruption.  Overall, the Environmentally Superior Alternatives, as illustrated on Figure ES-3, is 
are preferred over the No Project Alternative. 

5.  Impact Summary Tables 
Table ES-5 and ES-6 on the following pages summarize all identified impacts of the Proposed Project 
(Table ES-5) and alternatives (Table ES-6).  For each impact, the following information is presented: 
impact number and title, impact class (Class I, II, III, or IV), applicable mitigation measure, and residual 
impact (whether significant or less than significant). 
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Figure ES-3.  Environmentally Superior Alternatives (rev) 
For security reasons this figure is not included in the online version of the report.  
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Table ES-5.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Proposed Project  

Impact 
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Land Use    
L-1: Conflict with biological resources policies Class II Mitigation Measures B-1b, B-1c, B-3a, and B-3b (below) Less than significant 
L-2: Conflict with county tree ordinances Class II Mitigation Measure B-2b (below) Less than significant 
L-3: Conflict with county visual quality policies Class I Mitigation Measures V-1a to V-20b (below) Significant 
L-4: Construction nuisances or disturbances to residents, businesses or 
sensitive land uses 

Class II/III L-4a: Provide construction notification and minimize 
construction disturbance   
L-4b: Provide public liaison person and toll-free 
information hotline 
L-4c: Provide compensation to displaced residents   

Less than significant 

L-5: Interference with SFPUC maintenance activities Class II L-5a: Coordinate with SFPUC within Peninsula Watershed Less than significant 
L-6: Conflict with planned future development at proposed transition 
station site 

Class I NoneL-6a: Design proposed transition station per 
request of City of San Bruno 

Significant 

L-7: Disrupted access to businesses and residences Class III L-7a: Provide continuous access to properties   
L-7b: Coordinate with businesses   

Less than significant 

L-9:  Conflict with the LWCF Class III None (Implementation of either the Partial Underground 
Alternative or PG&E’s Route Option 1B would eliminate 
this impact) 

Less than significant 

Visual Resources    
V-1: Visibility of construction activities and equipment Class III V-1a: Reduce visibility of construction activities and 

equipment   
Less than significant 

V-2: Key Viewpoint 1 – Edgewood County Park Class I None Significant 
V-3: Key Viewpoint 2 – Interstate 280 Southbound Class I None   Significant 
V-4: Key Viewpoint 3 – Interstate 280 Northbound Class III None   Less than significant 
V-5: Key Viewpoint 4 – Cañada Road at Filoli Center Class II V-5a: Eliminate Tower 2/13   Less than significant 
V-6: Key Viewpoint 5 – I-280 Southbound Vista Point Class III V-6a: Paint towers with appropriate colors   Less than significant 
V-7: Key Viewpoint 6 – Cañada Road Class III Mitigation Measure V-8a (below)   Less than significant 
V-8: Key Viewpoint 7 – I-280 Southbound at SR 92 Class II V-8a: Relocate Towers between 3/18 and Tower 4/25  

Mitigation Measure V-6a (above)  
Less than significant 

V-9: Key Viewpoint 8 – Lexington Avenue Class I V-9a: Eliminate Towers 5/29, 5/31 and 6/33   Significant 
V-10: Key Viewpoint 9 – Crystal Springs Rest Area Class II V-10a: Eliminate Tower 7/40   Less than significant 
V-11: Key Viewpoint 10 – Interstate 280 Southbound Class III Mitigation Measure V-10a (above) Less than significant 
V-12: Key Viewpoint 11 – Black Mountain Road Class I V-12a: Eliminate Towers 7/42, 7/45, and 8/47   Significant 
V-13: Carolands Substation to transition station Class I V-13a: Eliminate Towers 10/64 and 10/66   Significant 
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Table ES-5.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Proposed Project  

Impact 
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

V-14: Key Viewpoint 12 – Crystal Springs Golf Course Class II V-14a: Eliminate Towers 9/56, 9/58, and 9/60 
Mitigation Measure V-6a (above) 

Less than significant 

V-15: Key Viewpoint 13 – I-280 Northbound Class II V-15a: Reduce views of proposed Tower 10/69Relocate 
the proposed Towers 10/68 to10/69 
V-15b: Use steel poles from Tower 10/69 to 14/95  
Mitigation Measure V-6a (above)  

Less than significant 

V-16: Key Viewpoint 14 – Sawyer Camp Trail Class II V-16a: Relocate Tower 11/75 away from Sawyer Camp 
Trail  
Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-15b (above) 

Less than significant 

V-17: Key Viewpoint 15 – San Andreas Trail Class II V-17a: Relocate Tower 13/84 
V-17b: Eliminate proposed Towers 12/80 and 12/82 
Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-15b (above)  

Less than significant 

V-18: Key Viewpoint 16 – Sweeney Ridge / Bay Discovery Site Class III Mitigation Measures V-6a (above) and V-19a (below)  Less than significant 
V-19: Key Viewpoint 17 – Skyline Boulevard Northbound Class II V-19a: Eliminate Towers 13/89, 14/91, 14/92, and 14/94  

Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-15b (above)  
Less than significant 

V-20: Key Viewpoint 18 – Transition Station / San Bruno Avenue Class I V-20a: Provide detailed plan for landscaping the transition 
station or structures 
V-20b: Provide detailed transition station design 
evaluation  

Significant 

V-21: Visual impact of modifications to substations, switchyards, and taps Class III Mitigation Measures V-1a through V-20a (above)  Less than significant 
Biological Resources    
B-1: Temporary and permanent loss of sensitive vegetation 
communities 

Class I 
(to serpentine 
grassland); 

Class II 

B-1a: Perform wetlands delineation and avoidance 
B-1b: Provide restoration/compensation for vegetation 
losses 
B-1c: Protect serpentine grasslands and Edgewood Park 
B-1d: Perform pre-construction surveys and provide 
monitors 
B-1e: Complete rare plant surveys 
B-1f: Protect sensitive habitats during construction 
B-1g: Implement weed control 
B-1h: Negotiate compensation for loss of significant 
plant communities 
B-1i: Implement worker education 

Less than sSignificant 

B-2: Loss or damage to trees Class II B-2a: Compensate for tree loss Less than significant 
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Table ES-5.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Proposed Project  

Impact 
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

B-3: Erosion and sedimentation   Class II B-3a: Complete restoration after construction 
Mitigation Measure B-1b  

Less than significant 

B-4: Wildlife habitat removal Class III Mitigation Measure B-1b (above) Less than significant 
B-5: Direct wildlife mortality Class II/III B-5a: Protect wildlife during construction Less than significant 
B-6: Wildlife disturbance from human presence Class II Mitigation Measures B-1c, B-1e, B-1f, B-1i,  B-5a, B-8a Less than significant 
B-7: Bird electrocution and tower/line collisions Class II/III B-7a: Minimize bird electrocution and collision Less than significant 
B-8: Habitat removal or disturbance of special status wildlife species Class II B-8a: Protection for special status species 

B-8b: Consultation with resource agencies 
Mitigation Measures B-1a through B-7a 

Less than significant 

Cultural Resources    
C-1: Construction operations have the potential to affect known 
archaeological resources 

Class II C-1a: Avoid Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) 
C-1b: Develop Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP)   
C-1c: Conduct construction monitoring   

Less than significant 

C-2: Previously undetected cultural resources may be damaged or 
destroyed during project construction 

Class II Mitigation Measures C-1b and C-1c (above) Less than significant 

C-3: Construction operations have the potential to impact site P-41-390 Class II C-3a: Evaluate historic bridge   Less than significant 
Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 
G-1: Soft or loose soils along alignment may affect tower foundations 
and footings, excavation stability, and access to construction areas 

Class II G-1a: Perform geotechnical studies Less than significant 

G-2: Excavation, grading, or fill placement during construction activities 
could cause slope instability 

Class II G-2a: Protect against slope instability   Less than significant 

G-3: Paleontologic resources may be destroyed by construction 
activities 

Class II G-3a: Consult a paleontologist   Less than significant 

G-4: Naturally occurring asbestos fibers may be encountered and 
become airborne through construction activities 

Class II Mitigation Measure A-3a (below) Less than significant 

G-5: Strong groundshaking from local and regional seismic sources Class II G-5a: Reduce effects of groundshaking   Less than significant 
G-6: Seismically induced ground failures including liquefaction, lateral 
spreading, seismic slope instability, and ground-cracking 

Class II G-6a: Conduct geotechnical investigations for 
liquefaction and slope instability 

Less than significant 

G-7: Slope instability including landslides, earth flows, and debris flows Class II G-7a: Conduct geotechnical surveys for landslides Less than significant 
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Table ES-5.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Proposed Project  

Impact 
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

G-8: Surface fault rupture at crossings of active and potentially active fault 
traces  

Class I (for 
proposed 
transition 
station);  
Class II 

G-8a: Minimize project structures within active fault zone Less than significant 

G-9: Expansive, soft, loose and/or compressible soils  Class II G-9a: Implement standard engineering methods for 
problematic soils 

Less than significant 

G-10: Project may impact access to mineral resources Class III None Less than significant 
G-11: Corrosive soils Class II G-11a: Implement standard engineering methods for 

corrosive soils 
Less than significant 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
H-1: Soil erosion and sedimentation from construction activity and 
access roads 

Class II H-1a: Control erosion and sedimentation Less than significant 

H-2: Degradation of surface or groundwater quality through spill of 
potentially harmful materials used in construction 

Class II H-2a: Control hazardous substances Less than significant 

H-3: Increased runoff from new impervious areas Class III None Less than significant 
H-4: Encroachment into a floodplain or watercourse by other permanent 
aboveground project features 

Class II H-4a: Prevent flood damage Less than significant 

H-5: Construction in a potential dam inundation area Class III None Less than significant 
H-6: Water quality degradation through project-related excavation Class II Mitigation Measure H-2a (above) 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3a (below) 
Less than significant 

H-7: Water quality degradation caused by accidental releases of oil from 
substations or transition station 

Class II (for 
Substations, 
Switchyards, 
and Taps); 

Class III 

H-7a: Protect against operational oil releases Less than significant 

H-8: Exposure of the underground cable to damage through stream 
scour and erosion 

Class II H-8a: Prevent scour and erosion Less than significant 

H-9: Interruption of groundwater flow or modification of groundwater 
depths during construction of underground transmission line 

Class II H-9a: Reduce construction effects on groundwater Less than significant 
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Table ES-5.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Proposed Project  

Impact 
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Public Health and Safety    
HAZ-1: Potential hazardous substance spills during construction   Class II Mitigation Measure H-2a (above) Less than significant 
HAZ-2: Excavation could result in mobilization of existing contamination Class II HAZ-2a: Conduct Phase II investigations Less than significant 
HAZ-3: Previously unknown contamination could be encountered during 
construction 

Class II HAZ-3a: Conduct construction soil and groundwater 
sampling and testing 
HAZ-3b: Observe exposed soil for contamination  

Less than significant 

HAZ-4: Release of hazardous materials during operation at transition 
station or substations 

Class II HAZ-4a: Document compliance Less than significant 

PS-1: Radio and television interference Class II PS-1a: Limit the conductor surface electric gradient 
PS-1b: Document complaints and responsive action 

Less than significant 

PS-2: Induced currents and shock hazards in joint use corridors Class II PS-2a: Reduce effects of induced currents and shocks Less than significant 
PS-3: Effects on cardiac pacemakers Class III None Less than significant 
PS-4: Wind, earthquake, and fire hazards Class III None Less than significant 
Recreation 
R-1: Increased use of recreational resources No impact None Less than significant No 

impact 
R-2: Construction disturbance at recreation facilities Class II/III R-2a: Avoid peak use periods and notify on-site 

R-2b: Review and approve construction plan for 
San Bruno Mountain State and County Park   
Mitigation Measures V-1a, L-4a, L-4b, L-7a, and T-1a   

Less than significant 

R-3: Operation-related effects on recreational facilitiesimpacts  Class I 
(Edgewood 
County Park 
and Preserve); 

Class II/III 

Mitigation Measures V-5a, V-6a, V-8a, V-14a, V-15b, 
V-16a, V-17a, and V-19a, and L-6a (above) 

Less than significant 

Air Quality    
A-1: Construction activities would create dust emissions Class II A-1a: Control dust emissions Less than significant 
A-2: Construction equipment would generate exhaust emissions Class II A-2a: Control exhaust emissions Less than significant 
A-3: Construction activity could encounter naturally occurring asbestos Class II A-3a: Implement Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan  Less than significant 
A-4: Operational air quality impacts associated with maintenance and 
inspections 

Class III None Less than significant 

A-5: Substation and switchyard work could encounter asbestos-
containing materials 

Class III None Less than significant 
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Table ES-5.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Proposed Project  

Impact 
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Noise and Vibration    
N-1: Construction activities would temporarily increase local noise levels Class II Mitigation Measures L-4a and L-4b (above) Less than significant 
N-2: Ground-borne vibration could cause a temporary nuisance during 
construction 

Class II Mitigation Measures L-4a and L-4b (above) Less than significant 

N-3: Corona noise from operation of the overhead transmission line Class III None Less than significant 
N-4: Noise from inspection and maintenance activities Class III None Less than significant 
N-5: Noise from operation of the Martin Substation with modifications Class III None Less than significant 
Transportation and Traffic    
T-1: Temporary road and lane closures Class II T-1a: Prepare Transportation Management Plans   

T-1b: Restrict lane closures   
Less than significant 

T-2: Traffic generated by construction Class III None Less than significant 
T-3: Physical impacts to roads and sidewalks ROWs Class II T-3a: Repair damaged roadways ROWs   Less than significant 
T-4: Restricted access to properties Class II Mitigation Measures L-7a and L-7b (above) Less than significant 
T-5: Interference with pedestrian/bicycle circulation and safety Class III None Less than significant 
T-6: Construction interference with emergency response Class II T-6a: Ensure emergency response access   Less than significant 
T-7: Loss of parking Class III None Less than significant 
T-8: Disruption of public transit Class III None Less than significant 
T-9: Conflict with planned transportation projects Class II T-9a: Avoid grade separation 

T-9b: Coordinate with San Mateo County’s bridge 
replacement project plans 

Less than significant 

Socioeconomics    
S-1: Induce demand for labor Class III None Less than significant 
S-2: Displacement of people or existing housing Class III None Less than significant 
Public Services and Utilities 
U-1: Utility system disruptions Class II U-1a: Notify utility service interruption   

U-1b: Protect underground utilities  
U-1c: Protect utilities against corrosion 

Less than significant 

U-2: Public service system disruption Class II (for 
underground); 

Class III 

Mitigation Measures R-3a and T-6aNone Less than significant 

U-3: Project-required utility demands Class III None Less than significant 
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Land Use 
L-1: Conflict with biological resources policies 1B, PU, WS, 

SL, TD 
Class II Mitigation Measures B-1b, B-1c, B-3a, and 

B-3b (below) 
Less than significant 

L-2: Conflict with county tree ordinances PU, WS, SL, 
TD, GC 

Class II Mitigation Measure B-2b (below) Less than significant 

L-3: Conflict with county visual quality policies PU, WS, SL, 
TD, GC 

Class I for PU; 
Class II 

Mitigation Measures V-1a to V-20b (below) Significant 

L-4: Construction noise, dust, and odor impacts on residents, 
businesses or sensitive land uses 

All Class III L-4a: Provide construction notification and 
minimize construction disturbance 
L-4b: Provide public liaison person and toll-free 
information hotline 
L-4c: Provide compensation to displaced 
residents   
L-4d: Maximize distance from residences 
(Modified Existing Underground 230 kV 
Alternative) 

Less than significant 

L-5: Interference with SFPUC maintenance activities PU, WS, SL Class II L-5a: Coordinate with SFPUC within Peninsula 
Watershed 

Less than significant 

L-7: Disrupted access to businesses and residences All Class III L-7a: Provide continuous access to properties   
L-7b: Coordinate with businesses   
L-7c: Provide continuous access to hotels 
(Modified Existing Underground 230 kV 
Alternative)   

Less than significant 

L-8: Disruption of commercial parking lot (Modified Existing 
Underground 230 kV Alternative) 

ME Class III L-8a: Compensate parking lot operator   Less than significant 

Visual Resources 
V-1: Visibility of construction activities and equipment All Class III V-1a: Reduce visibility of construction activities 

and equipment   
Less than significant 

V-5: Key Viewpoint 4 – Cañada Road at Filoli Center PU Class II V-5a: Eliminate Tower 2/13   Less than significant 
V-6: Key Viewpoint 5 – I-280 Southbound Vista Point PU Class III V-6a: Paint towers with appropriate colors   Less than significant 
V-7: Key Viewpoint 6 – Cañada Road PU Class III Mitigation Measure V-8a (below)   Less than significant 
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

V-8: Key Viewpoint 7 – I-280 Southbound at SR 92 PU Class II V-8a: Relocate Towers between 3/18 and 4/25  
Mitigation Measure V-6a (above)  

Less than significant 

V-15: Key Viewpoint 13 – I-280 Northbound PU Class II V-15a: Reduce Views of Proposed Tower 
10/69Relocate the proposed Towers 10/68 
to10/69 
V-15b: Use steel poles from Tower 10/69 to 14/95  
Mitigation Measure V-6a (above)  

Less than significant 

V-16: Key Viewpoint 14 – Sawyer Camp Trail PU Class II V-16a: Relocate Tower 11/75 away from 
Sawyer Camp Trail  
Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-15b (above)   

Less than significant 

V-17: Key Viewpoint 15 – San Andreas Trail PU Class II V-17a: Relocate Tower 13/84 
V-17b: Eliminate proposed Towers 12/80 and 
12/82 
Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-15b (above)     

Less than significant 

V-18: Key Viewpoint 16 – Sweeney Ridge / Bay Discovery Site PU Class III Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-19a  Less than significant 
V-19: Key Viewpoint 17 – Skyline Boulevard Northbound PU Class II V-19a: Eliminate Towers 13/89, 14/91, 14/92, 

and 14/94  
Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-15b (above)  

Less than significant 

V-20: Key Viewpoint 18 – Transition Station / San Bruno 
Avenue 

PU, 1B, GD, 
TD, GC 

Class I/II/III V-20a: Transition station landscaping 
V-20b: Evaluate transition station design  

Significant 

V-21: Visual impact of modifications to substations, switchyards, 
and taps 

1B, PU Class III Mitigation Measures V-1a through V-20a Less than significant 

V-22: Introduction of complex industrial features into landscapes 
generally natural in appearance and lacking such 
featuresOverhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam 

1B Class I/III Mitigation Measure V-20a and V-20b (above) Less than 
sSignificant 

V-23: New towers along Cañada Road between I-280 and 
Edgewood Road 

PU Class I None  Significant 

V-24: Visual impacts from transition stationsTransition towers 
for Partial Underground Alternative 

PU Class I (for Tower 
7/39); Class III (for

Tower 6/36) 

V-24a: Relocate Transition Tower 7/39 
Mitigation Measure V-20a (above) 

Significant 

V-25: Crossing of I-280 at Tower 8/50 and Crystal Springs Golf 
Coursesouth of Carolands Substation 

PU Class I NoneMitigation Measure V-15a (above) Significant 
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

V-26: North of Crystal Springs Golf Course and New route 
segment west of I-280 

PU Class III Mitigation Measure V-6a (above)   Less than significant 

V-27: West of Skyline Transition Station/ Alternative (near 
Tower 14/93)West of Skyline Boulevard 

WS Class II V-27a: Conduct West of Skyline Transition 
Station siting study   
Mitigation Measures V-6a and V-20a (above)  

Less than significant 

V-28: Sneath Lane Transition Station with all underground route 
options 

SL Class III Mitigation Measures V-1a, V-6a, V-20a, and 
V-20b (above) 

Less than significant 

V-29: Glenview Drive Transition Tower   GD Class III Mitigation Measures V-1a, V-6a, and V-20a 
(above) 

Less than significant 

V-30: Trousdale Drive Transition Towers – Partial Underground 
Alternative   

TD Class III Mitigation Measures V-1a, V-6a, and V-20a 
(above) 

Less than significant 

V-31: Trousdale Drive Transition Tower  - Proposed Project 
Tower 11/70 

TD Class III Mitigation Measures V-1a, V-6a, and V-20a 
(above) 

Less than significant 

V-32: Golf Course Drive Transition Station   GC Class II Mitigation Measures V-1a, V-6a, and V-20a 
(above) 

Less than significant 

Biological Resources 
B-1: Temporary and permanent loss of sensitive vegetation 
communities 

1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class II B-1a: Perform wetlands delineation and avoidance 
B-1b: Provide restoration/compensation for 
vegetation losses 
B-1c: Protect serpentine grasslands and 
Edgewood Park 
B-1d: Perform pre-construction surveys and 
provide monitors 
B-1e: Complete rare plant surveys 
B-1f: Protect sensitive habitats during construction 
B-1g: Implement weed control 
B-1h: Negotiate compensation for loss of 
significant plant communities 
B-1i: Implement worker education 
B-1j: Restrict construction ROW through sensitive 
valuable habitat (Partial Underground Alternative) 

Significant 
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

B-1k: Use transition tower Instead of station 
(West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative)   
B-1l: Colma Creek Crossing; Frac-Out 
Contingency Plan (Modified Existing 230 kV 
Underground Alternative)   
B-1m: Restrict construction in The Triangle 
(Partial Underground Alternative) 

B-2: Loss or damage to trees 1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class II B-2a: Compensate for tree loss 
B-2b:  Relocate Transition Tower to 6/36 (Partial 
Underground Alternative) 

Less than significant

B-3: Erosion and sedimentation   1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class II B-3a: Complete restoration after construction Less than significant

B-4: Wildlife habitat removal 1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class III Mitigation Measure B-1b (above) Less than significant

B-5: Direct wildlife mortality 1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class II B-5a: Protect wildlife during construction Less than significant

B-6: Wildlife disturbance from human presence 1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class II Mitigation Measures B-1c, B-1e, B-1f, B-1i, 
B-5a, and B-8a 

Less than significant

B-7: Bird electrocution and tower/line collisions 1B (with 
overhead 

dam crossing), 
PU, WS, SL, GD, 

TD, GC, ME 

Class II/III B-7a: Minimize bird electrocution and collision Less than significant

B-8: Habitat removal or disturbance of special status wildlife 
species 

1B, PU, WS, GD, 
TD, GC, ME 

Class II B-8a: Protection for special status species 
B-8b: Consultation with resource agencies 
B-8c: Protect CRLF at Crystal Springs Dam 
(PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative) 
Mitigation Measures B-1a through B-7a 

Less than significant

B-9: PG&E Route Option 1B-underwater crossing around dam 1B Class II B-9a: Perform detailed surveys at areas 
proposed to be trenched for cable access to 
Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir 

Less than significant
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Tower (GD), Trousdale Drive Transition Towers (TD), Golf Course Drive Transition Station (GC), Cherry Avenue (CA), Route Option 4B (4B), Modified Existing Underground 
230 kV (ME), Junipero Serra (JS) 

 

October 2003 ES-87 Final EIR 

Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Cultural Resources 
C-1: Construction operations have the potential to affect known 
archaeological resources 

1B, PU, WS, SL, 
CA, JS, ME 

Class II C-1a: Avoid Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
(ESAs) 
C-1b: Develop Cultural Resources Treatment 
Plan (CRTP) 
C-1c: Conduct construction monitoring   

Less than significant

C-2: Previously undetected cultural resources may be damaged 
or destroyed during project construction 

All Class II Mitigation Measures C-1b and C-1c (above) Less than significant

C-3: Construction operations have the potential to impact site 
P-41-390 

1B Class II C-3a: Evaluate historic bridge   Less than significant

C-4: Construction operations have the potential to impact Crystal 
Springs Dam 

1B Class II C-4a: Minimize visible change to Crystal 
Springs Dam   

Less than significant

C-5: Construction operations have the potential to impact Lower 
Crystal Springs to San Andreas FlumeConstruction operations 
have the potential to impact site WSA-JM-2 

MEPU Class II C-5a: Evaluate historic flume Avoid Site 
WSA-JM-2 

Less than significant

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 
G-1: Soft or loose soils along alignment may affect tower 
foundations and footings, excavation stability, and access to 
construction areas 

1B, PU, WS, CA, 
4B, JS, ME 

Class II G-1a: Perform geotechnical studies Less than significant

G-2: Excavation, grading, or fill placement during construction 
activities could cause slope instability 

1B, PU, CA, 
4B, JS, ME 

Class II G-2a: Protect against slope instability   Less than significant

G-3: Paleontologic resources may be destroyed by construction 
activities 

All Class II G-3a: Consult a paleontologist   Less than significant

G-4: Naturally occurring asbestos fibers may be encountered 
and become airborne through construction activities 

1B, PU, GD, 
TD, GC 

Class II Mitigation Measure A-3a (below) Less than significant

G-5: Strong groundshaking from local and regional seismic 
sources 

All Class II G-5a: Reduce effects of groundshaking   Less than significant

G-6: Seismically induced ground failures including liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, seismic slope instability, and ground-cracking 

1B, PU, WS, 
4B, JS, ME 

Class II G-6a: Conduct geotechnical investigations for 
liquefaction and slope instability 

Less than significant
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

G-7: Slope instability including landslides, earth flows, and 
debris flows 

1B, PU, WS, SL, 
GD, GC, JS, ME

Class II G-7a: Conduct geotechnical surveys for 
landslides 

Less than significant

G-8: Surface fault rupture at crossings of active and potentially 
active fault traces  

1B, PU, WS, 
SL, JS, ME 

Class I 
(for proposed 

and alternative 
transition 
stations); 
Class I/II 

G-8a: Minimize project structures within active 
fault zone 

Less than significant

G-9: Expansive, soft, loose and/or compressible soils  1B, PU, WS, CA, 
4B, JS, ME 

Class II G-9a: Implement standard engineering methods 
for problematic soils 

Less than significant

G-11: Corrosive soils AllME Class II G-11a: Implement standard engineering 
methods for corrosive soils 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
H-1: Soil erosion and sedimentation from construction activity 
and access roads 

All Class II H-1a: Control erosion and sedimentation Less than significant

H-2: Degradation of surface or groundwater quality through spill 
of potentially harmful materials used in construction 

All Class II H-2a: Control hazardous substances Less than significant

H-3: Increased runoff from new impervious areas 1B, PU, WS, SL, 
GD, TD, GC, ME

Class III None Less than significant

H-4: Encroachment into a floodplain or watercourse by other 
permanent project features 

1B, PU, WS, 
SL, ME 

Class II H-4a: Prevent flood damage Less than significant

H-5: Construction in a potential dam inundation area 1B, PU Class III None Less than significant
H-6: Water quality degradation through project-related 
excavation 

All Class II Mitigation Measure H-2a (above) 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3a (below) 

Less than significant

H-7: Water quality degradation caused by accidental releases 
of oil from substations or transition station 

1B, PU, WS, 
SL, GD, TD, 

GC, ME 

Class II (for 
Substations, 
Switchyards, 

and Taps); Class III

H-7a: Protect against operational oil releases Less than significant

H-8: Exposure of the underground cable to damage through 
stream scour and erosion 

1B, PU, WS, 
SL, GD, TD, 
GC, JS, ME 

Class II H-8a: Prevent scour and erosion Less than significant
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

H-9: Interruption of groundwater flow or modification of ground-
water depths during construction of underground transmission 
line 

All Class II H-9a: Reduce construction effects on 
groundwater 

Less than significant

H-10: Degradation of water quality due to the use of motorized 
watercraftin Crystal Springs Reservoir 

1B Class II H-10a: Prevent contamination from motorized 
watercraft 
H-10b:  Protect water quality from lakeshore 
operations   

Less than significant

Public Health and Safety 
HAZ-1: Potential hazardous substance spills during construction   All Class II Mitigation Measure H-2a (above) Less than significant
HAZ-2: Excavation could result in mobilization of existing 
contamination 

All Class II HAZ-2a: Conduct Phase II investigations 
 

Less than significant

HAZ-3: Previously unknown contamination could be 
encountered during construction 

All Class II HAZ-3a: Conduct pre-construction soil and 
groundwater sampling and testing 
HAZ–3b: Observe exposed soil for contamination   

Less than significant

HAZ-4: Release of hazardous materials during operation at 
transition station or substations 

WS, SL, GD, 
TD, GC 

Class III HAZ-4a: Document compliance Less than significant

PS-1: Radio and television interference All Class II PS-1a: Limit the conductor surface electric 
gradient 
PS-1b: Document complaints and responsive 
action 

Less than significant

PS-2: Induced currents and shock hazards in joint use corridors All Class II PS-2a: Reduce effects of induced currents and 
shocks 

Less than significant

PS-3: Effects on cardiac pacemakers All Class III None Less than significant
PS-4: Wind, earthquake, and fire hazards All Class III None Less than significant
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Recreation 
R-1: Increased use of recreational resources All No impact None Less than 

significantNo impact 
R-2: Construction disturbance at recreation facilities All Class II/III R-2a: Avoid peak use periods and notify on-site 

R-2b: Review and approve construction plan 
for San Bruno Mountain State and County Park   
Mitigation Measures V-1a, V-24a, L-4a, L-4b, L-7a, 
and T-1a  

Less than significant

R-3: Operation-related effects on recreational facilities 1B, PU, WS, 
SL, GC 

Class I (with 
overhead dam 

crossing); 
Class II/III; 

Class IV for PU in 
Edgewood Park 

Mitigation Measures V-5a, V-6a, V-8a, V-14a, 
V-15b, V-16a, V-17a, and V-19a, and V-20a 
(above) 

Less than significant

Air Quality 
A-1: Construction activities would create dust emissions All Class II A-1a: Control dust emissions Less than significant
A-2: Construction equipment would generate exhaust emissions All Class II A-2a: Control exhaust emissions Less than significant
A-3: Construction activity could encounter naturally occurring 
asbestos 

All Class II A-3a: Implement Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan  Less than significant

A-4: Operational air quality impacts associated with 
maintenance and inspections 

All Class III None Less than significant

A-5: Substation and switchyard work could encounter asbestos-
containing materials 

1B, PU Class III None Less than significant

Noise and Vibration 
N-1: Construction activities would temporarily increase local 
noise levels 

All Class II Mitigation Measures L-4a and L-4b (above) Less than significant

N-2: Ground-borne vibration could cause a temporary nuisance 
during construction 

All Class II Mitigation Measures L-4a and L-4b (above) Less than significant

N-3: Corona noise from operation of the overhead transmission 
line 

PU, WS, SL, 
GD, TD, GC 

Class III None Less than significant

N-4: Noise from inspection and maintenance activities All Class III None Less than significant
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Table ES-6.  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for Alternative Routes  

Impact 
Applicable 

  Alternativesb
Impact 
 Classa Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact 

Transportation and Traffic 
T-1: Temporary road and lane closures All Class II T-1a: Prepare Transportation Management Plans   

T-1b: Restrict lane closures   
Less than significant 

T-2: Traffic generated by construction All Class III None Less than significant 
T-3: Physical impacts to roads and sidewalks ROWs All Class II T-3a: Repair damaged roadways ROWs   Less than significant 
T-4: Restricted access to properties All Class II L-7c: Provide continuous access to hotels 

(PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative) 
Mitigation Measures L-7a and L-7b (above) 

Less than significant 

T-5: Interference with pedestrian/bicycle circulation and safety All Class III None Less than significant 
T-6: Construction interference with emergency response All Class II T-6a: Ensure emergency response access   Less than significant 
T-7: Loss of parking All Class III None Less than significant 
T-8: Disruption of public transit All Class III None Less than significant 
T-9: Conflict with planned transportation projects 1B, WS, 

SL, ME 
Class II/III T-9a: Avoid grade separation 

T-9b: Coordinate with San Mateo County’s bridge 
replacement project plans Avoid conflicts with 
Crystal Springs Dam Bridge replacement project 
(PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative) 

Less than significant 

Socioeconomics 
S-1: Induce demand for labor All Class III None Less than significant 
S-2: Displacement of people or existing housing All Class III None Less than significant 
Public Services and Utilities 
U-1: Utility system disruptions All Class II U-1a: Notify of utility service interruption   

U-1b: Protect underground utilities 
U-1c: Protect utilities against corrosion 

Less than significant

U-2: Public service system disruption All Class II 
(for 1B and PU);  

Class III 

Mitigation Measures L-6a, L-6b, and T-6a 
(above)None 

Less than significant

U-3: Project-required utility demands All Class III None Less than significant
 



Chino Hills celebrates 

commission's ruling

Canan Tasci, Staff Writer

Created: 10/20/2011 10:12:05 PM PDT

View: CPUC TRTP letter to SCECHINO HILLS - City 

officials are encouraged that the California 

Public Utilities Commission's order to stop 

construction of high-voltage power lines in this 

city will strengthen their case to be heard by the 

state Supreme Court. 

In a letter sent late Thursday, the commission 

directed Southern California Edison to temporary 

halt any new or additional construction to 

Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project 

structures because they don't have appropriate 

lighting - a violation of Federal Aviation 

Administration requirements. 

Chino Hills officials and representatives as well 

as residents have been urging the commission to 

take back its decision to build the 19 power line 

towers in the city. Chino Hills officials have 

argued Edison's easement is too narrow for 

expanding the size of the electrical towers 
currently being built in the city. 

The commission became aware Edison had fallen 

behind on its filings with the Federal Aviation 

Administration despite having final engineering 

analysis on some portions of Tehachapi project, 

at which point commission officials directed 

Edison officials to file the Petition For 

Modification, which was done on Monday. 

"Thereafter, commission staff became aware 

recently that some elements of the Tehachapi 

that fall within Federal Aviation Administration 

reportable standards had already been 

constructed without lighting and markers, which 

triggered the letter," said Andrew Kotch, 

information officer for California Public Utilities 

Commission. 

"In the letter, the CPUC directed SCE to 

immediately remedy potential safety problems 

as reflected by FAA regulations, to make the 

appropriate filings required by the FAA, and to 

report to the CPUC regularly on planning and 

progress to remedy these deficiencies. 

"The CPUC staff are in regular contact with SCE 

and our consultant to plan remediation and 

monitor current status and progress on 

remediation of safety concerns. The CPUC has 

also been in contact with the FAA regarding this 

matter." 

For Edison to attain and maintain compliance 

with FAA regulations, the commission has 

directed the company to take a number of 

actions, including not performing any new or 

additional tower construction and conductor 
stringing in the areas that have a high 

probability of being subject to FAA mitigations. 

To that end, conductor stringing in the city of 

Chino Hills within 1,000 feet of any residence 

should not be undertaken, Terrie Prosper, 

spokesman from the California Public Utilities 

Commission, said in an email. 

Edison officials said Thursday's letter from the 

Commission is "not a stop work order." 
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"It may impact construction schedules and the 
scope of certain aspects of the project," said 
Edison spokesman Paul Klein. 

Klein said SCE is still looking at the letter and 
analyzing it to fully understand the 
communication from the commission. 

In late September, Chino Hills City Council 
members voted to file a request with the state 
Supreme Court to review the Court of Appeal's 
decision, which said the commission has 
exclusive jurisdiction regarding the route being 
used by Edison. 

Council members Gwenn Norton-Perry and Peter 
Rogers abstained because their homes are near 
the power lines. 

The city plans to file the case by Monday, city 
officials said. 

The power lines have gained the attention of 
many people, including State Sen. Gloria Negrete 
McLeod, D-Montclair, who toured the project on 
Tuesday. 

And on Wednesday, Public Utilities' 
Commissioner Timothy Simon and 
representatives from the offices of Assemblyman 
Curt Hagman, R-Chino Hills, and state Sen. Bob 
Huff, R-Walnut took a look at the project. 

Commission President Michael Peevey even took 
a tour of the tower construction last week. 

"I think for us in Chino Hills stopping is a good 
thing because it creates more time for our 
appeal to be heard," Mayor Ed Graham said. 

"I'm encouraged that as time goes on, and since 
the towers are up, key decision makers are 
actually able to see what's happening and have 
an opportunity to reverse their decision -
anytime we can lengthen that process is good." 

In an email from Klein, he said Edison has filed a 

petition for modification with the California 
Public Utilities Commission regarding minor 
project modifications such as marking 
transmission wires and lighting certain 
transmission structures that are part of the 
Tehachapi Project. 

A decision from the Supreme Court about 
whether to accept the city's request for review 
will be rendered by mid-January, according to a 
city news release. 

The city's battle with Edison started four years 
ago and has cost the city $2.4 million. 

Transmission poles and towers are being erected 
within the right-of-way from Chino Hills' 
western border near Tonner Canyon, northeast 
to Peyton Drive and continuing east to the 71 
Freeway and eventually going into Riverside 
County. 

Construction of the towers started in October 
2010. 

Fifteen of the larger towers have been installed 
in Chino Hills, replacing smaller existing 
structures on the right-of-way. 

The $2.1 billion Tehachapi project is slated to be 
completed in 2015. 
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An email from Southern California Edison reads, 

"marking and lighting are relatively minor 

modifications that do not result in new 

significant environmental impacts." 

"SCE is lowering the heights of approximately 21 

structures near the Chino Airport, and changing 

the tower type from Tubular Steel Poles to 

Lattice Steel Towers for seven of those 

structures to maintain required ground to 

conductor clearance levels. This refinement to 

final engineering is proposed in response to the 

FAA's recommendations to reduce any impact on 

air traffic using the Chino Airport. 

"Transmission line spans (catenaries) will have 

marker balls and transmission structures will 

have lights at various locations throughout the 

project alignment. SCE will communicate with 

stakeholders in those locations to keep them 

informed." 

"SCE has identified marker balls for spans and 

lighting for transmission structures in many 

segments of the project." 

canan.tasci@inlandnewspapers.com

909-987-6397, ext. 425
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-250 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter ZZZ: John A. Ramirez, Rutan & Tucker, LLP on behalf of the 
Vernola Family and the Sky Country East Investment Co./East LLC 

Response to Comment ZZZ-1 

Please see Master Response #4 regarding recirculation of the DEIR and Master Response #2 

regarding vague and conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-2 

Please see Master Response #5 regarding the Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-3 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. The underground portion of the 

Jefferson to Martin 230 kV transmission line was routed in a setting of dense development and 

urban sprawl south of San Francisco (CPUC Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 

FEIR 2003). These conditions do not apply to the Proposed Project‘s 230 kV transmission line 

route. Under CEQA, each project must be evaluated based on its own objectives and physical 

environment in order to appropriately evaluate impacts and identify reasonable alternatives. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-4 

The commenter correctly cites CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a). CEQA Guidelines require that an 

EIR ―shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid 

or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 

merits of the alternatives‖ (emphasis added). An alternative may be an alternative location, but 

also may be an alternative technology, non-transmission alternative, alternative voltage, 

construction methods, new generation, distributed generation, or energy conservation, all of 

which were considered in the DEIR (see Sections 6.4.1 through 6.4.4). Please see Section 6.2.2 

of the DEIR for a description of the 69 kV subtransmission route alternative process and Figure 

6.2-4 for the 69 kV line routes considered.  

 

A reasonable range of alternative routes for the 230 kV transmission line was presented and 

discussed in the DEIR (Chapter 6, Section 6.2.1, beginning on page 6-3 of the DEIR). The 

discussion also includes description of the Siting Study, included as Appendix D to the DEIR, 

which evaluated environmental resources and engineering constraints in order to identify 

reasonable alternatives for the proposed 230 kV transmission line. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-5 

The Proposed Project would be located more than one mile outside of the Riverside County 

Airport Land Use Commission‘s (RCALUC‘s) Chino Airport Compatibility Plan Area of 

Influence to the east (Zone D, extending to Cleveland Avenue), and therefore not be subject to 

RCALUC review requirements; because of the Proposed Project‘s location relative to the 

Compatibility Plan Area of Influence, no impacts would occur. The Chino Airport Influence 

Area boundary matches the outer boundary of the FAR Part 77 conical surface for the airport, 

and includes an extension to the east encompassing additional lands along the existing and future 

precision instrument approach paths. SCE would submit notice to the Federal Aviation 
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Administration (FAA) electronically, in accordance with FAA procedures. Please also see 

Master Response #15 regarding FAA and ALUC issues. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-6 

See Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts, Master Response #10a 

regarding undergrounding and Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency.  

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-7 

Please see Response to Comment M-3 regarding future development and Response to Comment 

M-4 regarding the JARPD‘s Trails Master Plan. See Master Response #13 regarding data 

collection. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-8 

Contrary to the commenter‘s assertion and as discussed in the DEIR, the Proposed Project would 

not ―entirely prevent development‖ along the ROW, nor would the placement of transmission 

lines constitute ―visual blight.‖ After the transmission lines have been energized, land uses that 

are compatible with safety regulations could be permitted in and adjacent to the ROW. 

Incompatible land uses within transmission line ROW include, but are not limited to, 

construction and maintenance of inhabited dwellings, and any use requiring changes in surface 

elevation that would affect existing or planned facilities. Although construction of buildings 

could not occur directly within the ROW, a variety of other uses would be permissible, except at 

transmission structure pad locations. This in no way represents a ―significant amount of acreage 

within its right of way.‖ Additionally, and as indicated in the Riverside County General Plan, the 

preferred pattern of growth is to focus on strategically located centers or into existing developed 

areas in order to minimize development pressures on rural, agricultural, and open space areas. 

The creation of the City of Jurupa Valley was characterized as a transfer of municipal authorities 

from the County of Riverside to the new city (see Jurupa Valley Incorporation, Negative 

Declaration dated November 2009). This same document affirms that no land use changes would 

occur, no changes to the physical environment would occur (other than those already planned 

under the County of Riverside General Plan), and that the City of Jurupa Valley would adopt 

zoning ordinances, policies, and goals stated in the County of Riverside General Plan and the 

Jurupa Area Land Use Plan. The commenter‘s Exhibit 3, Public Review Draft Comprehensive 

Fiscal Analysis, states that its analysis was based on growth estimates in the Proposed Project 

Area provided by the Riverside County Planning Department. This same information was used in 

the DEIR‘s analysis. (See page 3-243 of the DEIR for reference to Riverside County specific 

plans.) Further, several assumptions used in the preparation of the comprehensive fiscal analysis 

have already been called into question, rendering the analysis of limited utility. Among these are 

1) the availability of Motor Vehicle License Fee funding sources; 2) the pace of economic 

recovery; and 3) planned development in the area
6
. By the document‘s own admission (page 17), 

―projections into the future are always subject to unanticipated actions and/or changes in 

circumstances that can affect fiscal feasibility either positively or negatively. As these unknowns 

cannot be adequately captured too far out into the future, it should be understood that projects for 

the first five years of incorporation provide the best benchmark for determination of fiscal 

feasibility, with later year projections being more subject to variation.‖ With the factors listed 

above affecting initial assumptions used in the comprehensive analysis, the near-term 

                                                 
6 http://www.swrnn.com/2012/07/24/mayor-jurupa-valley-facing-insolvency-dissolution-by-fall-2013/ 

http://www.swrnn.com/2012/07/24/mayor-jurupa-valley-facing-insolvency-dissolution-by-fall-2013/
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determinations report would appear to have varied beyond acceptable limits. How the highly 

specific development restrictions within the Proposed Project‘s ROW would play into this would 

be very speculative. See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. Also see 

section 15145 of the CEQA guidelines on the evaluation of speculative impacts. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-9 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-10 

The Proposed Project‘s aesthetic effects were characterized using a methodology as detailed on 

page 3-18 of the DEIR and page 53 of the Visual Resources Technical Report in Appendix B to 

the DEIR. This methodology was adequate because it considered CEQA criteria, visual quality 

and character, visual sensitivity, contrast, and visibility. Incremental impacts were typical for a 

majority of the 69 kV component because existing subtransmission lines, distribution lines, 

telephone poles, light poles, and other similar utility infrastructure would be modified and 

supplemented, adding to the existing condition that such features already contribute to the visual 

character of the cityscape. Thus, in these instances, incremental changes are expected. In many 

cases, the visual characteristics of the City‘s overhead utilities in the viewshed would be 

―cleaned up‖ (by consolidating and rebuilding lines, insulators, and poles) where previous 

incremental change has brought about disorderly configurations. This ―incremental change‖ is 

not as applicable to the 230 kV component of the Proposed Project, and impacts are disclosed 

accordingly. The commenter is correct in asserting that impacts would occur to areas already 

developed, and the analysis concludes this (impacts are described relating to ―industrial areas,‖ 

―neighborhoods,‖ ―the I-15 corridor,‖ various residential areas, and the Vernola Marketplace). 

Also see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. As discussed on page 3-53 of the 

DEIR, the Proposed Project would cause impacts as it travels through industrial areas. The 

discussion on pages 3-53 and 3-54 of the DEIR addresses impacts on Project area 

neighborhoods, and page 3-55 of the DEIR contains a discussion regarding impacts along the I-

15 corridor. The construction of the Proposed Project would not cause widespread visual blight; 

visual impacts vary along the route and, as described in the DEIR, high impacts are concentrated 

in specific areas, and are therefore not widespread as the commenter contends. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-11 

See Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-12 

The Lead Agency has neither approved nor carried out any portion of the RTRP. Please also see 

Master Response #9 regarding commitment to the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZ-13 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts and Master Response #14 

regarding lack of local benefits. 
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Diane Engebretson <dengebretson@vestar.com> on behalf of Allan Kasen 
<AKasen@vestar.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2011 2:18 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: Allan Kasen
Subject: Vernola Marketplace:  Riverside Transmission Reliability Project - Comments on Draft 

Environmental Impact Report
Attachments: DOC001.pdf; Addendum A001.pdf; Addendum B001.pdf

Please see attached objection/comment letter to the above‐referenced project and Draft Environmental Impact Report 
from Vernola Marketplace, LLC, the owner of the Vernola Marketplace located at I‐15 and Limonite, Jurupa Valley, 
California.  An additional original is being Federal Expressed to George Hanson, Project Manager, Riverside Public 
Utilities, per the attached letter.  
 
Allan J. Kasen 
Vestar Development Co. 
2425 E. Camelback Rd., #750 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 
602‐553‐2644 
602‐956‐8721‐fax 
akasen@vestar.com  
   Please consider the environment before printing this message.  
 



November 29, 2011 

VERNOLA MARKETPLACE, LLC 

2425 East Camelback Road, #750 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

602-866-0900 

602-956-8721-fax 

Mr. George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

RE: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

Via Email (rtrp@riversideca.gov) 

and Federal Express 

Vernola Marketplace, LLC ("Vernola Marketplace Owner") is the owner of the Vernola Marketplace 
located at the corner of 1-15 and Limonite in Jurupa Valley, California. We have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR"L State Clearinghouse No. 2007011113, dated August 1, 2011, 
which was prepared in connection with the proposal of the City of Riverside Public Utilities Department 
("RPU") and Southern California Edison ("SCE") to construct and operate the Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project ("Project" or "RTRplI

). From the DEIR and other available information, we understand 
that the Project may potentially traverse the main parking area of the Vernola Marketplace. 

This Letter shall constitute the formal objection of Vernola Marketplace Owner to the DEIR for the 
Project. The following comments respecting the DEIR and the Project should be noted: 

1. Adoption of Jurupa Objections: First, Vernola Marketplace Owner adopts and incorporates the 
objections and other comments made by the City of Jurupa Valley ("Jurupa") as has or will be 
set forth on behalf of Jurupa per the letter of Peter Thorson of Richards, Watson Gerson and the 
attachments attached to such objection letter or referenced therein (the "Jurupa Objection"). 
Deficiencies in the DEIR include, but are not limited to: 

failure to include the Jurupa in the planning process; 
failure to include the Jurupa as a responsible agency; 

failure to explain why the City of Riverside, rather than the California Public Utilities 
Commission is the lead agency (and there has been impermissible delegation to RPU); 
RPU has engaged in improper fragmentation of planning; 
the DEIR is incorrect in contending that only eight acres will be subject to land disturbance; 
there is an inconsistent project description; 

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-1

bcoates
Line

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-2

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-3

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-4

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-5

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-6

sbennett
Text Box
AAAA-7

bcoates
Line



Mr. George Hanson 
Riverside Public Utilities 
November 29, 2011 
Page 2 

the project presents inconsistencies with the City of Riverside General Plan and the Jurupa 
General Plan; 
the project violates various Riverside County design gUidelines and other land use 
considerations; 
the DEIR process constitutes impermissible post hoc rationalization; 
the DEIR fails to analyze the project's environmental justice impacts; 
the DEIR is premised upon a project that is neither stable nor finite; 
the DEIR's analysis is flawed in various critical respects; 

• the aesthetic impact analysis is flawed; 
• the agricultural and forestry resource analysis is flawed; 
• the quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis is flawed; 

• the biological resources analysis is flawed; 

• the land use and planning analysis is flawed; 

• the population and housing analysis is flawed; 
• the recreational impact analysis is flawed; 

• the transportation and traffic analysis is flawed; 

• the alternative analysis is flawed; 

2. Alternates: Assuming (contrary to the objections set forth in item 1 above) the Project 
maintains its current general alignment, Vernola Marketplace Owner requests that RPU and SCE 

consider an alignment that does not bisect the main parking area of the Vernola Marketplace. 
Under CEQA, "feasibility" involves a balancing of various "economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors" (§21061.1, CEQA). Accordingly, the EIR "shall include sufficient 
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison 
with the proposed Project (§15126.6 Guideline). In that regard, CEQA does not permit a 
summary rejection of an alternative on the grounds of economics (see Citizens of Goleta Valley 
v. Board of Supervisors, 197 Cal. App. 3d 1167, 1181). 

The alignments set forth in Addendum A and Addendum B represent minor deviations to the 
potential alignment of the Project. Addendum A still has the lines running through Vernola 
Marketplace, but in a more appropriate location. Addendum B has the lines running slightly 
outside of the Project. We believe either alternative (or a variation consistent with such 
alternative) would be preferable to other locations within the shopping center, both from the 
standpoint ofthe Vernola Marketplace owner and the Project. 

3. Undergrounding: As discussed in more detail in the Jurupa Objections, undergrounding is a 
viable alternative to overhead transmission lines. As an alternative to an overhead bisecting of 
the Vernola Marketplace main parking area, Vernola Marketplace Owner requests that RPU and 
SCE consider and adopt an undergrounding of the lines as they pass through or by the Vernola 
Marketplace. As RPU and SCE are aware, undergrounding is a feasible and preferred method of 
running electric lines through populated and developed areas. In that regard, there has been 
significant undergrounding on the PG&E Jefferson Martin 230kv transmission project. Further, 
as discussed in Item 2 above, an alternative cannot be summarily rejected on the grounds of 
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Mr. George Hanson 
Riverside Public Utilities 
November 29,2011 
Page 3 

economics. Accordingly, we submit that undergrounding is the appropriate alternative for any 

lines that run through or are adjacent to the Vernola Marketplace. 

Based on the foregoing, Vernola Marketplace Owner requests that RPU suspend any further 
consideration of the Project until a DEIR that fully discloses and analyzes the potential impacts of the 
Project, fully considers feasible alternatives, and fully complies with all other CEQA requirements has 
been prepared and re-circulated for public review and comment. Further, Vernola Marketplace Owner 
objects to any action by the City of Riverside or RPU on the Project until the necessary and proper 
environmental reviews have been completed. Vernola Marketplace Owner further requests and expects 
that responses to each comment set forth herein be provided in accordance with CEQA 
Guideline §15088. 

CEQA requires that a DEIR be re-circulated when "significant new information" is added to the EIR prior 
to certification of the documents. See CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. "Significant new information" 
includes a disclosure that the "draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review were precluded." Vernola Marketplace Owner therefore 
objects to any further action on the Project until the necessary and proper environmental review has 
been conducted and the public (including Vernola Marketplace Owner) has been provided a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on the new EIR. 

If you have any questions concerning the foregoing, please feel free to contact the following individual: 
Allan Kasen (c/o Vernola Marketplace, LLC, c/o VVM, LLC., 2425 East Camelback Road, Suite 750, 
Phoenix, Arizona 85026; 602-553-2644; al<asen@vestar.com). 

Very truly yours, 

Vernola Marketplace, LL(, 
a Delaware limited liability company 

By: Vernola Marketplace JV, LL(, 
a Delaware limited liability company, its Sole Member 

By: VVM, LLC, 
an Arizona limited liability co~, its Manager 

/;1 #tJ~ / 
By: flf:f _/ / 
Name: tdw; tJ-b' J 
Title: Manager 
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LINE EXHIBITS 

ADDENDUM A 

PROPOSED RE-ROUTE 
EAST OF SHOPPING CENTER 
WEST OF 1-15 TOWERS ONLY 



Z
 

0
00 

-
~
 

0
0

-
ooaJ 

-
-
I
 

~
>
<
 

O
O

W
 

Z
 

«W
 

o::Z 
~
:
:
J
 

~
 

z o 
w

en 
r-o:: 
=>w

 
O

s 
~
O
 

W
r-

I:Q
 

0:: 
LO

 
:E: 

0 
T

""" 

~
 

W
..!. 

~
 

en u.. 
~
 
0

0
 

§ 
a.. r

<
 

0 
en 

0
::«

 
o..W

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-253 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter AAAA: Allan J. Kasen, Vestar Development Co. on behalf of 
Vernola Marketplace, LLC 

Response to Comment AAAA-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. The 230 kV transmission 

line‘s route has been modified to avoid the Vernola Marketplace parking lot by following I-15 

roughly south and to the east of the California Department of Transportation‘s right-of-way 

(ROW). Additionally, the route along the Goose Creek Golf Club and Santa Ana River crossing 

has been slightly modified to utilize one double-circuit structure on each side of the river, instead 

of the previously presented two single-circuit structures. Finally, the route‘s path through the 

City of Riverside Water Quality Control Plant has been shifted to the north side of the plant 

property to reduce potential conflicts with current operations and possible future development at 

the plant. These routing changes are described in Section 2.3.1 in Chapter 2 of the DEIR 

(Volume II of this FEIR). Please see responses to Comment Letter P and Master Response #8.  

 

Response to Comment AAAA-2 

The City of Jurupa Valley was incorporated in July 2011, approximately one month prior to the 

DEIR being released for public review. Recognition of the incorporation of the City of Jurupa 

Valley was included within the DEIR, and as described on page 3-2, the analysis took into 

consideration the Riverside County General Plan designations and consistency reviews for 

impact analysis purposes as they related to the City of Jurupa Valley; therefore, the DEIR is not 

deficient. For more information, please see Master Response #8. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-3 

Because the City of Jurupa Valley does not have discretionary authority over the Proposed 

Project, the City of Jurupa Valley would not be considered a Responsible Agency for the 

Proposed Project. Therefore, the DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Please also see Master Response #8, regarding the City of Jurupa Valley, and Master Response 

#11, regarding CPUC GO 131-D. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-4 

The City of Riverside is the appropriate Lead Agency for CEQA; therefore, the DEIR is not 

deficient. Please also see Master Response #5 regarding the Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-5 

Specific details in this comment are lacking in order to form a more detailed response. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The comment has become part of 

the project record. The DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-6 

Table 2.5-3 of the DEIR states a total permanent footprint of the lattice steel towers (LSTs) and 

tubular steel poles (TSPs) as 8.2 acres. The DEIR further states that 94.1 acres would be subject 

to disturbance, with 69.5 acres to be restored. Therefore, the DEIR is not deficient. 

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-254 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment AAAA-7 

Specific details in this comment are lacking in order to form a more specific response. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The comment has become part of 

the project record. The DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-8 

Specific details in this comment are lacking in order to form a more specific response. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The comment has become part of 

the project record. The DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-9 

Specific details in this comment are lacking in order to form a more specific response. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The comment has become part of 

the project record. The DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-10 

Specific details in this comment are lacking in order to form a more specific response. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The comment has become part of 

the project record. The DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-11 

Environmental Justice is not an explicit topic to be covered as part of the CEQA review for the 

Proposed Project. However, the DEIR includes a thorough review and disclosure of impacts of 

alternatives to the Proposed Project; therefore, the DEIR is not deficient. Please see Master 

Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-12 

The Proposed Project is described in detail within Chapter 2 of the DEIR; therefore, the DEIR is 

not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-13 

Specific details in this comment are lacking in order to form a more specific response. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The comment has become part of 

the project record. The DEIR is not deficient. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-14 

SCE has provided an alternative alignment generally consistent with the revisions suggested by 

the commenter. The alignment would skirt the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property 

instead of traversing the parking lot and would require an aerial easement from Caltrans for 

encroachment onto Caltrans ROW. The alignment would not interfere with merchandise 

receiving operations at the Vernola Marketplace. Environmental impacts of this new alignment 

have been evaluated and are included in Chapter 3 in Volume II of this FEIR. See Response to 

Comment P-114. 

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-255 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

An environmental impact analysis was conducted for this change to the Proposed Project from 

what was presented in the DEIR. It was determined that no new significant impacts to 

environmental resource categories would occur and significance determinations presented in the 

DEIR remain unchanged. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-15 

The DEIR does consider and evaluate an undergrounding specific to the Vernola Marketplace, in 

addition to undergrounding of the entirety of the 230 kV transmission line, as both an alternative 

and as a potential mitigation measure. This consideration and discussion of impacts begins on 

page 6-29 of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment AAAA-16 

As described in the Executive Summary, ―the DEIR was prepared to inform the public and to 

help the City consider the environmental effects of the Proposed Project before making a 

decision on the RTRP. In accordance with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, this DEIR is 

an informational document which will inform public agency decision-makers and the public 

generally of the significant environmental effects of the project, identify possible ways to 

minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The DEIR 

includes the required contents set forth by CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, 

Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.) and CEQA Statutes provided in California Public Resources 

Code Section 21000 et seq.‖ The public was provided an opportunity to comment on the DEIR 

for a period of 120 days. The comments provided on the DEIR do not constitute ―significant new 

information‖ as that term is understood in CEQA, and recirculation is not required. Please also 

see Master Response #4 regarding recirculation of the DEIR. 
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Patty McGraw <PMcGraw@sheppardmullin.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 11:15 AM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: Sean O'Connor
Subject: Ter Maaten Family Partnership: November 30, 2011 Letter to George Hanson re Draft 

Environmental Impact Report
Attachments: Letter to George Hanson.pdf

Dear Mr. Hanson, 
  
Attached please find correspondence of today's date. 
  
Regards, Patty 
  
  
Patty McGraw | Recruiting & Professional Development Coordinator  
Assistant to Sean P. O'Connor and Matthew M. Sonne 
714.424.2849 | d 
PMcGraw@sheppardmullin.com 
  

 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
650 Town Center Drive 
4th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1993 
714.513.5100 | p 
www.sheppardmullin.com 
 
Circular 230 Notice: In accordance with Treasury Regulations we notify you that any tax advice given herein 
(or in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the 
purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein (or in any attachments).  
 
Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If 
you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments.  



Sheppard 

November 30,2011 

VIA E-MAIL AND MESSENGER 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, California 92501 

E-Mail : RTRP@riverside.ca.gov 

Sheppard Mull in Richter & Hampton LLP 
650 Town Center Drive , 4th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1993 
714.513.5100 main 
714 .51 3. 5130 main fa x 
www.sheppardmullin .com 

Sean P. O'Connor 
Writer's Direct Line: 714-424-2846 
soconnor@sheppardmullin .com 

Our File Number: 0100-092806 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

We represent the Ter Maaten Family Partnership (the "Ter Maatens"), the 
owners of a 209-acre property (the "Subject Property") in the City of Jurupa Valley that is 
adversely affected by the proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project ("RTRP" or 
"Proposed Project"). "The major components of the RTRP are a new 230 kilovolt (kV) overhead 
transmission line, new 69 kV overhead subtransmission lines, two new substations, and 
upgrades at four existing 69 kV substations. The new 230 kV transmission line would 
interconnect to an existing SCE 230 kV transmission line." (ES-1.)1 The 230 kV transmission 
line ("230 Line") transverses the cities of Jurupa Valley, Norco, and Riverside . The Ter Maatens 
oppose the RTRP, in particular the proposed route for the 230 Line, for the following reasons. 

A. The RTRP As Currently Planned Will Decimate The Value Of The Subject 
Property. 

The Subject Property is bound by the 1-15 freeway to the west, 68th Street to the 
north, the Goose Creek Golf Club to the east, and the Santa Ana River to the south. The 
Subject Property is currently in agricultural use, but a plan submitted by the CV Communities (a 
developer who has an option to purchase the Subject Property) for the development of the 
Subject Property with 468 single family residences is currently being processed by the City of 
Jurupa Valley. The Subject Property is surrounded by agricultural , single family residential, 
open space, and recreational uses. VanderMolen Elementary School lies across from the 
Subject Property at 68th Street and Carnelian Street. 

Except as otherwise noted, parenthetical references are to section and page numbers of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the RTRP. 
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Sheppard ulr 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 3D, 2011 
Page 2 

The City of Riverside has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") for the RTRP. The DEIR does not provide a sufficient level of detail to enable property 
owners in the Proposed Project area to determine exactly how the RTRP will impact their 
property. We are forced to string together bits and pieces of the DEIR's project description in 
order to gather a general idea of the scope and impact of the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project Map does not show parcel detail and the DEIR states that 
the exact locations of the structures and right of way ("ROW") for the 230 Line have not yet 
been determined. (2- 41-42, 2-63.) Generally, however, it appears that the 230 Line follows the 
1-15 freeway south from the Mira Loma Substation line until it hits 68th Street, at which point it 
enters the Subject Property, heads east parallel to 68th Street, veers southeast at Smith 
Avenue, cutting across the Subject Property and the Goose Creek Golf Club, then crosses the 
Santa Ana River into the City of Riverside. As stated in the DEIR, 

The proposed 230 kV transmission line would be constructed 
using structures consisting of single-shaft galvanized steel poles 
(tubular steel poles or TSPs) or galvanized lattice steel towers 
(LSTs) bolted to concrete footings. Typical heights range from 90 
to 170 feet for the single poles , and approximately 113 to 180 feet 
for the lattice towers (see Figure 2.4-1) ; the span length (distance 
between structures) ranges from 600 to 800 feet typically .. .. 

(2-41 .) If the Proposed Project Map is accurately scaled, it appears that nearly one mile 
(approximately 4,550 feet of the 230 Line will be installed on the Subject Property. Based on 
the typical span length, that equates to 6 to 8 TSPs and LSTs that will be installed on the 
Subject Property. 

The foundations for the TSPs "vary in diameter from approximately six to ten 
feet," while the LSTs each "require four concrete foundations with an approximate diameter of 
four feet each." (2-42.) "The area occupied by each LST would be approximately 34 feet by 34 
feet." (2-74.) Additionally, "Ia] 100-foot-wide easement would be required" for ROW. (2-42.) 
Use of the land within the ROW will be restricted from development with residences or anything 
permanent. (2-38; SCE "Easement Policy," July 7, 2008.) The DEIR also states that 
"[a]pproximately 7.5 miles of new access road is estimated for construction and maintenance 
activities," with a minimum width of 18 feet. (2- 70-71.) There is no description of where such 
road is required, but it is likely necessary where the 230 Line veers off of 68th Street toward the 
Santa Ana River. 

Taking these project characteristics together, the RTRP would result in the 
condemnation of a large amount of the Subject Property, render a further amount essentially 
undevelopable, and cause significant visual blight to the Subject Property. As the Subject 
Property is only accessible from 68th Street, any entry to the remainder of the Subject Property 
would have to pass between TSPs/LSTs and underneath the power lines. As people travel 
along 68th Street and enter the remainder, their impression of the Subject Property will be 
scarred by the TSP/LST structures and power lines. The structures and power lines cutting 

sbennett
Text Box
BBBB-2

bcoates
Line

sbennett
Text Box
BBBB-3

bcoates
Line



Sheppard ulli 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30, 2011 
Page 3 

across the east of the Subject Property would further impact the aesthetics to residents or other 
future users. (See the a photo simulation of the view from the corner of 68th Street and Smith 
Avenue at Figure 3.2.1-22.) The DEIR found that aesthetic impacts to residential viewers along 
68th Street would be potentially significant and immitigable. (3-55.) There is also a significant 
risk or perceived risk to the health and safety of residents living near the structures and power 
lines. 

As a result of the taking of Subject Property, the restriction of the use of the land 
within the ROW, the aesthetic impacts, and the health and safety risks from the 230 Line, the 
Proposed Project will at a minimum diminish, and likely destroy the value of the Subject 
Property and its potential for development with single family residences. The DEIR did not 
address these impacts to the Subject Property or other private properties that will be subject to 
similar intrusions. 

B. The DEIR For The RTRP Is Inadequate. 

The DEIR fails to satisfy the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act ("CEQA") on the following grounds, as addressed in detail below: (1) improper designation 
of the lead agency; (2) inadequate project description; (3) inadequate aesthetics impact 
analysis; (4) inadequate hazards impact analysis; (5) inadequate land use impact analysis; (6) 
inadequate socioeconomics impact analysis; (7) environmental justice concerns; (8) inadequate 
alternatives analysis; and (9) impermissible post-hoc rationalization. In addition to these issues, 
we hereby incorporate by reference the comments submitted in the letters from CV 
Communities, LLC (the developers for the Subject Property) and the City of Jurupa Valley, 
including the comments and evidence attached as "Exhibit AU thereto. As a result of these 
failings , major revisions to the DEIR will be necessary to comply with CEQA, requiring 
recirculation. 

1. Improper Lead Agency. 

Under CEQA, the "lead agency" is "the public agency which has the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant effect on the 
environment." Pub. Res. Code, § 21067. The DEIR was prepared on behalf of the City of 
Riverside as the lead agency. (ES-1.) The California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC") , a 
state agency, however, is the proper lead agency. 

The DEIR states that "[t]he City of Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU) 
and Southern California Edison (SCE) are proposing to construct and operate" the RTRP. (ES-
1.) SCE was directed to build the RTRP by the California Independent System Operators 
("CAl SO"). (Id.) As an investor-owned utility, SCE is governed by the CPUC. Under CPUC's 
General Order No. 131-0, local jurisdictions are preempted from regulating electric projects 
such as the RTRP, and the CPUC shall be the lead agency under CEQA. Supervision of 
construction and the final review and approval of the Proposed Project is by the CPUC. (Table 
2.9-1 .) The City of Riverside has no authority except over a simple grading permit. (Table 2.9-
1.) Accordingly, the CPUC should have acted as lead agency on the Proposed Project. An 
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George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30, 2011 
Page 4 

analogous example can be found with the San Diego Gas & Electric Company's ("SDG&E") 
Sunrise Powerlink Project, which was a proposal by SDG&E to construct a 150-mile 
transmission line from SDG&E's substation in Imperial County to its substation in coastal San 
Diego. The project consisted of new electric transmission lines and a new substation, along 
with other system upgrades and modifications. Rather than the City of San Diego preparing the 
EIR, the CPUC prepared it. 

Moreover, the DEIR admits that the City of Riverside does not have any 
discretionary authority. (3-239.) This lack of discretionary authority explains why when CV 
Communities contacted the RPU to set up a meeting to discuss the Proposed Project, an RPU 
representative responded: "1 am so sorry, but the transmission lines are going to be built, 
designed and run by Edison so without their participation, this meeting is canceled." Clearly, the 
City of Riverside has no authority respecting the Proposed Project, or at least the 230 Line, and 
cannot even fulfill the public participation requirements of CEOA. 

Additionally, due to the fact that the Proposed Project will be built outside City 
lines and cause significant impacts on other cities, particularly the City of Jurupa Valley, it is 
more appropriate that a state agency such as the CPUC conduct the environmental review of 
the RTRP. The RPU may be the "Project Proponent" (ES-5, 3-126), but it is not the appropriate 
lead agency. 

2. Project Description. 

CEOA requires that "[t]he precise location and boundaries of the proposed 
project shall be shown on a detailed map." Guidelines,2 § 15124. Without this information, the 
impacts of the Proposed Project cannot be fully determined and disclosed, the public cannot 
evaluate the Proposed Project, and decision-makers cannot make an informed decision. 

As addressed above, the Subject Property owners must guess the approximate 
location and number of the 230 Line structures and power lines and the amount of land that will 
be taken to accommodate them based on a generalized Project Map. The Project Map does not 
show parcel information or the locations of the structures, and that information is not provided 
anywhere in the DEIR. Rather, the DEIR states that the final design has not been completed and 
the precise location of the structures are unknown. As a result, it is impossible to fully determine 
and evaluate the impacts of the Proposed Project. Therefore, the project description for the 
R TRP is inadequate. 

3. Aesthetic Impacts. 

The DEIR concludes that there is a potentially significant impact to aesthetics 
under the threshold that the project would "substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings." (3-53.) The DEIR's conclusion is based on the natural 

2 "Guidelines" means the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, located at 14 Cal. Code of Regulations § 1500 et seq. 
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scenic quality from the perspective of residential and recreational viewers. (3- 52-53.) The 
DEIR fails to consider the aesthetic impacts on the commercial uses along the 1-15. The DEIR 
found that "[m]ost of the Proposed Project is located within highly developed urban areas where 
transmission, subtransmission , distribution, and other utility facilities are existing visual elements 
that contribute to the definition of the current landscape character." (3-53.) The DEIR 
concluded that, because the quality of the views and viewer sensitivity are low through the 
urban area, impacts to the 1-15 corridor are less than significant. (3- 53-55.) This reasoning is 
flawed, however, because it values only the natural landscape and assumes that there is no 
value in a developed landscape. A reasonable person would find significant adverse impacts to 
the aesthetics of the urban landscape as well. 

Further, the applicable land use standards seek to protect the character of the 
surrounding environment and are not limited to natural views. Ordinances, regulations, or plans 
governing the project area provide relevant standards for determining the significance of a 
project's environmental impacts. The DEIR references the Riverside County General Plan's 
(applicable to the City of Jurupa Valley) requirement that "new and relocated utilities [be located] 
underground when possible. All remaining utilities shall be located or screened in a manner that 
minimizes their visibility by the public." (C 25.2; DEIR, 3-18.) The Jurupa Area Plan also 
provides that it is the policy to "[d]iscourage utility lines within the river corridor. If approved, 
lines shall be placed underground where feasible and shall be located in a manner to harmonize 
with the natural environment and amenity of the river." (JURAP 7.13; DEIR, 3-18.) The General 
Plan also requires "that public facilities be designed to consider their surroundings and visually 
enhance, not degrade the character of the surrounding area." (LU 25.5; DEIR, 3-18.) The DEIR 
rejects undergrounding of the transmission lines. By not complying with these policies, the 
Proposed Project has a significant impact on aesthetics, including in the urban area. 

The Proposed Project will degrade the visual quality of the commercial uses 
along the 1-15, as the developments will be less attractive amongst the 230 Line structures and 
power lines. This indirectly causes socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts, as 
discussed below. 

The DEIR recognizes that "alternative technologies such as undergrounding may 
reduce some visual impacts." (3-53.) Despite these findings, the DEIR refuses to mitigate 
impacts by undergrounding the transmission lines on grounds of infeasibility. (3-53.) The 
stated reasons for "infeasibility," however, do not show actual infeasibility, but only increased 
temporary impacts from construction , longer wait times for outage repairs, and increased costs. 
(3-53.) Any permanent impacts from undergrounding, e.g. trenching in sensitive areas, could be 
avoided by choosing an alternative route as well. The DEIR focuses on damage to the Santa 
Ana River corridor, but if an alternative route were chosen through a developed area, e.g. the 
Van Buren alternative, that would not be an issue. These issues are discussed further below in 
the context of alternatives. Because undergrounding the transmission lines is likely feasible to 
mitigate impacts to aesthetics, the Project cannot be approved as proposed. 
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4. Hazardous Impacts. 

Ten schools are located within one-quarter mile of the RTRP. (3-185.) The 
closest school (we believe th is to be VanderMolen Elementary School, but the DEIR is not 
specific) is "estimated to be located approximately 100 feet away" from the 230 Line, and the 69 
kV line is proposed to traverse property that is planned for the expansion of the La Granada 
Elementary School. (3-89,3-185; Appendix S, p. 16.) "The closest residences have been 
estimated to be less than 25 meters away" from the lines. (3-89.) The DEIR's discussion of the 
health effects on sensitive receptors considers the use of hazardous substances such as motor 
fuel, solvents, and lubricating fluid but it does not consider emissions of electric and magnetic 
currents. (3- 195-198.) 

The DEIR recognizes that the "[h]ealth effects of electric and magnetic fields" is 
an area of controversy, but does not discuss it in terms of an impact. Rather, the issue is 
discussed in an "Additional Topics" section for the stated reason that "standard CEQA analysis 
does not include a discussion of potential environmental impacts from electric and magnetic 
fields" and because there are no CEQA standards to analyze such risks. (5-3.) While that is 
true, the intent of CEQA is to regulate activities to prevent both adverse effects on the 
environmental and to the health and safety of the people of the state. See Pub. Res. Code, § 
21000. The United States Environmental Protection Agency identifies exposure to 
electromagnetic fields and falling power lines as potential hazards relevant to the siting of 
schools. (EPA School Siting Guidelines.) As such, the DEIR should address the health effects 
of electric and magnetic fields as a potential impact to sensitive receptors. 

Even if the "Additional Topics" section were taken as an impact analysis, it would 
still be inadequate. The DEIR should quantify the levels of electromagnetic fields (EMF) that 
sensitive receptors may be exposed to, and then provided studies relating to those levels. It is 
unclear whether the EMF levels expected to be generated by the Proposed Project are of the 
"extremely low frequency" (ELF) type discussed in the DEIR. (5- 4-6.) 

Further, the DEIR's mitigation of EMFs violates CEQA. The DEIR states that the 
CPUC's '''[n]o-cost and low-cost' measures to reduce magnetic fields will be incorporated into 
the design of this project," but these measures are not provided in the DEIR. (5-6.) The DEIR 
cannot defer the formulation of specific mitigation measures to a future time. See Sundstrom v. 
Co. of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 376; Citizens for Quality Growth (1988) 198 
Cal.App.3d 433, 442. Although the mitigation will be reviewed by the CPUC prior to approval of 
the Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, CEQA requires that the 
lead agency review mitigation measures prior to approval of the EIR. Without providing the 
mitigation measures and sUbstantial evidence to show they are effective, the DEIR cannot 
conclude that the impact from EMFs is less than significant. Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. 
v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 407; Sundstrom v. Co. of Mendocino, 
supra, 202 Cal.App.3d 296. 
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5. Land Use Impacts. 

The Proposed Project has a significant impact if it conflicts with applicable land 
use plans and policies. (3-251.) A proposed project should be considered to be consistent with 
the local general plan if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies. 
OPR, State of California General Plan Guidelines (2003). 

As set forth above regarding aesthetics, several applicable land use plans and 
policies provide that utility lines should be placed underground and located in a manner to 
harmonize with the environment. The DEIR should conclude that the Proposed Project is 
inconsistent with these policies because the lines are not being undergrounded. Instead, 
however, the DEIR concludes the Proposed Project is consistent because undergrounding is 
infeasible. In other words, it says the project is consistent because of the purported difficulty to 
mitigate the inconsistency. That is nonsensical, and certainly not supported by sUbstantial 
evidence. Because the Proposed Project obstructs the Riverside County General Plan 
(applicable to the City of Jurupa) and the Jurupa Area Plan's (JURAP) policies to place utility 
lines underground, and that any necessary above-ground lines harmonize with the natural 
environment, the DEIR should find the RTRP inconsistent with land use plans and policies. 

Additionally, as explained in detail in the City of Jurupa Valley's comments at 
Exhibit A, pages 56 through 64, there are numerous planning policies applicable to the 
Proposed Project with which the Project may be inconsistent that the DEIR fails to address. 

The DEIR should also address impacts to the land use plans for the 
redevelopment of currently underdeveloped lands. The area along the 1-15 Freeway corridor in 
Jurupa Valley is currently underdeveloped (i.e. open space or agricultural) but is designated by 
the County General Plan for commercial , light industrial, and low density residential uses. The 
highest and best use of that area is commercial development, with the freeway attracting 
business. The JURAP recognizes that a significant amount of land is "converting from dairy to 
industrial, warehousing, and truck distribution uses to capitalize on direct access to the freeway 
system and to tap into the rapidly expanding pattern of goods movement throughout the entire 
region ." (JURAP, p. 9.) The Proposed Project, however, may thwart this development goal. 
The taking of property for the structures and ROW, as well as restrictions on access, may leave 
remnants too small to accommodate such land uses. The aesthetic impacts described above 
may also prevent development from occurring as desired under the plans . 

Substantial evidence of the need for and profitability of commercial development 
in Jurupa Valley was presented during the incorporation proceedings for the new city. The 
inability to develop the 1-15 corridor for high quality commercial, industrial, and residential uses 
would have significant adverse socioeconomic consequences. 

6. Socioeconomic Impacts. 

CEQA requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable indirect physical impacts as 
well as direct impacts. Guidelines, § 15064(d). Indirect impacts that must be considered 
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include social or economic effects that result in a physical change in the environment. 
Guidelines, §15064(e) . 

The Proposed Project will have significant aesthetic impacts on the commercial 
uses along the 1-15. The commercial uses impacted by the placement of transmission 
structures and lines will be less attractive and have less appeal to shoppers than non-impacted 
sites. As a result, those commercial uses will only be able to draw lower quality tenants, and/or 
commercial development will be shifted away from the freeway frontage to other sites. 
Consequently, businesses along the 1-15 will have reduced income. 

Development for residential uses will also be less successful due to the 
Proposed Project, as people do not find the transmission structures and lines attractive and they 
fear the health and safety consequences of living near the high EMF. Property values along the 
Proposed Project area will be reduced by the condemnation for the Proposed Project structures 
and ROW. Condemnation diminishes the area available for development and makes ingress 
and egress more difficult. Signage restrictions due to conflict with the overhead transmission 
lines will also result in reduced visitors and profitability to the commercial uses. 

As a result of the aesthetic and hazard impacts, the planned and foreseeable 
land uses in the Proposed Project area will not be desirable or economically viable. Blight or 
urban decay may then occur, as land lies underdeveloped. In Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.AppAth 1184, the court decertified EIRs for failure 
to consider urban decay. The court held that "land use decisions that cause a chain reaction of 
store closures and long-term vacancies, ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods and 
leaving decaying shells in their wake" must be studied, as they may constitute significant 
impacts. Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield, supra, 124 Cal.AppAth at 
1204. 

7. Environmental Justice. 

Environmental justice refers to the concept that minority or low-income 
populations should not be disproportionately exposed to environmental hazards. In 1999, the 
State of California enacted legislation establishing environmental justice as an aspect of state 
law. California law defines environmental justice as "the fair treatment of people of all races, 
cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies." Gov. Code, § 65040.12(e); see 
also Pub. Res. Code, § 71110. 

Residents of the City of Riverside would benefit from the Proposed Project to 
detriment of residents of the City of Jurupa Valley. While Riverside residents will gain increased 
power reliability from the Proposed Project, Jurupa residents will potentially suffer from 
exposure to high levels of EMFs, aesthetic impacts, decline in property values, reduced 
socioeconomic conditions, and blight. The DEIR should analyze whether the residents of 
Jurupa Valley are disproportionately exposed to the Proposed Project's impacts as compared to 
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the residents of Riverside. The DEIR should also propose an alternative route that does not 
burden residents who do not receive benefits from the Proposed Project. 

Additionally, the DEIR found that a Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
required for significant immitigable impacts on aesthetics. (3-58) Surely, the City of Riverside 
will find that its need and the benefit of the Proposed Project outweighs the aesthetic impacts to 
residents in other cities. This violates the concept of environmental justice and is another 
reason why the City of Riverside should not be the lead agency for the RTRP. 

8. Alternatives. 

(a) Feasibility. 

The Proposed Project includes the undergrounding of existing transmission lines 
and some telecommunications where the current above ground facilities would conflict with the 
location of the RTRP. (2-1,2- 27-30.) Clearly, then, undergrounding is technically feasible. 
Undergrounding the new 230 and 69 kV lines could reduce impacts to aesthetics, 
socioeconomics, and urban decay to less than significant. The DEIR, however, rejects 
undergrounding the transmission lines as a mitigation measure or as an alternative technology 
on the grounds that it is infeasible, primarily for economic reasons. The DEIR fails to support 
that conclusion with substantial evidence. 

CEQA requires the adoption of all feasible alternatives and mitigation measures 
that substantially reduce the environmental impacts of projects. A project may, however, be 
approved in spite of significant environmental effects if the only other mitigation measures or 
alternatives are infeasible. Pub. Res. Code, § 21002. The term "feasible" is defined as: 
"capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors." Pub. Res. 
Code, § 21061 .1 "Findings of economic infeasibility must be supported by relevant economic 
evidence." Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (hereafter "Practice Under 
CEQA"), § 15.9; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 737. 
"Meaningful comparative data" is required. Practice Under CEQA, §§ 15.9, 17.31; Center for 
Biological Diversity v County of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866. For example: 

• Uphold Our Heritage v Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 
601 findings of economic infeasibility of alternatives to demolition were 
not supported by data comparing the cost of building new home with cost 
of rehabilitating existing historic home on site; 

• County of San Diego v Grossmont Cuyamaca Community College Dist. 
(2006) 141 Cal.AppAth 86, 108: community college's proportional share 
of cost of off-campus traffic mitigation measures could not be found 
economically infeasible in absence of cost estimates; 
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• Citizens of Goleta Valley v Board of Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 
1167: record that included no analysis of comparative costs, profits, or 
economic benefits of scaled-down project alternative was insufficient to 
support finding of economic infeasibility; 

• Burger v County of Mendocino (1975) 45 Cal.App.3d 322: infeasibility 
finding based on economic factors cannot be made without estimate of 
income or expenditures to support conclusion that reduction of motel 
project or relocation of some units would make project unprofitable. 

Additionally, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. Of Supervisors (1988) 197 
Cal.App.3d 1167, 1180-1181 , the court stated: 

Id. at p. 1181 . 

The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less 
profitable is not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially 
infeasible. What is required is evidence that the additional costs or 
lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to 
proceed with the project. The scant figures contained in the 
administrative record are not sufficient to support such a 
conclusion . 

Here, there are no figures in the DEIR to support it's conclusion that 
undergrounding is infeasible. Without a comparative cost analysis of the construction and 
maintenance of the RTRP above and below ground, the DEIR's analysis is inadequate. In 
addition to providing the cost analysis necessary to support the conclusion that undergrounding 
is economically infeasible, the DEIR should also consider the money that would be saved by not 
having to relocate poles and underground the existing facilities by installing the new RTRP 
underground. 

Additionally, the DEIR should consider whether an increase in electrical rates for 
beneficiaries of the RTRP can support the cost of undergrounding. This would return the 
burden of the Proposed Project to those benefitting from it. 

(b) Reasonable Range. 

CEQA requires an EIR present a reasonable range of alternatives to the project 
or to the location of the project which reduce the environmental impacts of the project. 
Guidelines, § 15126.6(a) ; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. Of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553. 
The DEIR fails to present a reasonable range of alternatives. Alternatives should include other 
technologies and routes. Alternatives should also consider the construction of new local 
facilities within Riverside, use of renewable resources, conservation of energy, and reduction of 
development approvals to an amount supported by the capacity of the current system or a less 
intense project. The DEIR's consideration of alternative routes is inadequate, as it presents only 
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one alternative route and dismissed others for invalid reasons, i.e. to avoid obtaining additional 
permits. The Sunrise Project, discussed above in the context of lead agency issues, for 
example, featured 70 alternative routes. 

Section 6.4.4 of the DEIR outlines three other alternative routes that were 
proposed for the location of the 230 Line but were eliminated from the alternatives analysis. 
Since these routes meet the basic project objectives, they merit a full alternatives analysis in 
order to support the DEIR's conclusions that the impacts would be greater than the impacts from 
the Proposed Project. The Eastern Route (the Santa Ana River East Corridor) , in particular, 
appears to have the potential to avoid or reduce the adverse impacts that we have presented 
above as concerns with the approval of the Proposed Project. (6- 46-50.) 

The Eastern Route, however, was eliminated from further analysis primarily on 
the basis that it would require additional permits from the US Fish and Wildlife Service and 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District ("FCWCD"). (6- 49-50.) The 
DEIR reasons that obtaining the biological studies and approvals necessary to implement the 
Eastern Route would fail to meet the timing requirements of the Proposed Project. (6-47.) The 
Project Objectives state that the project goals should be met "in a timely manner" (2-5), but 
there is no information on any timing constraints contained in the DEIR, and it has already been 
five years since SCE was directed to move forward with the RTRP "as soon as possible." There 
is no substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that the urgency of completing the RTRP in 
a shorter amount of time is more important than avoiding other significant environmental effects. 
The need to obtain additional permits in order to adopt an alternative is not a valid basis for 
eliminating that alternative from full consideration . 

Moreover, the DEIR's conclusion that there is a greater potential for impacts to 
water resources with the Eastern Route than with the Proposed Project is not adequately 
supported by the DEIR. As to the Proposed Project, the DEIR states that the 230 Line is within 
1 OO-year floodplain of the Santa Ana River and several other floodplains for a creek, ditches, 
and channels. (3-206.) "Construction, operation , and maintenance of the proposed 230kV 
transmission line could ... alter drainage patterns and floodplains." (3-213.) The DEIR states 
that an encroachment permit from the FCWCD would be required for work within the floodplain 
(3-211 , 3-219), although that requirement is not in Table 2.9-1 along with the other permits 
required for the Proposed Project. Thus, obtaining a permit from the FCWCD for the Eastern 
Route would not be an additional burden as compared to the Proposed Project. Furthermore, 
an analysis of where along the Santa Ana River East Corridor the 230 Line can be placed is 
necessary to determine the extent of the impacts. It may be entirely possible to locate the 230 
Line within that corridor but outside of the floodplain or criteria habitat. 

The DEIR's conclusion that the Eastern Route is inferior to the Alternative Route 
presented (Van Buren Offset) relies on a "preliminary geological and geo-technical report" 
comparing the Eastern Route to the Van Buren Offset Alternative. (6-50.) The DEIR must 
include a copy of that report in order to support that conclusion with substantial evidence. 
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(c) Project Objectives. 

"A project proponent may not limit its ability to implement the project in a way that 
precludes it from implementing reasonable alternatives to the project." Practice Under CEQA, 
§ 15.8; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v City of Hanford (1990) 221 CaLApp.3d 692, 736. 

The Project Objectives set forth in the DEIR seem purposefully crafted in such a 
narrow manner that only the project as proposed could meet the objectives. The first objective 
states: "Provide sufficient capacity, in a timely manner, to meet existing electric system demand 
and anticipated future load growth." (2-5.) The second objective states: "Provide an additional 
point of delivery for bulk power into the RPU electrical system .... " (2-5.) The basic goal of the 
Proposed Project is to provide sufficient capacity to meet existing and future electric demand. 
The DEIR's inclusion of "in a timely manner" appears to be intended to circumscribe the range 
of alternatives that are considered. As discussed above, the otherwise potential alternative 
along the Santa Ana River East Corridor was eliminated from further analysis because of timing 
considerations. The second objective also impermissibly narrows the means that might 
otherwise have been available to meet the basic goal of the Project. If not for the second 
objective, alternatives to the Proposed Project may at least have included new generation, 
distributed generation, energy conservation and load management. (6-25.) Such manipulation 
of the project objectives violates CEQA. 

9. Post Hoc Rationalization. 

CEQA requires public agencies to consider the environmental report before 
approving a project. Guidelines § 15004; see Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 
CaL4th 116, 138. In Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 
47 CaL 3d 376, the court stated that: 

A fundamental purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers 
with information they can use in deciding whether to approve a 
proposed project, not to inform them of the environmental effects 
of projects that they have already approved. If post-approval 
environmental review were allowed, EIR's would likely become 
nothing more than post hoc rationalizations to support action 
already taken. We have expressly condemned this use of EIR's. 

See also No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 CaL3d 68, p. 81; citing Citizens to 
Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe (1971) 401 U.S. 402, 420; Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. 
Coastside County Water Dist. (1972) 27 CaLApp.3d 695, 706. 

Here, in 2006, CAISO and RPU approved the construction of the RTRP and 
directed SCE to build the RTRP. (DEIR, ES-1; Minutes of the RPU, Jan. 20, 2006.) The DEIR's 
lack of alternative routes and conclusory determination that undergrounding is infeasible is 
intended to result in the finding that the RTRP as proposed is the preferred alternative. Thus, 
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the decision to move forward with the RTRP as proposed has already been made. This 
constitutes an impermissible post hoc rationalization. 

C. Recirculation Required. 

"When significant new information is added to an environmental impact report 
after notice" that the DEIR is available for public review, recirculation of the EIR is required. 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.1. In Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v Regents of Univ. of 
Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1130, the court gave four examples of situations in which 
recirculation is required: 

• When the new information shows a new, substantial environmental 
impact resulting either from the project or from a mitigation measure; 

• When the new information shows a substantial increase in the severity of 
an environmental impact, except that recirculation would not be required if 
mitigation that reduces the impact to insignificance is adopted; 

• When the new information shows a feasible alternative or mitigation 
measure, considerably different from those considered in the EIR, that 
clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of a project and the 
project proponent declines to adopt it; and 

• When the draft EIR was "so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature" that public comment on the draft EIR was 
essentially meaningless. 

Practice Under CEQA, §16.15. 

The problems with the RTRP DEIR discussed above require recirculation for 
similar reasons as those set forth in Laurel Heights. The DEIR failed to consider the potentially 
significant impact of blight or urban decay. Impacts to aesthetics and socioeconomics are more 
severe than the DEIR recognized. Undergrounding is a feasible alternative or mitigation 
measure until the DEIR adequately supports its conclusions of economic infeasibility. The DEIR 
is fatally flawed because it fails to consider the incorporated City of Jurupa Valley and consult 
with the City as a responsible agency, as well as fails to adequately address alternatives in a 
non-conclusory manner. Therefore, a DEIR revised to address the issues set forth herein and 
raised by other comment letters must be recirculated. 

D. Conclusion. 

In sum, the Proposed Project will adversely affect private property values and 
result in impacts to land that make it no longer be suitable for residential or high quality 
commercial uses. This will, in turn, result in a lower socioeconomic base for the City of Jurupa 
and its residents and businesses, and raises environmental justice concerns. As an indirect 
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November 30, 2011 
Page 14 

physical result, the Proposed Project has the potential to cause urban decay. The DEIR further 
violates CEQA because the lead agency is improper, the project description is not specific, and 
the alternatives analysis is inadequate. Finally, the DEIR is a post-hoc rationalization for a 
decision already made. 

We request that the DEIR be revised to address the issues set forth herein and 
raised by other comment letters, and that the revised DEIR be recirculated for public review and 
comment in accordance with CEQA. Thank you for your attention to our concerns . 

Very truly yours, 

~.~tf2-
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

W02-WEST:3JAJ1 \404170936.3 

cc: Ter Maaten Family Partnership 
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Comment Letter BBBB: Sean P. O’Connor, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton 
LLP, representing the Ter Maaten Family Partnership 

Response to Comment BBBB-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. See Master Response #7 

regarding economic and social impacts and Master Response #13 regarding data collection and 

notice of preparation. According to Laurie Lovret, Senior Planner with the City of Jurupa Valley, 

the City of Jurupa Valley received the application from CV Communities on May 15, 2012 (L. 

Lovret personal communication July 30, 2012). Therefore, project information and design on the 

planned CV project had not yet been submitted for processing prior to the environmental analysis 

and publication of the DEIR for the RTRP (August 2011). Because the CV Communities project 

was not reasonably foreseeable at the time of the Project‘s NOP (i.e., the baseline) and was also 

not available at the time that the DEIR had been released for review, it was not a reasonably 

foreseeable project that could have been included in analysis for the DEIR, as stated in Master 

Response #13.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-2 

Construction and maintenance of the proposed 230 kV transmission line would require access to 

each of the planned pole/structure locations. Existing public roads and ROWs or privately owned 

and maintained roads adjacent to the proposed transmission line alignment would be utilized 

whenever possible to provide construction and maintenance access. Where existing roads do not 

provide the necessary access, new access roads would be developed, the specific locations of 

which would be determined after completion of final engineering and based on a detailed 

topographic survey of the proposed 230 kV transmission line route. It is also assumed that 

modifications would be necessary in some locations for existing roads to support construction 

activities. Gates would be installed where required at fenced property lines to restrict 

unauthorized access. Preliminary engineering information is included as Attachment D to this 

FEIR, which was the basis for the City‘s worst-case scenario analysis of environmental impacts; 

based upon this information, the Proposed Project, if approved, would place six structures on the 

subject property. Please also see Response to Comment BBBB-6. Please see Response to 

Comment BBBB-1. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-3 

As discussed on page 2-42 of the DEIR, a payment of fair market value is a preferred choice for 

acquiring the necessary 100-foot-wide right-of-way (ROW) for the 230 kV transmission line.  

 

―SCE generally purchases easements from property owners for ROWs. A payment of fair 

market value would be offered for these easement rights, based upon a value determined 

by a certified appraiser. Typically, final ROW determination and the property acquisition 

process are not initiated until after project approval.‖  

 

The remaining property outside of the 100-foot-wide ROW would be available for development. 

Compatible and incompatible uses within the ROW are discussed on page 2-83 of the DEIR. 

 

―After the transmission lines have been energized, land uses that are compatible with 

safety regulations could be permitted in and adjacent to the ROW. Incompatible land uses 

within transmission line ROW include, but are not limited to, construction and 
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maintenance of inhabited dwellings, and any use requiring changes in surface elevation 

that would affect existing or planned facilities.‖ 

 

If the CV Communities project were approved, it would be a permitted use for the subject 

property and would not be barred from development. However, if the RTRP were approved prior 

to approval of the CV Communities project, development of new residential units would not be 

allowed within the ROW. See also Response BBBB-1, confirming that the CV Communities‘ 

project application was submitted to the City of Jurupa Valley just three months ago. 

 

Please see Master Response #7, regarding social and economic impacts, for discussion of blight. 

Aesthetic impacts and mitigation measures proposed as a result of the Proposed Project are 

discussed within Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. Specifically, the potential visual impacts within the 

68
th

 Street area are discussed on page 3-54 to 3-55 of the DEIR. 

 

―The route would continue northwest through the Goose Creek Golf Club to 68th Street 

near Dana Avenue. Continuing west on the south side of 68th Street, the route would 

have more moderate impacts as it occurs within undeveloped landscapes of common 

scenic quality. However, this portion along 68th Street is within the immediate 

foreground of residential views on the north side of 68th Street (see Photo-simulation 

Viewpoint 14, Figure 3.2.1-22) and VanderMolen Elementary School on the northwest 

corner of 68th Street and Wineville Avenue. Impacts in this area would be potentially 

significant and immitigable, as they would degrade the visual character and quality of the 

interface of residential and recreational uses.‖ 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment DDDD-3 for impacts to future development. 

 

Health and safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR, which ―describes potential hazards to public health and safety 

associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Project, including potential hazardous 

materials impacts and aviation safety impacts. This section examines how implementation of the 

Proposed Project would alter the present conditions of the local environment due to hazards and 

hazardous materials.‖ Additionally, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 
Response to Comment BBBB-4 

Responses to this introductory comment are included below in Responses to Comments BBBB-5 

through BBBB-16. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-5 

See Response to Comment AAAA-4. Regarding the Sunrise Powerlink project‘s relation to 

RTRP: that was a 100% transmission project (500 and 230 kV) and SDG&E is an investor-

owned public utility regulated by the CPUC. The two projects are unique and incomparable. 

Under CEQA, each project must be evaluated on its own. See further justification for the City‘s 

selection as Lead Agency in Master Response #5.  
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Response to Comment BBBB-6 

The Proposed Project location and boundary are shown on two figures included within Chapter 2 

of the DEIR: Figure 2.1-1, Regional Map and Figure 2.3-1, Proposed Project. Included in the 

Land Use Technical Report (Appendix B to the DEIR) are detailed maps indicating the proposed 

alignment of all transmission and subtransmission lines associated with the Proposed Project 

(Figures 1 through 4); therefore, the DEIR Project description is not inadequate for public review 

or for the Lead Agency to make a decision on the Proposed Project. Thus, the Proposed Project 

has been depicted in a manner sufficiently detailed to present the Project to the public to evaluate 

and review potentially significant impacts. However, since minor adjustments to the alignment 

have been made in response to comments received on the DEIR, additional detailed mapping for 

the 230 kV transmission line has been provided in this FEIR; see Attachment D.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-7 

The DEIR aesthetic impact analysis fully considered and analyzed views and settings of 

developed areas as detailed in the visual integrity analysis and visual simulations developed for 

the Proposed Project. The assessment of developed area impacts was based partially on the 

―visual integrity‖ value, expressed as Class A, B or C, of each developed area rating unit, as well 

as visual sensitivity. The simulations developed for the Proposed Project are predominantly 

located in developed, urban settings. The results of the inventory, based on a scenic 

quality/visual integrity analysis and review of community values expressed in general and 

regional plans as fully described in the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report in 

Appendix B of the DEIR, determined the visual quality and character of the Proposed Project 

area (see pages 7 and 18 and Tables 4, 5 and 9 of the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical 

Report). While the DEIR states that the Proposed Project is located primarily in highly 

developed urban areas, it also recognizes that some of these areas also have B or A (above 

average or unique/cohesive) visual integrity ratings (e.g., Live Oak Drive Neighborhood), and, 

therefore, have value. Therefore, contrary to the commenter‘s assertion that the DEIR assumes 

no value in the developed landscape, the rating of landscapes as A or B in the DEIR, as described 

above, provides a basis for developed landscape evaluation. Based on the visual integrity ratings 

of most developed areas where the Proposed Project is located, the Proposed Project does not 

cross high value (e.g., Class A) developed areas. Therefore, the significance conclusions 

presented in the DEIR are supported by substantial evidence. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-8 

Existing and planned land uses traversed by the 230 kV transmission line include 

commercial/industrial properties, agricultural ancillary structures, and approved undeveloped or 

planned residential developments (Figure 3.2.9-1, SCE 230 kV Existing and Planned Land Use, 

in the DEIR). Impacts to these uses are discussed in the DEIR in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.9, Land 

Use and Planning. Impacts to these land uses are also discussed in the Land Use Technical 

Report, Section 5.4, Impact Analysis, as depicted in Appendix B, Figure 1, SCE 230 kV Existing 

& Planned Land Use (Appendix B to the DEIR). Additional land use data are provided in 

Appendix A, Table 4.1-2, Existing and Planned Land Uses Traversed by the 230 kV 

Transmission Line, and Table 4.1-7, Jurisdiction, General Plan Land Use Designation, and 

Zoning-230 kV. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to cause permanent restrictions on 

access to properties. As detailed in Master Response #12, failure to comply with local land use 

policies alone would not result in a significant impact to natural views or other aesthetic or visual 
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resources. While a proposed project may be approved even though an inconsistency with 

applicable land use plans or policies may occur, CEQA requires that the evaluation be made, and 

any inconsistencies identified and analyzed, for consideration by decision-makers. Where there 

is an inconsistency between the Proposed Project or alternatives and a local plan, such 

inconsistencies have been identified but would not require plan amendments, as the CPUC has 

land use authority over transmission lines and substations in local jurisdictions. Inconsistency 

with the plan alone does not mandate a significant impact finding, but may go into consideration 

of impact significance. Significant aesthetic impacts were identified in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-9 

For responses to socioeconomic and environmental justice comments, please see Master 

Response #7. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-10 

For responses related to underground comments, please see Master Response #10a. Also see 

Master Response #7 regarding social and economic issues. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-11 

As stated in Section 5.3 of the DEIR, ―Standard CEQA analysis does not include a discussion of 

potential environmental impacts from electric and magnetic fields (EMF) due to the lack of a 

consensus among scientists that EMF exposure poses a risk to human health. Nor are there any 

CEQA standards regarding the analysis of potential human health risks caused by EMF 

exposure.‖ CPUC policy on this topic is further discussed on page 5-6 of the DEIR.  

 

―In 2006, the CPUC completed its review and update of its EMF Policy in Decision 06-

01-042 (CPUC 2006). This decision reaffirmed the finding that state and federal public 

health regulatory agencies have not established a direct link between exposure to EMF 

and human health effects, and the policy direction that (1) use of numeric exposure limits 

was not appropriate in setting utility design guidelines to address EMF, and (2) existing 

‗no-cost and low-cost‘ precautionary-based EMF policy should be continued for 

proposed electrical facilities.‖ 

 

Therefore, an impact analysis for EMF exposure within Section 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, was not included within the DEIR. Electric and magnetic fields are addressed in 

Chapter 5, Section 5.3 and Appendix C of the DEIR. Please also see Master Response #6. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-12 

Although the EPA lists exposure to electromagnetic fields and falling power lines as potential 

hazards relevant to the siting of schools, such exposure is not included in its guide to 

environmental issues or its factors influencing exposures and potential risks (both available at 

http://www.epa.gov/schools/siting). For responses related to EMF, please see Master Response 

#6 and Response #BBBB-11. The California Department of Education provides Power Line 

Setback Exemption Guidance such that the education institution shall meet Title 5 Section 

14010(c) setbacks as measured from the edge of easement of overhead transmission lines to the 

usable portions of the school site (including usable joint-use areas, but excluding gross acreage 

http://www.epa.gov/schools/siting
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not available for school uses). Please see Response to Comment V-1 regarding siting of utility 

infrastructure near schools. 

  

Response to Comment BBBB-13 

For responses related to EMF, please see Master Response #6. ―Extremely low frequency‖ refers 

to electromagnetic fields in the range from 3 to 300 Hertz, which includes power systems, which 

typically operate at 60 Hertz. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-14 

For responses related to EMF, please see Master Response #6. The measures to reduce EMF will 

be included in the Field Management Plan.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-15 

For responses related to underground comments, please see Master Response #10b. For 

responses related to plan and policy consistency, please see Master Response #12. The land use 

plans and policies referenced by the commenter allow for undergrounding of transmission lines 

―where feasible‖ (JURAP 7.13; EAP 1.13); as undergrounding all or a portion of the 230 kV 

transmission line is infeasible as discussion in Chapter 6, Section 6.4.3, the Proposed Project has 

met the provisions of the land use plans and is therefore consistent. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-16 

For responses related to the City of Jurupa Valley comment letter, please see Master Response 

#8 and Responses to Comment letter P.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-17 

Please see Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. The Lead Agency does not 

assume any property that is currently undeveloped or agricultural areas will remain so, but the 

Project would not adversely affect the development potential of I-15 frontage. Please see 

Response to Comment P-127, Response to Comment BBBB-3, and Master Response #7 

regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-18 

For responses related to aesthetic comments, please see Response to Comment BBBB-7. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-19 

Please see Response to Comment BBBB-3 and BBBB-17. For responses to socioeconomic 

comments, please see Master Response #7. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-20 

Please see Response to Comment P-14 and Master Response #7 regarding social and economic 

impacts.  
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Response to Comment BBBB-21 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF, Master Response #7 regarding economic and 

social impacts, and Response to Comment BBBB-3. As described in the DEIR, the Proposed 

Project‘s 230 kV transmission line traverses almost entirely open areas. No condemnation of 

occupied dwellings is indicated in the DEIR. A single unused farming out-building exists within 

the ROW. How the Proposed Project would thus effect ingress/egress was not identified during 

analysis or substantiated in the comment. Accordingly, no further response can be provided. See 

Master Response #2. 

 

The DEIR considered the views and sensitivity of I-15 viewers as discussed on page 3-55 of the 

DEIR, and the commenter‘s conclusion that the Proposed Project along freeway frontage would 

adversely affect commercial branding and site visual accessibility is unsupported. Significant 

aesthetic impacts of a project, according to CEQA, relate to impacts on ―scenic vistas,‖ the 

―damage of scenic resources‖ ―within a state scenic highway,‖ degradation of the ―existing 

visual character or quality of a site and its surroundings,‖ and the creation of new sources of 

―substantial light or glare,‖ and not visual accessibility or branding of commercial areas. 

However, a decline in ―visual accessibility‖ is not typically associated with transmission lines 

because most of the right-of-way is occupied only by the conductor wires, which do not 

substantially impede visibility. Furthermore, visual access is largely dependent on the 

characteristics of the viewer (viewing orientation, view exposure, viewing duration, etc.). The 

commenter does not provide any supporting evidence that the presence of transmission line 

conductor wires and widely spaced structures adversely affect commercial area ―branding.‖ The 

placement and opportunity for commercial signage and visual accessibility to signage would not 

be adversely affected because such signage will remain visible to communicate the presence, 

location, and nature of the commercial site.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-22 

Signage as well as other potential uses within the proposed transmission line ROW would be 

required to meet clearances from the transmission line conductors per CPUC General Order 95. 

As discussed in Master Response #7, an economic impact study was not conducted for 

environmental impacts within the DEIR.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-23 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts and Master Response #6 

regarding EMF. As discussed in Response to Comment BBBB-17, the Lead Agency does not 

assume any property that is currently undeveloped or agricultural areas will remain so, and the 

Project would not adversely affect the development potential of I-15 frontage. Please see 

Response to Comment P-127, and Response to Comment BBBB-3. Implementation of the 

Proposed Project will not result in any foreseeable ―chain reaction of store closures and long-

term vacancies, ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods,‖ as supported by the 

environmental analysis as presented in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-24 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social and economic 

impacts/environmental justice, Master Response #14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed 

Project, and Master Response #6 regarding EMF.  
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Response to Comment BBBB-25 

Please see Response to Comment AAAA-11 and Response to Comment AAAA-4.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-26 

The Proposed Project does not include the undergrounding of existing transmission lines. 

Infeasibility of undergrounding is discussed in Chapter 6, Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR. The 

discussion included within Chapter 6 focuses on the undergrounding of the proposed double-

circuit 230 kV transmission line and 69 kV subtransmission lines associated with the Proposed 

Project and should not be considered a relevant discussion related to the feasibility of 

undergrounding of telecommunication lines or distribution lines associated with the Proposed 

Project. Telecommunication lines and distribution lines are considerably different related to 

technology and construction practices in undergrounding procedures as related to the higher 

voltage subtransmission lines (69 kV) and transmission lines (230 kV) associated with the 

RTRP. Also see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-27 

Section 6.4.3 of the DEIR includes substantial evidence from existing studies completed for 

underground transmission lines. The studies from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) 

and the International Council on Large Electric Systems (CIGRE) are in reference to both 

economic and technological factors relating to the infeasibility of undergrounding the double-

circuit 230 kV transmission line. Both of these studies include research of both overhead and 

underground transmission systems that were utilized in analyzing the feasibility of this 

alternative for the Proposed Project. Please see Master Response #10a for additional response 

related to the feasibility of an underground alternative.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-28 

A detailed engineering design was not necessary for the consideration of the underground 

alternative in order to reach a determination that it was not considered feasible for detailed 

consideration within the DEIR. Therefore, specific design elements such as telecommunication 

and distribution line relocation was not necessary when evaluating the feasibility of the 

economics of the alternative, which, as stated in the DEIR, is magnitudes higher than a similar 

overhead transmission line. Analysis in the DEIR fully considered the potential cost offsets of 

undergrounding the transmission line versus constructing the overhead transmission line, and 

ratios on cost consideration were correct, because even after the potential savings of not 

constructing the above-ground transmission line with implementation of an underground 

alternative, undergrounding the transmission line would be 10 to 20 times more expensive than 

installation of traditional overhead transmission lines. Additionally, undergrounding as an 

alternative to the Proposed Project was rejected as infeasible due to engineering, technological, 

and other factors, along with environmental impacts. Please see Master Response #10a for 

additional response related to the feasibility of an underground alternative. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-29 

RPU‘s current electrical rates and whether they justify this Project are outside of the scope of the 

environmental review contained within the DEIR. See also Master Response #1. Cost is only one 

factor, and not the deciding factor, considered regarding undergrounding of the Proposed 
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Project‘s 230 kV transmission line. Undergrounding presents far greater potentially significant 

environmental impacts compared to overhead construction of the Proposed Project. See Master 

Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-30 

The DEIR included a broad range of alternatives. As stated within the comment and as analyzed 

within Section 6.4 of the DEIR, the alternatives included alternate voltages (69 kV, 115 kV, 

500 kV), new generation within the load area, distributed generation, energy conservation and 

load management, and alternative technologies (underground, direct current transmission, 

alternative conductor types). The alternative route analysis started with the 2006 Siting Study 

(Appendix D of the DEIR), in which a reasonable study area boundary was identified, alternative 

corridors and routes within the study area boundary were identified, and several of the routing 

alternatives were then studied in detail. Through the analysis of these route alternatives, several 

were dismissed for reasons stated in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6), including the 

failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, infeasibility, or the inability to avoid 

significant environmental impacts. Please also see Master Response #10 for additional 

explanation of alternatives considered for the RTRP that were compared to the Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-31 

The DEIR included a detailed analysis of alternatives at a level sufficient to reach a conclusion 

as being either infeasible, not meeting most Project objectives, or not reducing potentially 

significant impacts in comparison to the Proposed Project. This analysis is detailed throughout 

Chapter 6 of the DEIR and also included within Appendix D (Siting Study). Although the 

230 kV transmission line routing alternatives would meet some of the Project objectives, none of 

these alternatives would meet most of the basic Project objectives while also reducing or 

avoiding the potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project. Please see Master Response 

#10 for additional explanation of alternatives considered for the RTRP that were compared to the 

Proposed Project, including the Eastern Route Alternative (Master Response #10b).  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-32 

The commenter incorrectly states that the Eastern Route was rejected from consideration based 

solely on the need for additional federal permits. This statement in the DEIR regarding a take 

permit under the federal Endangered Species Act was considered in the feasibility of the Eastern 

Route alternative because it was expected to greatly impact the stated Project‘s purpose and need 

for the in-service date. The requirement for additional federal Endangered Species Act 

permitting and that effect on meeting Project objectives, including the Project schedule for in-

service date, was only a part of the consideration for the elimination of the Eastern Route. 

Primary consideration was given to the lack of the alternative‘s ability to reduce significant 

impacts associated with the Proposed Project and which would actually increase many 

environmental impacts associated with the RTRP. A detailed discussion supporting the 

alternative analysis within the DEIR is included as Master Response #10, which includes 

additional explanation of alternatives considered for the RTRP that were compared to the 

Proposed Project, including the Eastern Route Alternative (Master Response #10b). 

 

The commenter further incorrectly states that the DEIR did not consider a ―range of reasonable 

alternatives‖ for the 69 kV lines. The DEIR considered a wide range of alternatives, including 
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routing alternatives for the 69 kV subtransmission lines, as discussed in Chapter 6 and Appendix 

D of the DEIR. As discussed in this response, a considerable effort was undertaken to analyze a 

wide range of alternatives for comparison to the Proposed Project and, therefore, the DEIR is not 

flawed, as the commenter suggests. 

 

Response to Comment BBBB-33 

A detailed discussion supporting the alternative analysis within the DEIR is included as Master 

Response #10, which includes additional explanation of alternatives considered for the RTRP 

that were compared to the Proposed Project, including the Eastern Route Alternative impacts 

(Master Response #10b). A permit may be necessary for the Proposed Project; although a 

perpendicular crossing of the Santa Ana River as compared to a parallel alignment that would be 

required for any of the Eastern Route alignments considered would likely be more impactful to 

the operations of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Please 

see Figure 6.2-3 for a map that depicts the many Eastern Route alignments that were considered 

for the RTRP. An exhaustive effort was made to locate a feasible alignment, none of which could 

be located outside of the floodplain or MSHCP criteria cells, as the commenter suggests.  

 

Any place where the surface is disturbed for the purpose of construction would experience a 

change to topography, which is an alteration of drainage patterns as well as floodplains (where 

construction occurs within a floodplain). This type of impact would occur throughout the 

Proposed Project, regardless which alternative is constructed; therefore, one must focus in to see 

which areas would be most sensitive to an impact resulting from an alteration of drainage 

patterns. 

 

While the proposed alternative would be located nearby wetlands (which are not mentioned in 

the comment BBBB-33 but which figured into the determination of infeasibility of the Eastern 

Route), the Eastern Route would have been located within several types of wetlands, including 

emergent wetlands where several feet of standing water was present when botanical surveys and 

habitat assessments were conducted (refer to Section 6.4.4 of the DEIR). To construct the 

230 kV line, including access roads, in these wetlands would have constituted a significant 

impact to these wetlands, even after mitigation, because the natural drainage patters would have 

been severely altered with construction of access roads, which would require placing a 

significant amount of fill. 

 

With regard to the issue of permitting, where the Eastern Route was concerned the issue was not 

merely one of obtaining a permit to construct within the floodplain. The route would have 

required construction of the 230 kV line along the banks of the Santa Ana River and, since space 

is limited, the line would have needed to be placed on the flood control levies that border the 

river on both sides. Construction of a transmission line on these levies could significantly 

destabilize them and possibly result in their failure in the case of a flood event. Some of these 

levies are under the jurisdiction of the flood control and water conservation district (FCWCD), 

but others are under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, who indicated to 

POWER early in the analysis process that construction on their berms would not be permitted 

(meeting with Forrest Vanderbilt and Melanie Stalder of the Los Angeles District Office, March 

17, 2009). A significant portion of the Eastern Route was therefore unlikely to be permitted, and 

this factored into the decision that construction along this route was infeasible. 
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Response to Comment BBBB-34 

The Lead Agency has made available the Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation as 

part of this FEIR; see Attachment C in Volume I.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-35 

The Lead Agency developed the RTRP in response to the CAISO directive, which evaluated 

three separate scenarios (Chapter 1, Section 1.2, of the DEIR). In addition to this, Chapter 6 of 

the DEIR provides details regarding the numerous project alternatives, routing alternatives, and 

alternative technologies that were considered for the RTRP. Moreover, the Project objectives are 

not unduly narrow under CEQA. The EIR evaluated a broad range of options for potentially 

meeting electricity demand, including new generation and a variety of potential technologies as 

recommended by the commenter. However, none of those potential alternatives met the 

fundamental Project objective of increasing the long-term reliability of the RPU electricity grid 

in order to meet future demand. Further, the Project objectives developed by the City met 

CEQA‘s fundamental purpose, which was to allow for the consideration and evaluation of a 

reasonable range of alternatives. This is evident through the City‘s extensive consideration of 

multiple routing options for the Project‘s lines. Finally, the Santa Ana River East corridor was 

not eliminated; rather, several alternative alignments within the corridor were considered and 

eliminated due to many reasons related to feasibility, environmental impacts, and inability to 

meet Project objectives.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-36 

Please see Master Response #9 for a response to post hoc rationalization comments.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-37 

Please see Master Response #4 for a response to comments suggesting that the DEIR needs to be 

recirculated.  

 

Response to Comment BBBB-38 

Please see Master Response #7, regarding economic and social issues, for responses to 

comments suggesting that the Project will adversely affect property values, socioeconomic and 

environmental justice comments, and urban decay comments; Master Response #5 for a response 

related to the selection of the CEQA Lead Agency comments; Master Response #2 for a 

response related to a non-specific project description comments; Master Response #10 for a 

response related to alternatives analysis comments; Master Response #9 for a response to post 

hoc rationalization comments; and Master Response #4 for a response to comments suggesting 

that the DEIR needs to be recirculated.  

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Ed Hawkins <edandtroy@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 2:48 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Cc: rstephenson@jurupavalley.org; DAVID BARNES 
Subject: Riverside Transmision Reliability Project 
 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project November 30, 2011 
 
I respectfully request answers to the following questions: 
 

1. In your first route considerations, was there not an Eastern route which came 
south through Agua Mansa, crossed the river at Market Street bridge or Mission 
bridge, and followed the river in Riverside to the new substation? 

2. Was there a route east of this (question 1) which followed a 69 kv line in the 
north, in or near San Bernardino County, which crossed the river north of the 
Market Street bridge with little or no or right-of-way through the City of Jurupa 
Valley? 

3. Did the route in question 2 , if it was ever listed for consideration, have a power 
line access road along the 69 kv line in or near the north part of Jurupa Valley? 

4. Were there objections from Riverside citizens about having the unsightly 230 kv 
towers in their view on their side of the river? 

5. Was Mayor Ron Loveridge either a formal or informal complainant? 
6. What Riverside City Council members complained either formally or informally 

about the tower location if the route from Market Street or Mission Bridge to the 
substation was to be in Riverside City? 

7. Treatment of the Eastern Route in the Draft EIR was terse and short. It posited a 
rationale that there would or could be flood problems where towers were located 
in the wetlands in the North, and accommodations to environment and wild life 
would be required. The EIR did not list specifics. What are the specific 
requirements and what would each cost to follow this route instead of bisecting 
residential portions of Jurupa Valley? 

8. EIR references were made to routes along the I-15 corridor, along the railroad 
parallel to Van Buren, along Bain Street canal, possibly passing through Indian 
Hills, and using an Eastern route. No specific dollar costs or estimated dollar 
costs were included except as comments about ‘something being expensive’ or 
‘something costing more than something else.’ What are the estimated 
installation costs of a tower line for each of these routes? What are the estimated 
costs for underground installations on each route? 

9. In reference to question 8, what would estimated operational costs be for each 
tower route? 

10. In reference to question 8, what would estimated operational costs be for each 
underground route? 

11. Some EMF studies are vague or even contradictive. That is not true with the 
widespread general agreement that EMF creates significant risk of leukemia, 
particularly with children. What is your response to this specific hazard near 
schools, where students are legally required to spend many hours? 

12. In reference to question 11, do you contend that tower height is equal to ground 
distance across land mass? 
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13. Which of our Planning Commissioners and City Council members and your 
Mayor are planning to recuse themselves from voting on this project because of 
a personal benefit conflict of interest? 

 
I have been a resident of Jurupa Valley since I became Superintendent of Schools here 
in 1969. In 18 years in that position I became familiar with what are now current issues. 
Years ago, about 1975 to 1980, I had a school nurse spend several days in the UCR 
library reviewing research on hazards of Electro Magnetic Fields because you were 
proposing a smaller voltage tower installation past three elementary schools and a junior 
high school in Jurupa. There was then a very mixed set of findings, much of which was 
based on research of low quality. Ultimately, you routed along existing corridors and the 
problem went away. 
 
Today, the research is much more adequate. Findings, in general, have Europeans 
requiring undergrounding of many high power transmission lines in populated areas.. 
The State of Virginia has some sensible similar requirements. That simple logic is the 
basis for my cost questions because your rejection of an Eastern route combined with 
the EMF risks and unsightly giant towers is an insult without undergrounding. 
 
I really believe you should start over because your EIR is voluminous with scarce 
substance. 
 
Edward E. Hawkins, EdD (951) 685-3110. 7690 Lakeside Drive, Jurupa Valley CA 
92509. 
 
Cc: Roy Stephenson, City Engineer, City of Jurupa Valley 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-266 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter CCCC: Edward E. Hawkins, EdD 

Response to Comment CCCC-1 

The City has received a number of comments regarding eastern routes along the Santa Ana 

River, their feasibility, and environmental impacts. Please refer to Master Response #10b 

regarding the Eastern Route. There were numerous routes investigated in this area. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-2 

Analysis of proximity to residences was conducted without consideration of jurisdiction. In 

addition, please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-3 

In addition, please see Master Response #1 regarding non-environmental issues. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-4 

Analysis of eastern routes was sufficient for elimination. Additional details on eastern routes and 

their impacts are provided in Master Response #10b. The Proposed Project would not bisect 

residential portions of Jurupa Valley. In addition, please see Master Response #8 regarding the 

City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-5 

Please see Master Response #1, regarding non-environmental issues, and Master Response #10a, 

regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-6 

Siting distance between the Proposed Project lines and existing schools exceeds that 

recommended by the California Department of Education. In addition, please see Master 

Response #6 regarding EMF. Please refer to Master Response #2, Vague or Conclusory 

Comments, regarding the commenter‘s statement on tower height. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-7 

Please see Master Response #1 regarding non-environmental issues. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-8 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-9 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment CCCC-10 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Chase, Paige <pchase@allenmatkins.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 11:35 AM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: Sent on behalf of K. Erik Friess:  Comments on the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 

Draft EIR
Attachments: Letter George Hansen re Comments on RTRP.pdf

Mr. Hanson:  Please see the attached correspondence sent on behalf of Mr. Friess.  A hard copy will follow via regular 
mail.  If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 
 

Paige M. Chase 
Legal Secretary  
Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
1900 Main Street, 5th Floor, Irvine, CA 92614-7321 
(949) 553-1313 (main) 
(949) 553-1313 x111 (direct) 
(949) 553-8354 (fax) 
 
www.allenmatkins.com 

Allen Matkins 
NOTICE: The information contained in this electronic e-mail and any accompanying attachment(s) is intended only for the use of the intended recipient and may 
be confidential and/or privileged. If any reader of this communication is not the intended recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited, 
and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by return e-mail, and delete the original message 
and all copies from your system. Thank you. 
 
 

 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, please be advised 
that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or 
written to be used or relied upon, and cannot be used or relied upon, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties 
under the Internal Revenue Code, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein. 
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic e-mail and any accompanying 
attachment(s) is intended only for the use of the intended recipient and may be confidential and/or privileged. If 
any reader of this communication is not the intended recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is 
strictly prohibited, and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately 
notify the sender by return e-mail, and delete the original message and all copies from your system. Thank you. 



Allen Matkins 

Via EmaillU.S.Mail 

November 30,2011 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, California 92501 
RTRP@riverside.ca.gov 

Allen Matkins Leek Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 
1900 Main Street, 5th Floor 1 Irvine, CA 92614-7321 
Telephone: 949.553.13131 Facsimile: 949.553.8354 
www.allenmatkins.com 

K. Erik Friess 
E-mail: rfriess@a1lenmatkins.com 
Direct Dial: 949.851.5478 File Number: 371373-00002/OC942560.01 

Re: Comments on the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Hanson: 

We represent CV Communities, LLC ("CV"). CV has commenced the processing of a 468-
unit single-family residential project in the city of Jurupa Valley ("CV Project"), on a 209-acre 
property. A copy of the Project's proposed site plan is attached as Exhibit 1 to this letter. 

As discussed below, CV is concerned that the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
("RTRP") will have significant unavoidable impacts on the environment and on the CV Project that 
were not addressed in the draft environmental impact report ("DEIR"). Because of CV's concern 
that the RTRP would destroy the value of the CV Project and the underlying property, CV made 
numerous requests to meet with the City of Riverside Public Utilities Department ("RPU") and the 
Southern California Edison Company ("Edison") to learn more about the scope of the RTRP, but 
both RPU and Edison refused to meet with CV, necessitating the preparation of this comment letter. 

Based upon the inadequacies of the DEIR in general, and as it relates to the CV Project, the 
document must be revised and then be recirculated so CV and the public can comment on the full 
scope of the R TRP. Our comments in this letter do not represent all of our comments on the D EIR, 
just the most critical ones. Additional comments are included in the attached table. 

1. Based upon the RTRP Impacts on the CV Project, the DEIR Must be Recirculated 

a. The DEIR project description is inadequate. Various Figures in the DEIR depict 
the RTRP components (see, e.g., Figure 2.3-3). Apparently, the RTRP includes a 230 kV line 
which is to be placed directly on the CV Project site. DEIR, Figure 2.3-3. However, the scale of 

Los Angeles 1 Orange County I San Diego I Century City I San Francisco I Del Mar Heights I Walnut Creek 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30, 2011 

Page 2 

this and other Figures in the DEIR make it impossible for CV, the public and the decisionmakers to 
determine where these proposed lines are to be situated. 

This issue is especially acute because the DEIR provides that there will only be 100-foot
wide easements used for 230 kV lines. DEIR at 2-42. Further compounding this concern is RPU's 
and Edison's refusal to provide more detail concerning the actual siting ofthe RTRP, as Edison has 
informed CV that a greater level of detail only will be known when final engineering and 
construction documentation is completed, and such documentation has not been completed. This 
lack of information renders the DEIR inadequate as in information document, contrary to the 
explicit purpose of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et 
seq. ("CEQA"). See, Rural Land Owners Association v. City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 10l3, 
1022; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 
1099, 1106; Friends of Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 
882. There simply is inadequate information for RPU or Edison to subsequently commence 
condemnation proceedings, if the DEIR is to serve as the CEQA document for future condemnation 
activities. 

h. The DEIR discussion of CV Project impacts is inadequate. Although it is unclear 
exactly how many of the 468 homes ofthe CV Project would be directly impacted by the RTRP, the 
DEIR must discuss these potential impacts in more detail. For example, the DEIR must analyze the 
aesthetics and glare impacts which would be generated by these 230 kV lines, which are 90-180 feet 
high, with structure footprints 6-10 feet in diameter, or 34 feet by 34 feet, with 7 to 8 such structures 
per mile. DEIR, Table 2.4-1. 

Noise impacts also need to be discussed. While the DEIR states that "Corona effects" will 
not result in noise levels in excess of local standards (DEIR at 3-271), the DEIR does not provide 
any detail concerning what "local standards" are being used, and what impacts would be expected 
with sensitive receptors within 100 feet of the structures. The DEIR's only discussion of noise 
impacts, based upon the distance from the RTRP to various existing uses, is the use of a 2700-foot 
distance, the closest distance between a substation and a residence. DEIR at 3-271. This criterion 
is inadequate to disclose noise impacts on the CV Project. 

While the DEIR addresses possible health risks associated with electric and magnetic fields 
("EMF"), the DEIR does not analyze such impacts in sufficient detail, given the RTRP's location 
within 100 feet of sensitive receptors, such as the future homes of the CV Project. The proposed 
"mitigation" is "no-cost and low-cost measures to reduce magnetic fields." There is no discussion 
as to what these measures entail, and how they would mitigate EMF impacts. Such an approach is 
improper deferred analysis and improper deferred mitigation, especially given the proximity of the 
RTRP to future sensitive receptors. See, City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District 
(2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 915; Communities/or a Better Environment v. City o/Richmond 
(2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70,95. 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30, 2011 
Page 3 

2. The DEIR Discussion of Alternatives is Inadequate 

CEQA requires a discussion of project alternatives to identify ways to reduce or avoid 
significant effects on the environment. Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents 0/ 
University o/California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376,403. An EIR should analyze alternatives that offer 
substantial environmental advantages over a proposed project, and there must be a reasonable range 
of alternatives presented for comparison. Citizens o/Goleta Valley v. Board o/Supervisors (1990) 
52 Ca1.3d 553,566; 14 Cal.Code Regs. ("CEQA Guidelines") § 15126.6(a). Despite this clear 
instruction, the DEIR goes out of its way to make a case against undergrounding the R TRP as a 
project alternative, shutting down the discussion with only a brief rejection in Chapter 6, Project 
Alternatives. The summary denial language is then repeated throughout Chapter 3, Environmental 
Analysis. The DEIR's argument against undergrounding seems to have been a foregone conclusion, 
since undergrounding is allegedly against current RPU policy. The DEIR relies on the Sixth 
Appellate District Court's decision in California Native Plant Society v. City o/Santa Cruz (2009) 
177 Cal.App.4th 957 to support its conclusions, but that case does not stand for the proposition that 
an EIR may include infeasibility findings based on policy grounds. 

As a result, we believe that a refusal to consider undergrounding, particularly in the 
environmentally sensitive Santa Ana River corridor area and in the undeveloped rural areas, is 
short-sighted and contrary to the principles of the CEQA. We urge the RPU to fairly analyze partial 
or full undergrounding and recirculate a subsequent revised EIR that includes a proper scrutiny for 
further public review. 

Next, the DEIR analyzes only two alternative options, the No Project and the Van Buren 
Offset Alternative, after dismissing a host of alternative technologies and routes without valid 
consideration or explanation. Two alternatives do not comply with the CEQA requirement that an 
EIR must analyze a "range of reasonable alternatives." See, 14 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a). 
The DEIR is inadequate on this point, and additional analysis is required. For example, the DEIR 
North Santa Ana River Alternative situates the power lines primarily within the City of Riverside 
("City"). Why was this alternative summarily dismissed? Was it dismissed so the impacts of the 
RTRP will be borne by those outside the City? 

It is because of the lack of alternatives to the RTRP that the DEIR improperly concludes that 
the RTRP is the environmentally superior project. CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate which of 
the alternatives is environmentally superior to the proposed project, and if the no project alternative 
is superior, then the CEQA Guidelines state that "the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative among the other alternatives." See, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(2). By 
selecting the RTRP as environmentally superior, the DEIR violates CEQA - the RTRP is not an 
alternative so it cannot satisfy the requirements of Section 15126.6(e)(2). It is the absence of 
another alternative that includes either a different route, a different technology, or a difference 
scope that allows the DEIR to select the proposed project itself as the environmentally superior 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30, 2011 
Page 4 

alternative. This erroneous decision demonstrates exactly why the EIR must include more than just 
the No Project alternative and one other alternative. An additional alternative must be added, and 
the DEIR must be reviewed and recirculated for public comment. 

Furthermore, the one alternative considered, the VanBuren Alternative, would not result in 
a decrease in significant environmental impacts in comparison to the R TRP. In light of that 
conclusion, the only alternative (other than the No Project alternative) analyzed in the DEIR is a 
false alternative. CEQA mandates that an EIR focus on alternatives that can avoid or substantially 
lessen a project's significant environmental impact. Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6(a), (b). A lead agency must consider and analyze alternatives that meet most project 
objectives, while reducing the level of environmental impacts. Watsonville Pilots Association v. 
City o/Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1089. Since the Van Buren Alternative does not 
satisfy this criteria, it is not a true alternative. Absent a proper analysis of a sufficient number of 
alternatives that comply with the requirements of CEQ A, the RTRP cannot be approved by the 
decisionmaker. 

Moreover, considering the recent blackout that severely impacted San Diego County when 
two separate power lines were concurrently interrupted, it does not make sense to add new 
transmission lines to carry external power from outside California into Riverside County. An 
alternative that considers energy generated within Riverside County should be properly analyzed in 
the DEIR. 

In the same vein, the RTRP does not increase the RPU's ability to utilize renewable energy 
sources, rather it directly contradicts the City of Riverside's General Plan policies to continue and 
expand the use of renewable energy sources and to continue and expand the locally based solar 
power. In effect, the DEIR fails to adequately review alternatives that provide in-County andlor 
renewable energy sources. It seems as though it would be far cheaper and much more 
environmentally sensitive for RPU and Edison to provide incentives to businesses and residents to 
install solar panels on rooftops. A renewable energy alternative could eliminate the need for the 
RTRP, or possibly reduce the kV capacity required for the RTRP. Additional analysis and 
recirculation are required. 

3. The RTRP does not comply with the MSHCP and the DEIR Discussion of Biological 
Impacts is Inadequate 

Contrary to the discussion in the DEIR, the RTRP is not consistent with the MSHCP. As 
such, the RTRP is not entitled to the take authorization of the MSHCP Covered Species, and the 
DEIR cannot rely upon MSHCP compliance as a mitigation measure. 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30,2011 
Page 5 

a. The RTRP is subject to the HANS and JPR processes. 

The DEIR states that the RTRP would be subject to the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition 
Negotiation Strategy ("HANS"), and Joint Project Review ("JPR"). DEIR at 3-123. Yet there is no 
explanation as to why HANS and JPR were not undertaken early on in the approval process, so that 
the DEIR could address the impacts associated with these processes. HANS generally is to be 
undertaken as soon as possible in the development process, to determine what property is needed to 
be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area. MSHCP § 6.1.1. 

The DEIR concludes that the RTRP is consistent with the restrictions specified in the 
Criteria Cells, even though the RTRP has not gone through HANS. DEIR at 3-123. The DEIR 
concludes that there should be no need to go through HANS, due to the DEIR's unilateral 
determination that the RTRP is consistent with HANS. The DEIR also states, based upon 
"preliminary meetings" with the Regional Conservation Authority ("RCA"), that the RTRP may not 
need to go through JPR. DEIR at 3-123. Such an assertion with no written documentation renders 
the assertion meaningless. The MSHCP contains no exceptions which would somehow eliminate 
the need for the RTRP to proceed through HANS and JPR, or allow RPU to issue a unilateral 
HANS determination. Also, as stated in the DEIR, it is unlikely that the City could make any 
determinations concerning MSHCP consistency outside the city boundaries; the County of 
Riverside, the City of Norco and possibly the City of Jurupa Valley would have to determine RTRP 
consistency with the MSHCP. DEIR at 3-123,3-124. The DEIR analysis is at best misleading 
concerning how the R TRP is consistent with the appropriate Criteria Cells, first, because there has 
been no formal HANS and JPR processing, and second, because the appropriate Criteria Cells are 
located outside the city boundaries, the City cannot issue such MSHCP determinations. MSHCP 
§ 6.1.1. 

b. The DEIR biological studies are inadequate. 

The underlying biological studies prepared for the DEIR are inadequate. The DEIR asserts 
that the RCA, the US Fish & Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish & Game have 
determined that "baseline surveys" prepared between 2006 and 2008 are sufficient for CEQA. 
DEIR at 3-96. Given our experience in representing numerous clients on numerous project 
throughout the MSHCP Study Area, our clients have never been allowed to rely upon biological 
studies that are greater than 3 years old. Please provide documentation which supports assertions in 
the DEIR that RCA and the Wildlife Agencies will accept biological studies greater than 3 years 
old. This determination violates CEQA. CEQA requires that an EIR's evaluation of environmental 
impacts measures the changes in physical conditions as they exist when the notice of preparation is 
published, or at the time the environmental analysis begins. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2; Save Our 
Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd o/Supervisors, 87 Cal.App.4th 99 (2001). 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30,2011 

Page 6 

Such an approach is also inconsistent with the MSHCP. The MSHCP requires that generally 
accepted survey protocol are to be used (MSHCP § 6.3.2), and typically, most survey protocols 
provide that the survey results are only valid for one year. Therefore, the RTRP is not consistent 
with the MSHCP. 

c. RTRP is inconsistent with the MSHCP RiparianlRiverine Policies. 

The RTRP is inconsistent with the MSHCP RiparianlRiverine Policies. Section 6.1.2 
provides that if there cannot be avoidance of riparian/riverine areas, a Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation ("DBESP") is required, whether these impacts are permanent or 
temporary in nature. The DEIR concludes that the RTRP will cross the Santa Ana River, and that it 
is possible that there could be temporary impacts to riparian/riverine areas, but the DEIR is unclear 
whether the RTRP will be subject to the DBESP process. DEIR at 3-143, 3-144. However, it is 
clear that a DBESP will be required, due to these temporary impacts, and the probable permanent 
impacts of230 kV power line structures crossing the Santa Ana River. 

d. The RTRP is inconsistent with the MSHCP Species Objectives. 

The RiparianlRiverine policies are intended to protect numerous species, including the least 
Bell's vireo ("LBV"), a federally and state-listed species. The DEIR states that as of2007 and 2008, 
there were an estimated 95 pairs ofLBV in or adjacent to the RTRP study corridors. DEIR at 3-
111. The DEIR nonetheless concludes that there will be no significant unavoidable impacts 
generated by the RTRP, notwithstanding the RTRP extensive intrusion into LBV habitat areas, and 
the incompatibilities between birds and power lines. DEIR at 3-132. The MSHCP contains four 
Species Objectives which must be satisfied for LBV (MSHCP Species Accounts, LBV), yet the 
DEIR does not address whether these Objectives can be satisfied. Without such an analysis, the 
DEIR's discussion is inadequate. 

Although the DEIR asserts that the RTRP's ground disturbance footprint is not within the 
critical habitat mapped for the LBV or the Santa Ana sucker, the DEIR admits that the RTRP will 
include an aerial crossing ofthe critical habitat of each species. DEIR at 3-95, 3-98, 3-99. The 
DEIR concludes, with little explanation, that because only an aerial crossing is involved, there will 
be no direct or indirect significant effects to the LBV or Santa Ana sucker critical habitat. 
However, the DEIR states in multiple places that the actual RTRP footprint will not be determined 
until the engineering stage. Because of the improper delay in defining the project, it is more than 
possible that ground disturbance will significantly directly or indirectly impact critical habitat for 
the LBV or the Santa Ana sucker. In light ofRPU's improper efforts to delay defming the project, 
coupled with the DEIR's premature and inaccurate significance determination, the impacts analysis 
must be redrafted, and the DEIR recirculated. 
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e. There is an apparent inconsistency between the DEIR biological impacts 
analysis and mitigation measure. 

On the one hand, the DEIR states that apparently RTRP will require permits from the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California 
Department of Fish & Game. DEIR, Table 2.9-1. On the other hand, mitigation measure BIO-10 
provides that the RTRP is to avoid impacts to federal and state jurisdictional wetlands, and the 
DEIR implies that no permits from these resource agencies will be needed. DEIR at 3-128. As was 
discussed above concerning the DEIR's flawed analysis concerning whether the RTRP will require a 
DBESP, the DEIR discussion concerning whether permits from these regulatory agencies will be 
required is inadequate, as it is not clear what are the true impacts of the RTRP. Further, based upon 
the approximately 95 pairs ofLBV in or near the RTRP corridor, and because the LBV is both a 
federally and state-listed species, it is likely that RTRP will have to obtain take authorizations from 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department ofFish & Game because, as 
discussed above, the RTRP's inconsistency with the MSHCP defeats RPU's ability to avail itself of 
the take authorizations provided in the MSHCP. 

4. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Analyze Project Impacts 

The DEIR contains an insufficient and conclusory analysis of the RTRP's potential fire risk. 
The less than significant impact determination is a serious concern, especially in light of the 
possibility that power lines similar to the RTRP may have been involved in wildland fires in other 
portions of Southern California. In-depth analysis and recirculation are required. Similarly, 
considering that San Diego Gas & Electric was forced by the California Public Utilities 
Commission to ground helicopters involved in the construction of the Sunrise Powerlink in 
September of2011, the potential environmental impacts caused by the use of helicopters on the 
RTRP should be thoroughly analyzed in the DEIR, and the document should be recirculated. 

Lastly, the City improperly defers the necessary analysis of the "no-cost and low-cost 
measures" to reduce impacts caused by the exposure to electric and magnetic fields ("EMF") until a 
later date. As drafted, these measures are meaningless. These measures must be identified now and 
there must be an analysis of how such measures will mitigate EMF impacts so that the public and 
the decisionmakers can adequately understand this issue. 

We look forward to receiving full responses from the City of Riverside, as required by 
CEQA, and we request that this letter be included in the RTRP administrative record. We also 
anticipate being involved in the permitting and environmental review on behalf of our client as the 
process moves forward, and therefore, ask to be formally added to the R TRP notice list. 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

George Hanson, Project Manager 
November 30,2011 
Page 8 

If you have any questions, or would like to discuss any of our comments further, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

zl55( 
K. Erik Friess 

KEF:hsr 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE RIVERSIDE 
TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT ("RTRP")  

SUBMITTED BY ALLEN MATKINS ON BEHALF OF CV COMMUNITIES, LLC 

 

Page Paragraph Heading Comment 

1-8 Present Work to Address Load 
and Reliability Needs 

The 2006 Siting Study, attached as Appendix D, is outdated and should have been 
updated when the revised Notice of Preparation ("NOP") was distributed in Fall of 
2009.   

1-16 System Reliability With Regard 
To Capacity 

There is no adequate basis provided for discounting Springs generation capabilities.   

2-11 Figure 2.3-3 The scale of Figure 2.3-3 and other Figures in the Draft EIR are improper, and prevent 
the public and the decisionmakers from understanding the scope of the RTRP.   

2-28 Location 5 – Crossing Location 
at Pedley Substation off 
Arlington Avenue 

Power lines in this location will be undergrounded.  That fact undermines the Draft 
EIR's conclusion that undergrounding cannot be accomplished for the Proposed 
Project.   

 2-39 Proposed SCE 
Telecommunications Routes 

No proper explanation is given as to why the 230kV and telecommunications routes are 
different.  Both the 230kV and telecommunications lines should follow the route 
outlined for the telecommunications line and both should be undergrounded along that 
route.   

3-2 General Assessment 
Methodology 

The 2006 Siting Study, attached as Appendix D, is outdated and should have been 
updated when the revised NOP was distributed in the Fall of 2009.   

3-3 General Assessment 
Methodology 

The City of Riverside ("City") cannot legitimately rely on mitigation measures that will 
be implemented by Southern California Edison ("SCE") and RPU.    
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3-20 230 kV Transmission Corridors The Draft EIR improperly uses "impact modifiers" to adjust the Proposed Project's 
aesthetic impact analysis.   

3-21 Photo-Simulations Only eighteen key observation points ("KOPs") were analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
Because of the Proposed Project's extensive scope, more KOPs and analysis need to be 
completed.    

3-29; 3-
32; 3-41; 
3-43; 3-
49 

Viewpoints 4, 5, 14, 15, and 18  Each of these figures shows a massive aesthetic impact caused by the Proposed Project.  
The Draft EIR improperly downplays these impacts.   

3-53 c) Would the project 
substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

The Draft EIR goes out of its way to make a case against undergrounding the RTRP, 
shutting down the discussion with only a brief rejection in Chapter 6, Project 
Alternatives.  The summary denial language is repeated here.  The Draft EIR's 
argument against undergrounding seems to have been a foregone conclusion, since 
undergrounding is allegedly against current Riverside Public Utilities ("RPU") policy.  
The Draft EIR relies on the Sixth Appellate District Court's decision in California 
Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, to support its 
conclusions, but that case does not stand for the proposition that an EIR may include 
infeasibility findings based on policy grounds.   

The Draft EIR's refusal to consider undergrounding, particularly in the environmentally 
sensitive Santa Ana River corridor area and in the undeveloped rural areas, is short-
sighted and contrary to the principles of the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA").  The Draft EIR must fairly analyze partial or full undergrounding and 
recirculate a subsequent revised EIR that includes a proper scrutiny for further public 
review.   

3-67 230 kV Transmission Line 
Construction 

The Draft EIR improperly assumes that implementation of Mitigation Measure ("MM") 
AGR-01 would work and that agricultural lands would be restored to pre-project 
conditions.     
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3-69 e) Involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use. 

The effectiveness of MM AGR-02 cannot be presumed.  The City, as lead agency, 
cannot guarantee that the Proposed Project will maintain irrigation facilities to ensure 
that no additional Farmland is indirectly converted to non-agricultural use.  Thus, the 
less than significant impact after mitigation determination is in error.   

3-76 Sensitive Receptors The Draft EIR improperly relies upon an unsupported 100 foot boundary in the air 
quality analysis.  By using a 100 foot boundary – which is only 1/3 the length of a 
football field – the Draft EIR limits the number of sensitive receptors that are analyzed 
for impacts caused by the Proposed Project.   

3-88 b) Violate any air quality 
standards or contribute 
substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

The Draft EIR fails to explain how it has quantified the reduction of impacts allegedly 
caused by the implementation of MM AQ-1 through AQ-13, such that the Proposed 
Project results in a less than significant impact.    

3-93 b) Would the project conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The Proposed Project, which will import energy from outside California, directly 
contradicts the City's General Plan policies to continue and expand the use of 
renewable energy sources such as wind, solar, water, landfill gas, and geothermal 
sources; and to continue and expand the creation of locally-based solar photovoltaic 
power stations in Riverside.   

3-96 Methodology for Resource 
Inventory and Other Data 
Collection 

The underlying biological studies prepared for the Draft EIR are inadequate.  The Draft 
EIR asserts that the Regional Conservation Authority ("RCA"), the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service and the California Department of Fish & Game have determined that "baseline 
surveys" prepared between 2006 and 2008 are sufficient for CEQA.   

This determination violates CEQA.  CEQA requires that an EIR's evaluation of 
environmental impacts measures the changes in physical conditions as they exist when 
the notice of preparation is published, or at the time the environmental analysis begins.  
The necessary surveys must be redone to comply with CEQA, and the Draft EIR must 
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be revised and recirculated based on the results of the new surveys.   

In addition, the outdated surveys are inconsistent with the Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan ("MSHCP").  The MSHCP requires that generally-accepted survey 
protocol are to be used (MSHCP section 6.3.2), and typically, most survey protocols 
provide that the survey results are only valid for one year.  Therefore, the Draft EIR is 
not consistent with the MSHCP. 

3-98 Critical Habitat Although the Draft EIR asserts that the RTRP's ground disturbance footprint is not 
within the critical habitat mapped for the least Bell's vireo ("LBV") or the Santa Ana 
sucker, the Draft EIR admits that the RTRP will include an aerial crossing of the 
critical habitat of each species.  The Draft EIR concludes that because only an aerial 
crossing is involved, there will be no direct or indirect significant effects to the LBV or 
Santa Ana sucker critical habitat.  However, the Draft EIR states in multiple places that 
the actual RTRP footprint will not be determined until the engineering stage.   

Because of the improper delay in defining the project, it is more than possible that 
ground disturbance will significantly directly or indirectly impact critical habitat for the 
LBV or the Santa Ana sucker.  In light of RPU's improper efforts to delay defining the 
project, coupled with the Draft EIR's premature and inaccurate significance 
determination, the impacts analysis must redrafted, and the Draft EIR recirculated.    

3-105 Critical Habitat Although the Draft EIR asserts that the RTRP's ground disturbance footprint is not 
within the critical habitat mapped for the least Bell's vireo ("LBV") or the Santa Ana 
sucker, the Draft EIR admits that the RTRP will include an aerial crossing of the 
critical habitat of each species.  The Draft EIR concludes that because only an aerial 
crossing is involved, there will be no direct or indirect significant effects to the LBV or 
Santa Ana sucker critical habitat.  However, the Draft EIR states in multiple places that 
the actual RTRP footprint will not be determined until the engineering stage.   

Because of the improper delay in defining the project, it is more than possible that 
ground disturbance will significantly directly or indirectly impact critical habitat for the 
LBV or the Santa Ana sucker.  In light of RPU's improper efforts to delay defining the 
project, coupled with the Draft EIR's premature and inaccurate significance 
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determination, the impacts analysis must redrafted, and the Draft EIR recirculated.  

3-111 Least Bell's Vireo The MSHCP's Riparian/Riverine policies are intended to protect numerous species, 
including the LBV, a federally- and state-listed species.  The Draft EIR states that as of 
2007 and 2008, there were an estimated 95 pairs of LBV in or adjacent to the RTRP 
study corridors.  Yet the Draft EIR concludes that there will be no significant 
unavoidable impacts generated by the RTRP, notwithstanding the RTRP extensive 
intrusion into LBV habitat areas, and the incompatibilities between birds and power 
lines.  The MSHCP contains four Species Objectives which must be satisfied for LBV 
(MSHCP Species Accounts, LBV), yet the Draft EIR does not address whether these 
Objectives can be satisfied.  Without such an analysis, the Draft EIR's discussion is 
inadequate. 

3-118 Santa Ana Sucker Although the Draft EIR asserts that the RTRP's ground disturbance footprint is not 
within the critical habitat mapped for the LBV or the Santa Ana sucker, the Draft EIR 
admits that the RTRP will include an aerial crossing of the critical habitat of each 
species.  The Draft EIR concludes that because only an aerial crossing is involved, 
there will be no direct or indirect significant effects to the LBV or Santa Ana sucker 
critical habitat.  However, the Draft EIR states in multiple places that the actual RTRP 
footprint will not be determined until the engineering stage.   

Because of the improper delay in defining the project, it is more than possible that 
ground disturbance will significantly directly or indirectly impact critical habitat for the 
LBV or the Santa Ana sucker.  In light of RPU's improper efforts to delay defining the 
project, coupled with the Draft EIR's premature and inaccurate significance 
determination, the impacts analysis must redrafted, and the Draft EIR recirculated. 

3-123 Western Riverside County 
Multiple Specific Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

Although the Draft EIR states that the RTRP would be subject to the Habitat 
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy ("HANS"), and Joint Project Review 
("JPR"), there is no explanation as to why HANS and JPR were not undertaken early 
on in the approval process, so that the Draft EIR could address the impacts associated 
with these processes.  These processes need to be discussed and analyzed in the Draft 
EIR.  As a result, the Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated.     
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3-123 Western Riverside County 
Multiple Specific Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

The Draft EIR improperly states that the "Proposed Project is determined to comply 
with habitat conservation goals and requirements for the affected Criteria Cells."  The 
Draft EIR concludes that there should be no need to go through HANS, due to the Draft 
EIR's unilateral determination that the RTRP is consistent with HANS.  The Draft EIR 
also states, based upon "preliminary meetings" with the RCA, that the RTRP may not 
need to go through JPR.  This is a conclusory statement without any support and, as 
such, is in error.  The MSHCP contains no exceptions which would somehow eliminate 
the need for the RTRP to proceed through HANS and JPR.  It is also unlikely that the 
City could make any determinations concerning MSHCP consistency outside the city 
boundaries; the County of Riverside, the city of Norco and possibly the city of Jurupa 
Valley would have to determine RTRP consistency with the MSHCP.  The misleading 
and erroneous statements need to be revised. and the Draft EIR must be recirculated.   

3-126 Mitigation Measures – 
Biological Resources 

MM BIO-02 improperly defers mitigation that would address avian protection until 
after project approval.   

3-132 Birds The Draft EIR incorrectly relies on MM BIO-02 to address burrowing owl impacts.  

3-132 Birds MM BIO-02 improperly defers mitigation that would address avian protection until 
after project approval.   

3-135 69 kV Subtransmission Lines The Draft EIR states that the risk of collision posed by the Proposed Project "is not 
expected to increase," but makes no attempt to describe or analyze the current risk.  
Without that information, the Draft EIR is deficient. 

3-136 230 kV Transmission Line and 
Substations 

MM BIO-02 improperly defers mitigation that would address avian protection until 
after project approval. 

3-137 230 kV Transmission Line The Draft EIR fails to explain how or why it relies on a 5% limit to analyze biological 
impacts caused by construction of the Proposed Project.  This lack of information 
violates CEQA.     

3-139 230 kV Transmission Line The Draft EIR fails to explain how or why it relies on a 5% limit to analyze the 
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Proposed Project's impact on wetlands.  This lack of information violates CEQA.     

3-142 230 kV Transmission Line Although the Draft EIR states that the Proposed Project conflicts with the Riverside 
County General Plan, the impact is nonetheless considered to be less than significant 
because of the consent of the Riverside County Regional Park and Open Space District.  
Such a conclusion is erroneous and contrary to CEQA.  Potentially significant impacts 
cannot be avoided by making a "deal" with a responsible agency.   

3-143 MSHCP Section 6.1.2 
Riparian/Riverine Habitat 

The RTRP is inconsistent with the MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Policies.  Section 6.1.2 
of the MSHCP provides that if riparian/riverine areas cannot be avoided, a 
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation ("DBESP") must be 
prepared, whether these impacts are permanent or temporary in nature.  The Draft EIR 
concludes that the RTRP will cross the Santa Ana River, and that it is possible that 
there could be temporary impacts to riparian/riverine areas.  Although the Draft EIR is 
unclear whether the RTRP will be subject to the DBESP process, a DBESP will be 
required, due to these temporary impacts, and the probable permanent impacts of 230 
kV power line structures crossing the Santa Ana River.  The DBESP must be 
completed and the results incorporated into the Draft EIR, prior to recirculation.   

3-147 Significant Unavoidable Impacts The Draft EIR improperly concludes that the Proposed Project will not result in 
significant and unavoidable biological impacts.   

3-167 Mitigation Measures – Cultural 
and Paleontological Resources 

MM CUL-08 is vague and undefined, and as drafted, cannot mitigate any potential 
impacts.  

3-169 230 kV Transmission Line MM CUL-02 cannot mitigate impacts to the O Line transmission line in Riverside 
County.  If the site cannot be avoided, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.  

3-198 c) Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, 
or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed 
school. 

The Draft EIR contains no analysis to support the conclusory statement that the 
Proposed Project will not have an operational impact on schools.   
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3-202 h) Expose people or structures to 
a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands. 

The Draft EIR contains an insufficient conclusory analysis of the Proposed Project's 
potential fire risk.  The less than significant impact determination is a serious concern, 
especially in light of the possibility that power lines similar to the Proposed Project 
may have been involved in wildland fires in other portions of Southern California.  In-
depth analysis and recirculation are required.    

3-213 Environmental Protection 
Elements – Water Resources 

The Draft EIR fails to address or mitigate potential impacts caused by the creation of 
new permanent roads.   

3-217 230 kV Transmission Line There is no analysis of municipal and private wells adjacent to the Proposed Project 
ROW or the work areas.  This is in error since the Proposed Project could have a 
significant impact on wells located just outside of the ROW.  Thus, the significant 
determination is not supported.   

3-217 230 kV Transmission Line The Draft EIR states that the Proposed Project would pump a "relatively small volume 
of water" from structure foundation, but makes no effort to explain the actual amount.  
Such a lack of information violates CEQA. 

3-224 230 kV Transmission Line The Draft EIR states that the Proposed Project would add a "small" amount of fill to the 
100-year floodplain of the Santa Ana River, but makes no effort to explain the actual 
amount.  Such a lack of information violates CEQA. 

3-243 Policies (JURAP 7.13) The Draft EIR goes out of its way to make a case against undergrounding the RTRP, 
shutting down the discussion with only a brief rejection in Chapter 6, Project 
Alternatives.  The summary denial language is repeated here.  The Draft EIR's 
argument against undergrounding seems to have been a foregone conclusion, since 
undergrounding is allegedly against current Riverside Public Utilities ("RPU") policy.  
The Draft EIR relies on the Sixth Appellate District Court's decision in California 
Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, to support its 
conclusions, but that case does not stand for the proposition that an EIR may include 
infeasibility findings based on policy grounds.   
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The Draft EIR's refusal to consider undergrounding, particularly in the environmentally 
sensitive Santa Ana River corridor area and in the undeveloped rural areas, is short-
sighted and contrary to the principles of CEQA.  The Draft EIR must fairly analyze 
partial or full undergrounding and recirculate a subsequent revised EIR that includes a 
proper scrutiny for further public review.   

The Draft EIR is incorrect when it states that the Proposed Project is consistent with 
JURAP Policy 7.13.  The significance conclusion violates CEQA since the feasibility 
of alternative alignments is irrelevant to this impact analysis.   

3-252 a) Physically divide an 
established community. 

No proper explanation is given as to why the 230kV and telecommunications routes are 
different.  Both the 230kV and telecommunications lines should follow the route 
outlined for the telecommunications line and both should be undergrounded along that 
route.   

3-252 b) Conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction of the project . . .   

The Draft EIR fails to address the Proposed Project's inconsistency with the City's 
General Plan policies to continue and expand the use of renewable energy sources such 
as wind, solar, water, landfill gas, and geothermal sources; and to continue and expand 
the creation of locally-based solar photovoltaic power stations in Riverside.   

The Draft EIR also fails to address the fact that the Proposed Project is inconsistent 
with JURAP Policy 7.13.   

3-271 a) Exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies. 

The Draft EIR improperly minimizes the potential significant impact associated with 
corona noise effects, which results in an incorrect significance determination.   

3-271 a) Exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established 

The Draft EIR states that noise impacts from the RTRP would not exceed "local 
standards."  However, the Draft EIR does not provide any detail about which local 
standards would be used, nor does the Draft EIR explain what impacts would be 
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in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies. 

expected at sensitive receptors located within 100 feet of the towers.   

3-273 c) A substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the 
project. 

The Draft EIR improperly minimizes the potential significant impact associated with 
corona effects, which results in an incorrect significance determination.   

3-287 ai) Fire Protection The Draft EIR contains an insufficient conclusory analysis of the Proposed Project's 
potential fire risk.  The less than significant impact determination is a serious concern, 
especially in light of the possibility that power lines similar to the Proposed Project 
may have been involved in wildland fires in other portions of Southern California.  In-
depth analysis and recirculation are required.    

3-289 c) Require or result in the 
construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities? 

The Draft EIR states that the Proposed Project would require the use of water for 
construction and a "minimal amount" of water during operation, but makes no effort to 
explain the actual amounts.  Such a lack of information violates CEQA. 

3-290 e) Exceed existing water 
supplies? 

The Draft EIR states that the Proposed Project would require a "negligible amount" of 
water for construction and a "minimal amount" of water during operation, but makes no 
effort to explain the actual amounts.  Such a lack of information violates CEQA. 

3-318 c) Result in a change in air 
traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

Considering that San Diego Gas & Electric was forced by the California Public 
Utilities Commission to ground helicopters involved in the construction of the Sunrise 
Powerlink in September of 2011, the potential environmental impacts caused by the use 
of helicopters on the Proposed Project should be thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR, 
and the document should be recirculated. 

4-2 – 4-6 Cumulative Impacts – Table 4.1-
1 – 4.1-3 

The list of projects included in the cumulative impacts analysis appears outdated and 
insufficient.  Additional analysis is required.   
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4-11 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

The Proposed Project, which will import energy from outside California, directly 
contradicts the City's General Plan policies to continue and expand the use of 
renewable energy sources such as wind, solar, water, landfill gas, and geothermal 
sources; and to continue and expand the creation of locally-based solar photovoltaic 
power stations in Riverside.  The Draft EIR fails to consider the potential cumulative 
impacts caused by the Proposed Project's inconsistency with the General Plan.   

4-14 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

The Draft EIR contains an insufficient conclusory analysis of the Proposed Project's 
cumulative fire risk.  The less than significant impact determination is a serious 
concern, especially in light of the possibility that power lines similar to the Proposed 
Project may have been involved in wildland fires in other portions of Southern 
California.  In-depth analysis and recirculation are required.    

4-15 Hydrology and Water Quality The Draft EIR states that the Proposed Project would require a "negligible amount" of 
water for construction and a "minimal amount" of water during operation, but makes no 
effort to explain the actual amounts.  Without such information, the Proposed Project's 
cumulative impacts cannot be analyzed. 

4-16 Land Use Because the Draft EIR fails to address the Proposed Project's inconsistency with the 
City's General and with JURAP Policy 7.13, the cumulative impact analysis is 
insufficient.    

4-17 Noise The Draft EIR's efforts to minimize the potential significant impact associated with 
corona noise effects results in an inadequate cumulative impacts analysis.   

5-2 Economic of Population Growth 
Factors 

The Draft EIR incorrectly identifies the Proposed Project as "growth-accommodating" 
as opposed to "growth-inducing."  This conclusion is not supported. 

5-6 Electric and Magnetic Fields The City improperly defers the necessary analysis of "no-cost and low-cost measures" 
to reduce impacts caused by the exposure to electric and magnetic fields ("EMF") until 
a later date.  Those measures must be identified now and their effect on potential 
environmental impacts must be analyzed so that the public and the decisionmakers can 
adequately understand this issue. 
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5-7 CEQA Guidelines Appendix F: 
Energy Conservation 

The Draft EIR fails to address the Proposed Project's inconsistency with the City's 
General Plan policies to continue and expand the use of renewable energy sources such 
as wind, solar, water, landfill gas, and geothermal sources; and to continue and expand 
the creation of locally-based solar photovoltaic power stations in Riverside.   

6-3 230 kV Siting Study The 2006 Siting Study, attached as Appendix D, is outdated and should have been 
updated when the revised NOP was distributed in the Fall of 2009.   

6-7 Santa Ana River West Corridor The Draft EIR fails to adequately explain how prior conflicts with existing commercial 
and residential development adjacent to I-15 were addressed such that a route within 
the Santa Ana River West Corridor could be analyzed.   

6-12 I-15 Route The Draft EIR fails to adequately explain how previous conflicts with the river corridor 
open space and wildlife habitat management and current and proposed urban 
development were addressed such that this route became the Proposed Project.   

6-19 Alternatives Considered  The Draft EIR analyzes only two alternative options, the No Project and the Van Buren 
Offset Alternative, after dismissing a host of alternative technologies and routes.  Two 
alternatives do not comply with the CEQA requirement that an EIR must analyze a 
"range of reasonable alternatives."  See, 14 Cal.Code Regs. § 15126.6(a).  The Draft 
EIR is inadequate on this point, and additional analysis is required. 

6-21 Other Voltages – 
Subtransmission 

It is not clear with what scenario the Draft EIR compared the environmental impacts 
caused by other nominal voltage alternatives.  Were the impacts of the other voltage 
scenario compared to the existing environment or to the Proposed Project or both?  
This lack of clarity undermines CEQA and precludes informed decisionmaking.   

6-22 Other Voltages - Transmission The Draft EIR fails to explain why the Mira Loma Substation "cannot support the 
capacity requirements to meet the needs of this Proposed Project."  Without this 
information, the alternative cannot be properly analyzed.     

6-23 Non-Wire Alternatives – New 
Generation 

The Draft EIR does not include the Proposed Project's construction costs, thus, it is 
impossible to compare the allegedly excessive cost of the New Generation Alternative.  
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6-40 Summary Regarding 
Undergrounding 

The Draft EIR goes out of its way to make a case against undergrounding the RTRP, 
shutting down the discussion with only a brief rejection in Chapter 6, Project 
Alternatives.  The summary denial language is repeated here.  The Draft EIR's 
argument against undergrounding seems to have been a foregone conclusion, since 
undergrounding is allegedly against current Riverside Public Utilities ("RPU") policy.  
The Draft EIR relies on the Sixth Appellate District Court's decision in California 
Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, to support its 
conclusions, but that case does not stand for the proposition that an EIR may include 
infeasibility findings based on policy grounds.   

The Draft EIR's refusal to consider undergrounding, particularly in the environmentally 
sensitive Santa Ana River corridor area and in the undeveloped rural areas, is short-
sighted and contrary to the principles of CEQA.  The Draft EIR must fairly analyze 
partial or full undergrounding and recirculate a subsequent revised EIR that includes a 
proper scrutiny for further public review.   

6-50 Recommendation for Further 
Analysis 

The Draft EIR claims that the Eastern Route is inferior based on a 2010 preliminary 
geological and geo-technical evaluation.  The evaluation does not appear to be included 
in the Draft EIR.  Without that analysis, the Draft EIR fails to comply with CEQA.   

6-58 Summary of Alternatives' 
Success at Meeting Project 
Objectives 

According to Table 6.5-2, the Van Buren Alternative "would not result in a decrease in 
significant environmental impacts in comparison to the Proposed Project and, in fact, 
increases impacts to some environmental resource categories.  This alternative would 
also displace two single family residences."  In light of that conclusion, one of the only 
two alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR is a false alternative.  Since the Van Buren 
Alternative does comport with the CEQA requirement that a lead agency consider and 
analyze alternatives that meet most project objectives, while reducing the level of 
environmental impacts, the Van Buren Alternative is not a true alternative.  Absent a 
proper analysis of a sufficient number of alternatives that comply with the requirements 
of CEQA, the RTRP cannot be approved by the decisionmakers.    

6-63 –  
6-66 

Alternative 1 – No Project 
Alternative 

The Draft EIR improperly speculates that RPU would "opt to construct another similar 
transmission project in lieu of the RTRP . . ." and that "RPU and SCE would likely be 
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required to design a new transmission project in order to satisfy the objectives of the 
Proposed Project.  Potential impact from the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of such a project would likely be similar in significant level to the Proposed Project."  
These statements completely violate the purpose and intent of an alternatives analysis 
in an EIR, and fail to satisfy CEQA.  The same improper conclusion is repeated in each 
impact category of the No Project analysis.   

6-102 Environmentally Superior 
Alternative 

The Draft EIR concludes that the Proposed Project is the environmentally superior 
alternative.  That conclusion violates CEQA.   This erroneous decision demonstrates 
exactly why an EIR must include more than just the No Project alternative and one 
other alternative.  An additional alternative must be added, and the Draft EIR must be 
reviewed and recirculated for public comment. 
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Comment Letter DDDD: K. Erik Friess, Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & 
Natsis LLP, representing CV Communities, LLC 

Response to Comment DDDD-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. In addition, please see 

Master Response #4 regarding recirculation, Master Response #8 regarding involvement with the 

City of Jurupa Valley, and Master Response #13 regarding data collection. Contrary to the 

commenter‟s statement, neither RPU nor SCE ever refused to meet; both RPU and SCE 

discussed the Proposed Project with the applicant by telephone and/or email during the public 

review period for the DEIR and referred him to the project website for more information. Rather 

than expressing verbal comments in the context of a meeting, the applicant was encouraged to 

submit DEIR comments in writing in order to accurately capture comments in the project record 

and to require responses in the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-2 

The Proposed Project location and boundary are shown on two figures included within Chapter 2 

of the DEIR: Figure 2.1-1, Regional Map and Figure 2.3-1, Proposed Project. Included in the 

Land Use Technical Report (Appendix B to the DEIR) are detailed maps indicating the proposed 

alignment of all transmission and subtransmission lines associated with the Proposed Project 

(Figures 1 through 4); therefore, the DEIR Project description is not inadequate for public review 

or for the Lead Agency to make a decision on the Proposed Project. However, since minor 

adjustments to the alignment have been made in response to comments received on the DEIR, 

additional detailed mapping for the 230 kV transmission line has been provided in this FEIR; see 

Attachment D.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-3 

Please see Master Response #13 regarding data collection. As evidenced in Section 3.2.9 of the 

DEIR and the Land Use Technical Report, existing and planned land uses were fully analyzed 

under CEQA. With regards to the CV Properties and the commenter‟s assertion that the 

Proposed Project would potentially impact the residences proposed in the plan identified in the 

comment letter, there is insufficient information on submittal dates, approval dates, or other 

information to attribute an adverse visual impact to the currently undeveloped property. The 

layout of the residential lots shown in the comment attachment (Exhibit A-Project‟s Proposed 

Site Plan) has no submittal or approval dates included. Data was collected on proposed 

developments submitted to the county well beyond the publication of the November 2009 NOP 

and, according to Riverside County, the CV Project was not proposed at any time during that 

data collection effort. See also Response to Comment BBBB-1. Preliminary engineering 

information is included as Attachment D to this FEIR, which was the basis for the City‟s worst-

case scenario analysis of environmental impacts; based upon this information, the Proposed 

Project, if approved, would place six structures on the subject property. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-4 

Local noise/land use noise compatibility criteria were obtained from the City of Riverside‟s 

Noise Ordinance (Ord. 6273 § 1 (part), 1996, Title 7) and the County of Riverside General Plan, 

Chapter 7 Noise Element. Riverside County adheres to California State laws with regard to noise 

levels and also uses the California State Land Use Compatibility Chart as a guide to establish 

that the proposed land is: 1) a potential high noise producer; or 2) a potential noise-sensitive 
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receptor. These criteria are provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.11, in Table 3.2.11-4 (Riverside 

County) and Figure 3.2.11-1 (City of Riverside). In addition, please see Master Response #13 

regarding data collection. There is one school, Lovett‟s Children, Inc., within 100 feet of the 

69 kV portion of the Proposed Project; see Comment Letter KKKKK. The closest residences to 

the proposed Wilderness/Wildlife Substations are a distance of approximately 2,200 feet north of 

the substations, not 2,700 feet as previously noted in the DEIR. This distance has been changed 

in the DEIR. The existing noise environment within the Proposed Project area, including the I-15 

freeway, was considered in analyzing both operation and temporary construction noise. The I-15 

freeway runs along the western margin of the Proposed Project area, closely paralleling 

approximately one half of the proposed 230 kV transmission line. Freeway noise here is 70 

dB(A) (Community Noise Equivalent Level) to a distance of approximately 1,000 feet from 

either side of the highway and 60 dB(A) to a distance of approximately 4,000 feet from either 

side of the highway (refer to Riverside General Plan 2025 Figure N-6). Nearly the entire CV 

subject property falls within 4,000 feet of the I-15 freeway. The calculated audible operational 

noise level (essentially line noise associated with corona effects) at a distance of 50 feet from the 

center of the transmission line is 28 dB(A), which is significantly below the local standards 

discussed in the DEIR—far quieter than the I-15 freeway adjacent to the CV subject property—

and would be comparable to typical noise levels of a bedroom at night (U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook). Contrary to the commenter‟s 

assertion, the DEIR fully analyzed potential impacts to sensitive receptors; please see DEIR 

Sections 3.2.3, Air Quality, and 3.2.11, Noise. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-5 

Please refer to Master Response #6, regarding EMF, and Master Response #13. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-6 

Please refer to Master Response #6, regarding EMF, and Master Response #10a, regarding 

undergrounding. Contrary to the comment, the DEIR did thoroughly consider undergrounding. 

As discussed in Section 6.4.3 (Alternative Technologies) of the DEIR, an alternative that would 

underground the Proposed Project‟s 230 kV and 69 kV lines in their entirety would be infeasible 

due to engineering, technological, and other factors. An underground alternative would also be 

economically infeasible. An underground alternative would not meet the Proposed Project‟s 

fundamental goal of increasing long-term reliability of the transmission and distribution system 

in the area to the same extent as the Proposed Project. Finally, an alternative that undergrounds 

the Proposed Project would help to reduce aesthetic impacts but would also result in other new, 

significant environmental impacts and increased significant impacts (e.g., air quality, land use 

disturbance) as compared to the Proposed Project. Thus, an underground alternative to the entire 

Proposed Project is not reasonable or feasible and would not avoid or reduce the Proposed 

Project‟s overall significant impacts. Thus, full undergrounding was eliminated from further 

consideration. Undergrounding a section of the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line along 

Doolittle Avenue from Jurupa Avenue to Morris Avenue (approximately 2,250 feet) in the 

vicinity of the Riverside Municipal Airport was retained to reduce impacts to airport land use 

compatibility. 

 

Moreover, and contrary to the commenter‟s statement that the DEIR provided only a “brief 

rejection” of undergrounding as an alternative, Chapter 6 of the DEIR actually provides 15 pages 

of detailed discussion regarding the infeasibility of undergrounding both as to SCE‟s proposed 
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230 kV lines and the City‟s proposed 69 kV lines (DEIR pp. 6-26 through 6-40). Regarding 

undergrounding the proposed 230 kV lines, the DEIR set out specific engineering, technological, 

environmental, and other reasons why an underground alternative is infeasible (see ibid). 

Additionally, undergrounding would introduce new significant environmental impacts as 

compared to the proposed overhead Project, and would not meet the Project objectives due to the 

potential for lengthy transmission outages (ibid). Thus, undergrounding the 230 kV lines was 

eliminated from further consideration. Similarly, the analysis of undergrounding the 69 kV lines 

as a Project alternative set out the same specific engineering, technological, environmental, and 

other reasons why undergrounding the lines was infeasible; it would also introduce significant 

new environmental impacts and would not meet the Project objectives. Particularly as to the 

proposed 69 kV lines, undergrounding would require tearing up the existing urbanized 

environment and cause severe disruptions to roadways, businesses, and residential communities, 

whereas the proposed Project would place those 69 kV lines on or adjacent to existing above-

ground distribution facilities, thus minimizing disruption (see e.g., DEIR p. 6-39). 

 

It was only following that extensive discussion based upon substantial evidence that the DEIR 

noted undergrounding that the lines would likewise be infeasible based on a conflict with 

existing City policies regarding the placement of electrical infrastructure overhead. Contrary to 

the commenter‟s statement, the ability to reject alternatives based on policy considerations 

where, as here, they are supported by substantial evidence, is well-supported by existing case 

precedent. Specifically, at least one court has upheld the rejection of alternatives where a lead 

agency found the “alternatives identified in the EIR were infeasible on policy grounds” 

(California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 996). The 

court went on to state that: 

 

“Here, the City‟s infeasibility findings likewise are based on policy considerations, 

particularly the City‟s interest in promoting transportation alternatives as well as access 

to its open space for persons with disabilities. Such policy considerations are permissible 

under the relevant statute, which calls for a determination that „economic, legal, social, 

technological, or other considerations … make infeasible the mitigation measures or 

alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.‟ Under this authority, an 

alternative that „is impractical or undesirable from a policy standpoint‟ may be rejected as 

infeasible” (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 

957, 1001 [emphasis in original] [internal citations omitted]). 

 

Accordingly, it was completely appropriate for the City to conclude that—in addition to other 

independent infeasibility conclusions—undergrounding the Project was also infeasible from a 

policy perspective based on the substantial evidence presented in the record. 

 

The commenter mentions two particular areas (environmentally sensitive Santa Ana River, 

undeveloped rural areas) where refusal to consider undergrounding is contrary to the principles 

of CEQA. The DEIR did consider undergrounding in these areas and determined that it was not 

feasible for a number of reasons as reiterated herein. With regard to the Santa Ana River, the 

construction, operation, and maintenance of undergrounding have the potential to directly and 

indirectly affect sensitive plants and animals and Critical Habitat. Construction would typically 

include hauling of excavated material and drilling mud to an approved disposal site, with a 

potential disturbance of up to 0.5 acre of non-native grassland for the bore and exit pits. A 

horizontal directional drill (HDD) would likely be used for construction and could result in a 
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frac-out, whereby the drilling mud, inert bentonite, could rupture through micro-fissures and exit 

surface cracks within the limits of the river. If expelled, the bentonite could settle along the 

riverbed and be dispersed as a suspended material in the water. A crossing of the Santa Ana 

River would require drilling beneath the river across its associated wetland areas. 

Undergrounding of a transmission line beneath wetlands could potentially disrupt the hydrology 

of the wetland system, temporarily or permanently eliminating wetland and riparian vegetation 

and disrupting associated wildlife communities. This would result in significant immitigable 

impacts to wetlands and wetland communities.  

 

Undergrounding a transmission line would also involve trenching. Trenches required for 

undergrounding would alter local drainage patterns which would, in turn, increase erosion and 

sedimentation downstream, which would impact water quality. Trenching would also 

temporarily change surface water flows, as tributaries to the Santa Ana River would require 

diversion during construction. Prolonged water diversion could potentially alter riparian and 

wetland communities downstream, with the effects described above.  

 

Both HDD and trench methods would potentially encounter groundwater, given the relatively 

high groundwater levels within the area. As with conventional construction, if groundwater is 

encountered, dewatering would be necessary. Depending on the method used and the volume of 

water removed, dewatering could potentially lower the existing water table which would, in turn, 

significantly impact surrounding vegetation (including wetlands), soils and hydrology. Trenching 

and dewatering both have potential to permanently alter existing groundwater flows, which 

would also affect local vegetation communities and soils. These impacts have the potential to be 

significant, and would be immitigable. 

 

The construction activity would have the potential to affect sensitive wildlife, including Santa 

Ana sucker and its Critical Habitat. This action would have to be mitigated through the Multi-

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the 

potential to affect Santa Ana sucker Critical Habitat, which is not covered by the MSHCP. It is 

expected that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be petitioned to permit this direction drill 

action and therefore become a lead agency for Endangered Species Act compliance and 

permitting under Section 7. It is determined that this alternative would not likely affect protected 

plant species, and has the same potential to affect sensitive plant species as presented in Chapter 

3 of this DEIR. 

 

Because of the sensitive water resources and associated protected and sensitive plant and wildlife 

species that could be affected by the implementation of this alternative, an aerial crossing of the 

river is an environmentally superior alternative.  

 

With regard to undeveloped rural areas, the Project area is predominantly within incorporated 

cities. However, the DEIR evaluated areas where agricultural activity occurs for potential effects 

by undergrounding. The presence of the new underground project components and ROW could 

permanently disrupt active farming operations by dividing or fragmenting agricultural fields, 

obstructing access, impeding the delivery and use of water for livestock and irrigation, reducing 

the efficiency of windbreaks, and disrupting the operation of farming equipment. These impacts 

could occur within the RTRP area along the I-15 corridor, north of Limonite Ave., south of 68
th

 

St., and within some limited areas east of Pedley Substation where current, active agricultural 

uses exist.  
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Agricultural uses in the affected areas would be temporarily disrupted by construction activities 

associated with equipment movement into and from the ROW and within the ROW during 

installation of the underground transmission line. During construction, access may temporarily 

be lost to the agricultural users of the land. During operation of the transmission line, the ROW 

must be kept clear, and cropping activities would not be allowed over the top of the line, as 

tillage equipment could contact and damage the installation and/or disrupt the thermal backfill 

used to dissipate heat from the transmission line. In contrast, agricultural activities and uses are 

typically allowed beneath overhead transmission lines as long as the activities do not interfere 

with the required vertical clearances of the transmission line and clearances surrounding the 

structures.  

 

Due to the environmental impacts discussed above, undergrounding parts of the 230 kV 

transmission line in the Santa Ana River corridor and undeveloped rural areas was determined to 

be infeasible. Please see Section 6.4.3 (Alternative Technologies) of Chapter 6 in Volume II of 

this FEIR for more information on the consideration of undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-7 

Please refer to Master Response #6, regarding EMF, and Master Response #10a, regarding 

undergrounding. Minimizing environmental impacts was included as a project objective. 

Therefore, the selection of the Proposed Project from among all possible alternatives was based 

on its minimizing of environmental impacts. The Proposed Project is considered to be the 

environmentally superior alternative because none of the alternatives considered or evaluated in 

the DEIR offer any substantial benefit over the Proposed Project or avoid any significant 

Proposed Project-related impacts. Determination of the environmentally superior alternative does 

not preclude the other alternatives from being approved by the City of Riverside City Council. 

Furthermore, the EIR includes a discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives. The EIR 

evaluated a broad range of options, including new generation and a variety of potential 

technologies. Further, the City considered an extensive array of routing options for the Project‟s 

overhead lines, as set forth in the DEIR‟s Siting Study (DEIR Appendix D). 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-8 

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to develop a means to provide additional transmission 

capacity to meet RPU‟s projected load growth and to provide a second interconnection for 

system reliability. SCE determined that in order to meet RPU‟s request, SCE should expand its 

regional electrical system to provide RPU a second source of transmission capacity to import 

bulk electric power. Increasing the RPU‟s ability to utilize renewable energy resources alone 

would not meet the purpose and need or objectives for the Proposed Project, as discussed in 

Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIR. Moreover, the City did consider a variety of non-wire alternatives 

in DEIR Chapter 6, such as new generation, distributed generation, and energy conservation and 

load management. However, none of those non-wire options would meet most of the Project‟s 

basic objectives.  

 

The commenter is incorrect that the Project is inconsistent with the City‟s General Plan policies. 

Please see Table 2-6 in Master Response #12, which describes City of Riverside objective “OS-

9” as it relates to energy efficiency and renewable energy. The RTRP is consistent with this 

objective because the City of Riverside has implemented multiple initiatives and programs across 
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all City departments to promote energy efficiency and renewable energy, foster alternative fuel 

vehicle use, and improve water use efficiency. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-9 

The DEIR identifies a Proposed Project resulting in the City of Riverside receiving agency and 

public comments per Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines. A cascade of other identified 

review processes then commenced, including MSHCP consistency determination and Joint 

Project Review. As described in the DEIR, documented in the project record, and actually noted 

by the commenter, the City of Riverside had preliminary meetings with the RCA, USFWS, and 

the CDFG, engaging these agencies early in the process to the greatest extent possible. 

 

The commenter should refer to the impact analysis section of the DEIR, specifically pages 3-145 

and following. The DEIR clearly states, “The Proposed Project will require an MSHCP 

Consistency determination requiring an assessment of specific resource areas, MSHCP 

requirements and applicable mitigation” (page 3-145). The DEIR does not conclude that the 

Proposed Project is consistent with conservation restrictions for criteria cells. Page 3-148 of the 

DEIR states, “The Proposed Project has the potential to adversely affect several sensitive species 

protected by the MSHCP, and would affect criteria cells 610, 617 and 700. The 230 kV Proposed 

Project component will also affect Existing Core Area A, identified as the Santa Ana River 

wildlife corridor. The City will complete the MSHCP consistency determination process, 

including compliance with MSHCP sections 7.2.4 and 7.3.9 as applicable, and consult with the 

RCA and Wildlife Agencies as part of the Joint Project Review Process.” The Proposed Project 

as designed does not significantly affect any criteria cell species or conservation goals, and does 

not affect sensitive habitat within criteria cells. However, this does not relieve the City of 

Riverside of its responsibilities under MSHCP, and the DEIR does not imply this. A Joint Project 

Review application, including a Determination of a Biological Equivalent or Superior 

Preservation (DBESP), has been submitted to the RCA. If this process is successfully completed, 

“the City of Riverside would require Consistency Determinations from the County of Riverside, 

City of Norco, and, if the Implementation Agreement is satisfactorily amended at the completion 

of the City‟s consistency review, the City of Jurupa Valley” (DEIR p. 3-126). The DEIR is not 

misleading, as suggested by the commenter. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-10 

Contrary to the comment, biological resources surveys for the Proposed Project were conducted 

throughout the period from 2006 to 2011. Meetings were held with the RCA, CDFG, and the 

USFWS (March 2010) wherein approach to data collection and analysis were found to be 

adequate by these agencies at the time the data was presented. See also Response to Comment P-

17. 

 

Surveys conducted to establish environmental baseline and assess potentially significant impact 

for CEQA analysis are different from surveys conducted prior to ground disturbing activities to 

support MSHCP goals and objectives; the Lead Agency does not confuse the two. Since the 

Project start date is unclear (based on timing of additional required certifications, reviews, 

approvals and permits) and at least a year hence, a variety of new surveys would be required for 

MSHCP compliance. (As the Project is complex and linear, actual construction “starts” across 

particular Project locations may be spread over two or more years.) Per Mitigation Measure BIO-

03, focused breeding season and pre-construction surveys for sensitive species and habitats 
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would be conducted at appropriate times of the year not more than one year before construction 

as required by the MSHCP. Agency correspondence is retained in the project record. Contrary to 

the commenter‟s implication that performing additional future surveys is somehow a defect, the 

requirement to perform additional surveys at a future date evidences the conservative nature of 

the EIR and provides even greater assurance that no potentially significant impacts will result. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-11 

The DEIR is not inconsistent with MSHCP Riparian/Riverine policies. As stated in the DEIR, no 

impacts to riverine/riparian habitats are expected, as shown on Table 3.2.4-4. However, because 

a potential to affect exists (because of proximity), a Joint Project Review application, including a 

proposed DBESP, has been submitted to the RCA. See DEIR pages 3-141 and 3-142. 

 

A crossing of the Santa Ana River by the proposed 230 kV line would not constitute a permanent 

impact to riparian/riverine habitats. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-12 

As discussed in the DEIR, an aerial crossing of least Bell‟s vireo and Santa Ana sucker 

designated critical habitat would occur (see pages 3-100, 3-107 to 3-108, 3-109, 3-113, and 3-

120). An explanation for a “no effect” determination is provided on the aforementioned pages. 

Habitat would not be impacted because it would be spanned by the 230 kV line. These animals 

would not be affected because their habitat would be spanned. It is not reasonable to assert that 

overhead conductors would affect these species in any way because the 230 kV line would not 

impact the habitat of these species. Fish certainly would not be at risk, as the 230 kV line would 

span the water where the fish live. Small-bodied resident birds occupying relatively low riparian 

willow habitat (such as least Bell‟s vireo) would be at negligible risk. See discussion of avian 

collision risk on pages 3-134 and 3-135 of the DEIR. Small, maneuverable birds are not 

considered at risk from collision with transmission lines. The DEIR discloses that the Proposed 

Project “has the potential to result in temporary indirect impacts to this species” (least Bell‟s 

vireo), as a result of flushing of birds from concealment during construction. Mitigation Measure 

BIO-08 would enforce nest avoidance of all birds (including least Bell‟s vireo). Mitigation 

Measure BIO-01 ensures that the Proposed Project would comply with all MSHCP requirements. 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-12a 

The commenter presents an incorrect argument that, because final engineering is not complete, 

significance determination regarding federally listed species (least Bell‟s vireo and Santa Ana 

sucker) cannot be made. Environmental constraints (including mapped designated critical 

habitat) are included in preliminary engineering to allow for impact avoidance; in addition, 

construction work limits are set to restrict disturbance. Preliminary structure locations, which 

have been identified through preliminary design and represent likely locations for structures, also 

have constraints imposed to ensure that final design locations minimize impacts within localized 

areas. This is standard practice. Impact determinations are based on conservative “worst-case” 

scenarios within this framework. Additional detailed mapping for the 230 kV transmission line 

has been provided in this FEIR; see Attachment D. The DEIR does not present improper 

deferral. Significance determinations are neither premature nor inaccurate. Please see Master 
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Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. Please see Master Response #4 regarding 

recirculation. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-13 

The DEIR is not inconsistent. Table 2.9-1 lists the major federal, State, and local permits, 

approvals, and consultations identified for the construction and operation of the Proposed Project 

and alternatives. The list of permits in Table 2.9-1 was based on analysis that included 

reasonably foreseeable parameters and worst-case impacts of the Proposed Project, and may be 

modified following final engineering and agency coordination. Per Section 15124(d) (1) of the 

CEQA Guidelines, this information was provided “to the extent that the information is known to 

the Lead Agency.” A wetland delineation would be conducted during final design of the 

Proposed Project. As required by Mitigation Measure BIO-10, if it is determined during the 

wetland delineation that impacts to jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, cannot 

be avoided, SCE would consult with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on preparing a permit 

application for placing fill/dredging Waters of the U.S. Regarding DBESP reporting, see 

Response to Comment DDDD-11. In addition, RTRP will be consistent with MSHCP 

requirements (see Response to Comment DDDD-9). Please refer to Response to Comment O-9. 

 

The conclusion that the Proposed Project would require take permits is unsupportable. Although 

construction activity may result in the displacement of Least Bell‟s vireo individuals (i.e., adults 

and juveniles), depending on the construction season, these are covered species and adequately 

conserved by the MSHCP; compliance with the MSHCP, as described in MM BIO-01, would 

mitigate indirect impacts to a less than significant level (DEIR page 3-133). A Joint Project 

Review application, including a DBESP, has been submitted to the RCA.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-14 

The commenter asserts that the DEIR contains an insufficient, conclusory analysis of the 

Proposed Project‟s fire potential without suggesting what is insufficient or conclusory, and states 

that “power lines similar to the Proposed Project may have been involved in wildland fires in 

other parts of Southern California.” The commenter does not state why the presence and 

construction of transmission lines, access roads, and other project features would create 

“significant risk.” Significant impacts related to risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 

fires were covered on page 3-202 of the DEIR. Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague 

or conclusory comments.  

 

Fire occurrence related to transmission lines, especially in urban environments, is rare. As stated 

in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, the risk of fire would be reduced by the periodic clearing of vegetation 

and tree limbs within Proposed Project rights-of-way, in conformance with CPUC General Order 

95 and Public Resources Code Section 4293. 

 

As further stated in the DEIR, SCE would implement EPE NOI-02 (see Section 3.2.11, Noise), 

which requires that construction crews avoid the idling of vehicles and power equipment when 

not in use, which would also minimize the potential for fire. To further reduce the likelihood of 

fire incidences in the proposed RTRP area, RPU and SCE would implement MM HAZ-03, 

which would require development and enforcement of a Proposed Project-specific Fire 

Management Plan. Fire safety standards established in the RTRP Fire Management Plan would 

be followed relative to Proposed Project construction, and construction personnel would be 
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trained to use proper fire prevention and management techniques. As a standard precautionary 

measure, power would be automatically removed from the line if conductor failure were to 

occur. Lightning protection would also be provided by overhead groundwires along the line. 

Prior to construction, SCE would also coordinate with the Riverside County Fire Department to 

ensure that construction activities and associated lane closures would not hinder firefighting 

response pathways or delay response time. Please also see Response to Comment DDDD-54. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-15 

The grounding of helicopters related to the project the commenter cites was due to incidents 

regarding the safety of operations and reporting protocols. Related to helicopter operations, 

CEQA requires the analysis of potential conflicts between the Proposed Project and airport 

operations in the vicinity of a public airport or public use airport that may result in a safety 

hazard and the potential alteration of air traffic patterns. Contrary to the commenter‟s assertion, 

the potential environmental impacts caused by the use of helicopters was analyzed on page 3-318 

of the DEIR. As stated in the DEIR (pages 2-85 and 3-318), a helicopter lift plan would need to 

be submitted to the FAA as required by law. The increased flights by one helicopter would not 

create substantial safety risks to the helicopter operator or to the areas where the helicopter 

construction is proposed (DEIR page 3-318). Please also see Master Response #4 regarding 

recirculation. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-16 

Please refer to Master Response #6 for information related to EMF and the “no-cost” and “low-

cost” measures to reduce EMF. In particular, note that EMF is generally not considered a CEQA 

impact issue. The CPUC requires a Field Management Plan as part of the application for a 

CPCN. The Field Management Plan will include both “no-cost” and “low-cost” measures and the 

CPUC would ensure that they are implemented into the final design of the 230 kV line 

components.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-17 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. The commenter and project 

applicant have been added to the project mailing list. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-18 

The purpose of the Siting Study was to determine potential corridors and preliminary route 

alternatives for RTRP. SCE and RPU continued a process of alternate route refinement, data 

collection, and inter-agency consultation up to the point that the Lead Agency published the 

November 2009 NOP indicating its intention to prepare a Draft EIR for RTRP. Data collection 

and route refinements were specifically conducted as part of the process in preparing the DEIR. 

Please see Master Response #13, regarding data collection and baseline conditions. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-19 

Springs is not designed or permitted baseload generation. It is permitted for only a limited 

number of hours per year by requirement issued by the SCAQMD (DEIR page 1-14). This is 

clearly explained in Chapter 6 (Section 6.4.2) of the DEIR.  
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Response to Comment DDDD-20 

The scale in all maps and figures is proper to present Proposed Project elements and impacts; 

please see Response to Comment DDDD-2. Please refer to Master Response #2 regarding vague 

or conclusory comments. In addition, to provide further clarification, more detailed exhibit maps 

have been prepared and are included in Attachment D of this FEIR.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-21 

Undergrounding refers to the relocation of distribution lines and not transmission lines. Please 

see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-22 

As clearly explained in the DEIR (page 2-35), telecommunications Path 1 follows the proposed 

230 kV route using optical ground wire. Multiple connections (redundancy) are needed to meet 

SCE reliability standards. Additional pathways allowing for necessary communication 

redundancy are also described in the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment DDDD-60. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-23 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-18. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-24 

Please refer to Master Response #5 regarding Lead Agency. The CPUC serves as the 

Responsible Agency under CEQA. In its development of the FEIR for RTRP, the Lead Agency 

has developed enforceable mitigation to reduce potentially significant impacts with input from 

the Responsible Agency and commenting public agencies. Adoption and implementation of 

mitigation measures as documented in the certified FEIR would be a condition of approval by 

the CPUC of SCE‟s CPCN application. Under CEQA, lead and responsible agencies coordinate 

their mitigation monitoring and reporting. For discussion regarding enforcement of mitigation 

measures, please refer to Response to Comment P-51. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-25 

Impact modifiers (unique conditions occurring in the viewing condition from a sensitive 

viewpoint that reduces an otherwise higher anticipated impact) are used during visual assessment 

to determine actual observed visual conditions that may alter an “expected” high or significant 

impact based on preliminary impact criteria (i.e., sensitivity analysis, contrast model, GIS 

viewshed modeling) that do not capture specific viewing conditions. The commenter does not 

state how this methodology is improper. Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or 

conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-26 

The purpose of photos shown in the DEIR is to:  

1) provide examples of the types and categories of landscape character types present in the 

analysis area;  

2) aid in the development of visual simulations used to illustrate for the public the reasonable 

expected visual changes based on preliminary engineering; and 

3) allow for the evaluation of accuracy and verification of impacts at representative locations. 
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Fourteen simulations were ultimately presented in the body of the DEIR. The number of Key 

Observation Points (KOPs) identified during the development of the DEIR was based on 

reasonably representing a range of sensitive viewpoints occurring across the Proposed Project 

area. The commenter does not state where more KOPs are necessary. Eighteen KOPs for photo 

simulation study were selected from throughout the visual study area as representative of the 

Proposed Project„s design and environmental context. These KOPs were identified based on 

expected visibility in terms of number of viewers (e.g., I-15, Van Buren Blvd.), sensitive 

recreational views (Hidden Valley Wildlife Area Nature Center, Santa Ana River Trail), and 

representative residential views, primarily. This resulted in an average of one simulation 

developed for each 1.0 to 1.5 miles of transmission and subtransmission line. “Extensive scope” 

of the Proposed Project is not defined by the commenter. A ten-mile transmission line would not 

be considered extensive by any standard. For example, the Devers to Palo Verde transmission 

project consisted of a 278-mile long transmission line and presented 26 KOP visual simulations 

in its EIR. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-27 

See Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-28 

Please refer to Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Response to Comment 

DDDD-7 regarding feasibility analyses. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-29 

Please refer to Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. The commenter 

does not elaborate or provide factual support as to why mitigation measure AGR-01 would not 

work. As such, a specific response cannot be provided. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-30 

The text of mitigation measure MM AGR-02 reads: 

 

Applicant and/or its contractors shall incorporate the following measures into project 

construction plans and specifications specific to lands designated as Farmland: 

 Ensure that existing drainage systems at Proposed Project sites that are needed for 

farming activities function as necessary so that agricultural uses are not disrupted. 

 Maintain existing levels of water available to farmers via the current irrigation 

system.  

Implementation of MM AGR-02 would ensure that no additional Farmland is indirectly 

converted to non-agricultural use because of impacts to existing irrigation and other ancillary 

systems required for farming productivity. As such, impacts would be less than significant after 

mitigation. 
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Response to Comment DDDD-31 

The commenter improperly quotes from the Air Quality environmental setting section (page 3-76 

of the DEIR) and then claims that a “100-foot boundary” would somehow impose a limit on the 

number of sensitive receptors used for impact analysis. This is not correct. This full text states: 

 

“The proposed 230 kV transmission line route into the new Wildlife Substation runs primarily 

along I-15 and crosses Van Buren Blvd. Residential areas are located less than 100 feet from the 

route near the intersections of Bradford Street/Julian Drive, Idyllwild Lane/Dunn Court, and 

Viceroy Avenue/Grulla Court. Additionally, there are a few residential areas near Limonite 

Avenue that are more than 100 feet from the proposed line route. There are no hospitals or 

schools within 100 feet of the proposed route.” 

 

Methodologies for assessing impacts to Air Quality are described on pages 3-81 to 3-84 of the 

DEIR. Receptor distance, not number, is of key interest. SCAQMD‟s screening LST thresholds 

and district-approved SCREEN3 model were utilized to analyze impacts. SCAQMD has 

provided LST lookup tables to allow users to readily determine if the daily emissions for 

proposed construction or operational activities could result in significant localized air quality 

impacts on sensitive receptors for projects with dimensions of five acres or smaller. For projects 

larger than five acres, SCAQMD recommends that the LST analysis should be performed using 

ISCST3. Although the entire Proposed Project footprint is larger than five acres, the Proposed 

Project is linear in nature and the maximum daily area disturbed is typically less than five acres. 

In order to more accurately represent the emissions from a linear project that would have a direct 

impact on the nearby sensitive receptors, the construction activities that would take place within 

one acre of the nearest receptor were estimated. Therefore, the look-up tables for a one-acre site 

were used. It should be noted that since emissions would be concentrated over a smaller area, the 

use of the localized significance threshold for a one-acre site represents a worst-case scenario for 

the LST analysis (DEIR page 3-82). As described in the text, look-up table receptor distances of 

25 meters and 100 meters were used for transmission (and subtransmission) and substations, 

respectively. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-32 

The DEIR does not fail to explain how reduction in air quality impacts were quantified. For a 

detailed description of the methods employed in air quality calculations, please see the Air 

Quality Technical Report in Appendix B of the DEIR. As noted in the Environmental Impacts 

discussion for impact category “b)”, the additional implementation of a modified overlapping 

schedule, as required under mitigation measure AQ-14, would result in the Proposed Project not 

exceeding the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. Thus, short-term construction air 

pollutant emissions would be less than significant.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-33 

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to develop a means to provide additional transmission 

capacity to meet RPU‟s projected load growth and to provide a second interconnection for 

system reliability. A number of alternatives were evaluated, including non-wire alternatives such 

as distributed generation (DG). DG is typically less than 5 MW in net generating capacity and is 

located on distribution feeders near customer load. Examples of DG include fuel cells, micro 

turbines, photovoltaic, wind, landfill gas, and digester gas. RPU‟s current total or DG is less than 
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7 MW. The 7 MW produced by DG would not be sufficient to compensate for the predicted load 

growth for the RPU system. DG would not allow RPU to meet the Proposed Project objectives 

due to the comparatively small capacity of DG systems and the relatively high cost, cumulatively 

large quantities of air emissions, technological constraints, and regulatory approvals in meeting 

the proposed schedule. DG capacity is limited and would not meet the need for the Proposed 

Project to provide a second point for importing energy, including renewable energy. For this 

reason, as well as the technical and logistical concerns, distributed generation is not viewed as a 

feasible alternative to the Proposed Project. Please refer to Chapter 6, Project Alternatives, 

Section 6.4.2, of the DEIR, and Master Response #12 regarding General Plan consistency. 
 

Response to Comment DDDD-34 

The biological studies prepared for the DEIR‟s analysis were not erroneous. Studies were 

conducted during the period from 2006 to 2011. This is clearly stated in the DEIR and 

substantiated by the biological resource study reports in the project record. The baseline used for 

analysis was not erroneous. The Lead Agency has conducted valid baseline surveys in 

coordination with local, State, and federal resource regulating agencies, continued to coordinate 

for additional surveys with RCA, and included enforceable mitigation measures (BIO-03) to 

keep survey data current up to the time of construction.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-35 

Please see Response to Comments DDDD-12 and DDDD-12a. There has been no improper 

delay; therefore, the commenter‟s assertion that “it is more than possible that ground disturbance 

will significantly directly or indirectly impact critical habitat for the LBV or the Santa Ana 

sucker” is fallacious. Please also see Response to Comment DDDD-10. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-36 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-35. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-37 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-12. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-38 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-35. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-39 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-9. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-40 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-9. Section 3.2.4 (page 3-123) of the DEIR states: 

 

“The Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiations Strategy (HANS) process is used 

by the City, a permittee under the MSHCP, to ensure Plan compliance by identifying and 

delineating conservation areas on specific properties. The City is the lead agency for 

purposes of ensuring MSHCP compliance for the Proposed Project in coordination with 

RCA. Should the Proposed Project affect an identified criteria cell, it will be reviewed, as 
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applicable or required, by the same process. The Proposed Project would cross or require 

limited construction work within portions of Criteria Cells 610, 617, 643, and 700. The 

Proposed Project is determined to comply with habitat conservation goals and 

requirements for the affected Criteria Cells. Because of the limited discreet construction 

footprint and the „no effect‟ from the aerial spans, it is not expected that the Proposed 

Project will require HANS review for an MSHCP consistency determination. 

Additionally, it is expected, based on preliminary meetings with RCA, that the Proposed 

Project will comply with Criteria Cell conservation requirements and have a minimal 

effect that may not require a Joint Project Review as part of the HANS process. RPU will 

submit the final approved alignment to the City of Riverside for a consistency 

determination. The City of Riverside would require Consistency Determinations from the 

County of Riverside, City of Norco, and, if the Implementation Agreement is 

satisfactorily amended at the completion of the City‟s consistency review, the City of 

Jurupa Valley.” 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-41 

The DEIR does not improperly defer mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-02 refers to the 

application of avian-safe designs for final engineering and project construction. Avian Power 

Line Interaction Committee (APLIC 2006) guidelines are widely accepted in the power industry 

and are the standard to ensure avian safety on overhead transmission and distribution systems. 

The mitigation measure ensures that APLIC standards, such as minimum separation between 

phase conductors and covering phases or grounds where adequate separation is infeasible, will be 

employed by the selected construction contractors in an enforceable manner. Please see Master 

Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-42 

It appears the commenter is referring to a paragraph and specific sentences from the DEIR: 

 

“Burrowing owls have been observed on the Proposed Project site. Direct impacts to this 

species could occur from the removal of active burrows and direct mortality of owls during 

Proposed Project activities. Indirect impacts could occur from increased noise, lighting, and 

dust during construction. Although this species is not currently listed by federal agencies, it is 

a State species of special concern and impacts to this species would be considered significant 

to the CDFG (Assembly Bill 3180). Implementation of MM BIO-02 would locate burrowing 

owls and potential nest sites before construction begins. In accordance with MSHCP and 

CDFG burrowing owl clearance protocols, burrowing owls would be relocated to new habitat 

by a trained biologist and their burrows removed to prevent owls from nesting or returning 

until after construction is complete. As described, the Proposed Project would comply with 

and participate in the MSHCP through BIO-01 and integrate MM BIO-02 and 03 and 

coordinate with CDFG to reduce impacts to a less than significant level” (emphasis added). 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-02 provides general protection to all avian species at the line-design 

level and is appropriately applied to burrowing owls as a species protected under the Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act. Mitigation Measure BIO-03 provides preconstruction surveys for sensitive 

species and MSHCP compliance. The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR “relies on MM 

BIO-02 to address burrowing owl impacts.” The text in Section 3.2.4, Environmental Impacts, 
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criterion a), Birds, was modified to identify BIO-03 first, for clarification. Revisions are shown 

in Volume II of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-43 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-41. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-44 

The DEIR is not deficient. The 69 kV subtransmission portion of the Proposed Project has been 

designed to maximally use existing structures (poles) to minimize impacts. The route passes 

through the City of Riverside along streets in an area of continuous development. Based on the 

lack of published reports, there are no habitat-based avian hazards, areas that concentrate birds, 

nor history of large birds flocking within the urban area. There are no identified avian risk issues 

on RPU‟s (the City‟s) system. It is not reasonable to expect this to change. Please see pages 3-

132 and 3-133 of the DEIR for more information on avian collision risk. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-45 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-41. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-46 

In six locations, the DEIR refers to the Proposed Project affecting “less than 5%” of similar 

habitats locally or regionally—e.g., “The direct and indirect potential impact to common and 

widely occurring wildlife and plant species would not result in a change of status of affected 

species because the Proposed Project footprint is a less than significant (less than 5 percent) 

percentage of the existing habitat for these species locally and regionally” (pg. 3-134 of the 

DEIR). The use of the word “significant” in this context is a general statement referring to 

biologically meaningful or statistical significance (at the 95% confidence limit) of habitat loss 

descriptively, not CEQA significance. The value is not presented as a CEQA conclusion. The 

actual Proposed Project impacts to habitats for common and widely occurring wildlife and plant 

species, as well as wetlands, would be much smaller relative to all habitats for species occurring 

locally or regionally. Table 3.2.4-4 shows that 0.8 acre of actual permanent loss of natural 

habitats would occur under the Proposed Project. However, as discussed in the DEIR, structure 

micro-siting, setting of construction work limits, and implementation of specific mitigation 

measures would reduce impacts to zero acres. CEQA significance criteria used for analysis are 

discussed on pages 3-126 and 3-127 of the DEIR. The DEIR fully discloses impacts. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-47 

See Response to Comment DDDD-46. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-48 

The statement on page 3-142 of the DEIR that the commenter mentions further states that the 

impacts would be reduced by the purchase of mitigation lands to compensate for the crossing of 

lands designated as OS-CH.  

 

As noted in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, page 3-241, the proposed 230 kV transmission line would 

not be consistent with the OS-CH designation. Avoidance of these OS-CH lands is not possible 
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since they abut existing residential subdivisions to the south. RPU and SCE would comply with 

all regulations and policies outlined in the MSHCP and as promulgated by the RCA. These 

include, but are not limited to: 

 

a.  The payment of Local Development Mitigation Fees and other relevant fees as set 

forth in the MSHCP;  

b.  Compliance with the policies for the Protection of Species Associated with 

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools set forth in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP; 

c.  Compliance with the policies for the Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species set 

forth in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP; 

d.  Compliance with survey requirements as set forth in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP; 

e.  Compliance with the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines as set forth in Section 

6.1.4 of the MSHCP; and 

f.  Compliance with the BMPs and the siting and design criteria as set forth in Section 

7.0 and Appendix C of the MSHCP. 

 

Through compliance with the RCA, along with going through the process with the RCA to 

ensure there would be no conflict with the provisions of the MSHCP, impacts to local, regional, 

or State habitat conservation plans would be less than significant. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-49 

A DBESP report has been prepared and submitted to the City of Riverside and RCA as part of 

the MSHCP application for a consistency review and determination. See Response to Comment 

DDDD-9. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-50 

The determinations made regarding the biological impacts within the DEIR are supported by 

substantial evidence, which includes protocol level biological surveys. Further, the commenter 

presents no specific reasoning to support their objection to the DEIR‟s conclusion that the 

Proposed Project would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-51 

Mitigation Measure MM CUL-08 has been revised and expanded on Table 3.2.5-2 of the DEIR 

in response to the comment, and reads as follows: 

 

“A final summary report shall be completed that outlines the results of the 

paleontological mitigation program. This report shall be prepared under the supervision 

of a qualified paleontologist. The report will include a description and maps of the 

Project area; descriptions of paleontologically sensitive or fossiliferous sediments in the 

Project vicinity; discussions of the methods used during monitoring and during fossil 

recovery; descriptions and illustrations of the stratigraphic section(s) exposed, including 

the geological formation, age, and stage of the site; detailed inventory and descriptions of 

fossils collected, including taxonomic data; photographs of the locations of recovered 

fossils; an assessment of the significance of the recovered fossils; complete contextual 

data from the fossil locality, including sedimentology and taphonomy; and a record of 

accession of the fossils to the selected repository, including specimen numbers.” 
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Response to Comment DDDD-52 

The Historic “O” Line transmission line, also known as the Southern Sierras Power Line, was 

first recorded as a cultural resource in 2007. The power line originated at an SCE substation in 

San Bernardino and ran through the northeast corner of Riverside County, back into San 

Bernardino County, and across Chino Hills to Orange County. It once extended to a 1930s 

powerhouse in Seal Beach. Power at this substation was brought from Mono Lake/Owens River 

and Boulder Dam powerhouses. 

  

The “O” Line has been determined eligible to the NRHP. However, the only surviving 

transmission structures are in San Bernardino County. More than half the transmission line, and 

all of the line within the RTRP area, has been lost to industrial and residential development. In 

Riverside County, only the ROW itself remains. Because no physical features of the “O” Line 

remain in the RTRP area, the proposed 230 kV transmission line would not cause a physical or 

visual impact by simply spanning the ROW. However, the presence of a cultural resource 

monitor during construction (as required by MM CUL-02) would reduce the very small potential 

for an impact in the unlikely event of an unanticipated discovery related to this resource. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-53 

Operation of the Proposed Project would consist of conducting electricity through a new 

transmission line and would not involve routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous or 

flammable materials. Hazardous or flammable materials used during construction of the 

Proposed Project would consist primarily of vehicle fuel and oil for construction equipment. A 

release or spill of these materials during construction could create a hazard to the school through 

toxic emissions or increased risk of fire ignition. However, implementation of construction 

EPEs, such as the preparation of a SPCC Plan, would serve to avoid potential hazardous spills at 

the Proposed Project site. Additional EPEs include an environmental training and monitoring 

program, proper disposal of construction waste, and a supply of emergency spill supplies and 

equipment, which would ensure impacts related to emitting or handling hazardous materials 

within one-quarter mile of an existing school would be less than significant.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-54 

A portion of the Proposed Project would cross abundant vegetation that may pose conditions 

conducive to wildfires near the banks of the Santa Ana River. Welding during construction could 

potentially result in the combustion of vegetation located close to the welding site. The use of 

internal combustion motors, lighted matches, cigarettes, cigars, or other burning objects is a fire 

hazard, especially within the vicinity of combustible material. 

 

During operation of the Proposed Project, power lines may pose a fire hazard if a conducting 

object, such as a tree limb, comes in close proximity to a line or if a live-phase conductor falls to 

the ground. Conductors can be fire hazards if they fall to the ground and create an electrical arc 

that ignites combustible material. The use of internal combustion engines (e.g., automobiles, 

chain saws, string trimmers) for maintenance activities also poses a potential fire hazard. Impacts 

resulting from the potential ignition of fires would be significant. 
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The Fire Prevention and Management Plan required by MM HAZ-03 for the construction and 

operation phases for both the substations and the 230 kV transmission line route would reduce 

the likelihood of the ignition and spread of a fire. The Fire Prevention and Management Plan 

would include preparation and implementation of the Fire Prevention and Management Plan, 

Riverside County Fire Department review of construction methods, practicing safe welding 

procedures, and fire preventive construction equipment requirements. RPU and SCE would also 

implement EPE NOI-02 (see Section 3.2.11, Noise, of the DEIR), which requires that 

construction crews avoid the idling of vehicles and power equipment when not in use, which 

would also minimize the potential for fire. As a standard precautionary measure, power would be 

automatically removed from the line if conductor failure were to occur. Lightning protection 

would also be provided by overhead groundwires along the line.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-55 

The DEIR does not fail to address or mitigate impacts associated with permanent roads. As 

described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3-213 of the DEIR, 

construction activities of the proposed 230 kV transmission line include the creation of new 

permanent roads. New permanent access roads would not be paved but would be constructed of 

pervious materials, allowing for all-weather access while not increasing runoff. This is clearly 

described on page 3-219 of the DEIR.  

 

With the exception of isolated sections of existing roads, the entire ROW and access roads would 

require property/easement acquisition. 

 

The land disturbance calculations can be found in the Land Disturbance Table 2.5-3 in Chapter 2 

of the DEIR. Although a preliminary Project layout has been developed, exact locations for 

access roads and spur roads would not be determined until final engineering, ROW survey, and 

environmental review. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-56 

The commenter asserts that the Proposed Project could have a significant impact on wells located 

just outside of the ROW without suggesting what those impacts might be a result of. Please see 

Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. Data on existing wells was 

evaluated as part of the environmental analysis. This is discussed in the DEIR for the 230 kV 

transmission line on page 3-207 and for the 69 kV subtransmission lines on page 3-208. No wells 

are located in the ROW or proposed work areas. Effects to groundwater are discussed on page 3-

217 of the DEIR. No effects to groundwater affecting wells adjacent to project areas are 

expected. Potential adverse effects on groundwater would be prevented because geotechnical 

investigations would determine the location and extent of groundwater in construction areas. As 

stated on page 3-216 of the DEIR, Environmental Protection Elements (EPEs) HYDRO-03 and 

HYDRO-05 would address potentially adverse effects on groundwater. The Proposed Project 

would not deplete groundwater supplies nor interfere with groundwater recharge such that there 

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level as 

described on page 3-217 of the DEIR. Additionally, pollution control measures and hazardous 

material handling Best Management Practices, Environmental Protection Elements, and 

Mitigation Measures that address potential groundwater contamination, dewatering, spill control, 

and hazardous material handling as required by federal, State and local law would be 

implemented as part of the Proposed Project. Such measures include Hazardous Waste 
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Operations and Emergency Response protocols, the development and implementation of 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Spill Prevention, Control, and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plans, and other implementation procedures identified in the DEIR to 

prevent adverse effects to wells near Proposed Project construction areas. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-57 

Contrary to the commenter‟s assertion, the amount of water from structure foundations was 

addressed in the DEIR. As stated on page 2-217, “[a]n average 120-foot TSP would have a 

foundation of approximately 40 feet deep and approximately six feet in diameter, requiring 

excavation of approximately 1,130 cubic feet of soil. Should the bore hole fill completely with 

water and require dewatering, the volume of groundwater removed for foundation construction 

would be approximately 0.03 acre-feet (af). Groundwater storage capacity for the groundwater 

basins in the Proposed Project area ranges from 207,000 af to 5,325,000 af, and would not be 

significantly reduced by installation of transmission structures.” 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-58 

Contrary to the commenter‟s assertion, the DEIR states on page 3-224:  

“Specifically, seven TSPs and five lattice structures would be placed within a 100-year 

floodplain of the Santa Ana River. Foundations for these structures would have average 

areas of 63.6 square feet for TSPs and 50.3 square feet for lattice structures, with height 

of each base varying from 0 to 4 feet above ground level. Addition of „fill,‟ as presented 

by installation of transmission structure bases, would be small, relative to the greater area 

of the floodplain, and would not displace floodwater sufficient to increase base flood 

elevation.”  

 

This total structure base area would be less than 800 square feet, distributed along 10,000 feet of 

ROW falling within the Santa Ana River floodplain. An exact area or volume of fill in the 100-

year floodplain is unknown until final surveys and engineering and geotechnical investigations 

are completed.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-59 

See Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. An alternative that has been found to be 

infeasible need not be carried forward for further detailed analysis, including analysis related to 

land use plan consistency. (such as JURAP Policy 7.13). As stated on page 6-1 of the DEIR, 

CEQA includes feasibility as a rationale to either consider or not consider an alternative in detail 

within an EIR:  

 “The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be 

discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead 

agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the 

reasons underlying the lead agency‟s determination. Among the factors that may be used 

to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet 

most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 

environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)).  
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Response to Comment DDDD-60 

The meaning of the comment cannot be discerned, and the comment does not appear to relate to 

the CEQA question referenced; accordingly, a more specific response cannot be provided (see 

Master Response #2). The DEIR describes multiple telecommunications pathways to add 

necessary redundancy to the system. One of these pathways (Path 1, described on page 2-35 of 

the DEIR) exactly follows the proposed 230 kV route. Even as to those pathways that diverge 

from the proposed 230 kV route, all impacts were fully accounted for in the air quality analysis, 

the biological vegetation and habitat analysis, and other sections of the EIR. See Master 

Response #10a regarding the differences between undergrounding of telecommunication lines 

and the 230 kV transmission line. Please also see Response to Comment DDDD-22. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-61 

See Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-62 

Page 3-263 of the DEIR discusses the expected audible line noise (corona effects) from the 

230 kV transmission and 69 kV subtransmission lines as well as how analysis was conducted. 

The commenter does not identify why the noise analysis is inadequate. No further response is 

required; however, please also see Response to Comment DDDD-4.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-63 

Starting on page 3-265 under Regulatory Setting, the DEIR lists the local standards that were 

used for evaluating potential impacts. Additionally, sensitive receptors are listed and discussed 

on page 3-264 of the DEIR. The DEIR describes construction noise levels for receptors at 100 

feet on page 3-272. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-64 

Page 3-263 of the DEIR discusses the expected audible line noise from the 230 kV transmission 

and 69 kV subtransmission lines. The commenter does not identify why the noise analysis is 

inadequate. No further response is required; however, please also see Responses to Comment 

DDDD-4 and DDDD-62.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-65 

The commenter asserts that the DEIR contains an insufficient conclusory analysis of the 

Proposed Project‟s fire potential without suggesting what is insufficient or conclusory, and cites 

states that. Please see Master Response #2. Fire protection associated with the Proposed Project 

is discussed in Responses to Comments DDDD-14 and DDDD-54. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-66 

The DEIR analyzed both construction- and operation-related water use. Because it would follow 

city streets, no water would be used for dust abatement for the overhead 69 kV portion of the 

Proposed Project. A water truck would be on stand-by daily for dust control on other portions of 

the Proposed Project. Regularly scheduled or daily watering is not expected. In some 230 kV 

structure locations (depending on geotechnical investigation based on final engineering), water 

or drilling mud may be required to prevent sloughing of foundation bores. Typically, this 
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material is re-used, evaporates, or recharges groundwater. Under no circumstance would it enter 

the wastewater treatment stream. Conservative estimates of water truck numbers and durations of 

use are provided for Proposed Project elements. During construction, potable water would be 

imported to work sites by workers for drinking and sanitation purposes. Worker numbers would 

vary; however, sanitary disposal of waste associated with a Project-wide peak maximum of 

approximately 120 workers would be handled by licensed contractors. Water used during the 

construction phases for dust suppression and drinking purposes would not generate wastewater 

that would entail treatment or disposal. Overall, water use would be negligible, as stated in the 

DEIR. The amount of water that would be used during construction of the Proposed Project 

would vary and is difficult to estimate without the benefit of a soil analyses, existing weather 

conditions at the time of construction, and other unknown factors. However, it is estimated that 

water usage during construction of new access roads and the 230 kV transmission line may 

require up to 18,000 gallons of water per mile per day. In operation, the Proposed Project would 

neither create a new source of water use nor generate appreciable amounts of wastewater. 

Normal maintenance would not involve water; personnel visiting unmanned substations may use 

some water for personal convenience. Any view-filtering or groundcover planting at substations 

would involve only drought-tolerant species with minimal irrigation requirements. Water utilized 

for irrigation would recharge groundwater or would naturally evaporate into the air and would 

not require treatment or disposal. Additionally, water would be available for emergencies (e.g., 

fire suppression). To say that no water would be used for operation would not be technically 

accurate; however, the amount of water used would be incalculably small. As analyzed in the 

DEIR, the Proposed Project‟s transmission and subtransmission lines and substations would not 

“require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 

of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects” 

(DEIR Section 3.2.13). The commenter‟s assertion that the DEIR violates CEQA with regards to 

Public Services and Utilities criterion c) is not substantiated.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-67 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-66 and DDDD-72. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-68 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-15. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-69 

CEQA requires that an “EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions 

in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if 

no notice of preparation (NOP) is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, 

from both a local and regional perspective.” Projects included in the cumulative impacts analysis 

were identified from the time the NOP was issued in November of 2009 and, in some cases, 

beyond this time period. Please see Master Response #13 regarding data collection.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-70 

Increasing capacity to import energy will increase the City‟s ability to access renewable energy 

sources. Although not specifically a project objective, this is clearly explained in the DEIR. 

Please see Master Response #12 regarding land use plan consistency and Master Response #13 

regarding data collection. 
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Response to Comment DDDD-71 

Future residential and non-residential development at the wildland-urban interface would be 

expected to increase the number of human-caused fires over the life of the Proposed Project and 

beyond. Future development would also be expected to contribute to non-native species spread. 

The Fire Prevention and Management Plan required by MM HAZ-03 for the construction and 

operation phases for both the substations and the 230 kV transmission line route would reduce 

the likelihood of the ignition and spread of a fire. The Fire Prevention and Management Plan 

would include preparation and implementation of the Fire Prevention and Management Plan, 

Riverside County Fire Department review of construction methods, practicing safe welding 

procedures, and fire preventive construction equipment requirements. RPU and SCE would also 

implement EPE NOI-02 (see Section 3.2.11, Noise, of the DEIR), which requires that 

construction crews avoid the idling of vehicles and power equipment when not in use, which 

would also minimize the potential for fire. As a standard precautionary measure, power would be 

automatically removed from the line if conductor failure were to occur. Lightning protection 

would also be provided by overhead groundwires along the line. Mitigation measure BIO-09, 

Invasive Species Management, would require the avoidance or minimization of the introduction 

of invasive plant species into the Project area during construction activities. Construction 

equipment being brought to the Project limits will be free of accumulated mud and debris. 

Accordingly, there will be no cumulatively considerable impacts to fire risk as a result of the 

Project. Please also see Responses to Comments DDDD-14 and DDDD-54. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-72 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-66 for explanation of construction water use. 

Operation of electrical transmission and subtransmission systems does not involve water. Normal 

maintenance would not involve water; personnel visiting unmanned substations may use some 

water for personal convenience. Any view-filtering or groundcover planting at substations would 

involve only drought-tolerant species with minimal irrigation requirements. Water utilized for 

irrigation would recharge groundwater or would naturally evaporate and would not require 

treatment or disposal. Additionally, water would be available for emergencies (e.g., fire 

suppression). To say that no water would be used for operation would not be technically 

accurate; however, the amount of water used would be incalculably small. The Proposed Project 

would neither create a new source of water use nor generate appreciable amounts of wastewater 

over time. However, these non-significant impacts in addition to minor soil compaction, 

increased impermeable surfaces, and altered runoff patterns would have a cumulative effect on 

the watershed in which they occur as they add to the impacts of past and contemporary projects 

in an urban setting, and as the impacts of future projects are added to them. Therefore, and as 

analyzed in the DEIR, cumulative impacts are considerable and unavoidable. Project-level 

mitigation measures and best management practices are not sufficient to negate cumulative 

watershed effects. This analysis is clearly presented in the DEIR (Section 4.2.8). 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-73 

The Proposed Project is consistent with Policy JURAP 7.13, given that there is no feasible 

alternative alignment that could avoid the river corridor and given that undergrounding is 

infeasible. Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. The cumulative impact 

analysis remains the same. 
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Response to Comment DDDD-74 

The comment is not correct. Page 3-263 of the DEIR discusses the expected audible line noise 

from the 230 kV transmission and 69 kV subtransmission lines, including corona noise impacts 

associated with corona noise as discussed on page 3-371 of the DEIR. Corona effects are 

commonly associated with voltages above 345 kV. Please also see Response to Comment 

DDDD-62. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-75 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. Growth caused by 

indirect and direct employment would not be significant enough to stimulate population or 

housing growth, as stated in Section 5.1.3, and the growth beyond plan projections has already 

occurred beyond the projections of the General Plan. Therefore, the commenter‟s assertions are 

baseless and without foundation. As stated in the DEIR, in the section referenced by the 

commenter, the “[g]rowth-inducing potential of a project could be considered significant if the 

project stimulates population or housing growth above that of adopted local or regional plans, 

or in population projections made by regional agencies. Significant growth impacts could also 

occur if a proposed project provides service capacity or needed infrastructure to accommodate 

growth levels beyond those permitted by local or regional plans or policies” (emphasis added). 

The fact that population estimates have already exceeded the estimated build-out of the Proposed 

Project area in the General Plan 2025 Program approved Environmental Impact Report makes 

the commenter‟s conclusions unsupported. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-76 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding “no-cost” and “low-cost” measures to reduce EMF. 

The CPUC requires a Field Management Plan be submitted as part of the application for a 

CPCN. The Field Management Plan will include both “no-cost” and “low-cost” measures and the 

CPUC would ensure that they are implemented into the final design of the 230 kV transmission 

line components. Note that EMF issues are generally not considered CEQA-related and the 

measures identified in a Field Management Plan for implementation as part of a project are not 

considered mitigation for any potentially significant impacts. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-77 

Please see Table 2-6 in Master Response #12, which describes City of Riverside objective “OS-

9” as it relates to energy efficiency and renewable energy. The RTRP is consistent with this 

objective because the City of Riverside has implemented multiple initiatives and programs across 

all City departments to promote energy efficiency and renewable energy, foster alternative fuel 

vehicle use, and improve water use efficiency.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-78 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-18.  

 

Response to Comment DDDD-79 

Please refer to Master Response #10c regarding the original alignment of the I-15 route. 

 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-290 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment DDDD-80 

Please refer to Master Response #10c regarding the original alignment of the I-15 route. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-81 

Please see Response to Comment ZZZ-4. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable 

alternative to the proposed project, but a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives; 

there is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other 

than the rule of reason (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a)). As such, the City of Riverside considered 

all alternatives that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and 

could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects, and eliminated from 

detailed consideration those that failed to meet most of the project objectives, were infeasible, or 

did not avoid significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(c)). Furthermore, 

the EIR includes a discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives. The EIR evaluated a broad 

range of options, including new generation and a variety of potential technologies. Further, the 

City considered an extensive array of routing options for the Project‟s overhead lines, as set forth 

in the DEIR‟s Siting Study (DEIR Appendix D). 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-82 

CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6 et. seq.) require that a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

proposed project be evaluated in an EIR. As discussed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR (Project 

Alternatives), alternative voltages were evaluated with other types of alternatives to the Proposed 

Project to determine whether they would reduce significant environmental impacts while 

meeting the Project objectives. Under all alternative voltage scenarios evaluated in the DEIR, 

greater significant environmental impacts would occur. The environmental impact discussion 

serves to supplement the discussion about why the alternatives do not feasibly obtain most of the 

basic objectives of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-83 

As discussed in Section 6.4.4 of the DEIR, in order to serve the needs of the City of Riverside, 

the Mira Loma substation would need to be expanded substantially. The Proposed Project would 

also require six or more 69 kV subtransmission lines from the Mira Loma Substation to provide 

the same power transfer capability as the Proposed Project. Multiple (up to seven) 

subtransmission circuits would require more ROW and would result in greater environmental 

impact than the Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative substation location was rejected as 

being infeasible. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-84 

CEQA does not require the Proposed Project‟s detailed construction costs or comparisons of 

costs between alternatives; therefore, these estimates have not been included in the DEIR. See 

CEQA Guidelines §15124: “The description of the project shall contain the following 

information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review 

of the environmental impact […] c) A general description of the project‟s technical, economic, 

and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and 

supporting public service facilities.” The “New Generation Alternative” subsection in Chapter 6 

was updated as shown in Volume II of this FEIR to provide additional technical and cost 

information. 
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Response to Comment DDDD-85 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-86 

In April 2010, SCE conducted a Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation (SCE 2010) 

that compared the Eastern Route to the Van Buren Offset Alternative as well as to the I-15 

Route. According to SCE‟s evaluation, “from the perspective of foundation, and structure 

integrity, access, and long term maintenance, the Western [I-15 Route] and Van Buren [Offset] 

alternatives both are clearly more favorable than the Eastern Alignment Alternative.” SCE‟s 

evaluation at that time indicated that, overall, the Eastern Route would place 40 structures in 

flood zone location conditions that could jeopardize the foundation and structure integrity of the 

double circuit 230 kV transmission line. Also, there would be 43 structures with erosion issues 

and 6 structures with slope stability issues. Maintenance access could be nonexistent for up to 40 

structures during flood conditions. Elevated roads in the flood zone are not considered feasible. 

Road maintenance in the flood zone would be a constant and costly effort, which could be 

restricted by permitting requirements. The Eastern Route would not be able to perform the 

function intended, to serve the public with reliable transmission service. 

 

The Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation is included in Attachment C of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-87 

CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR “shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 

of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, 

and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (emphasis added). An alternative may be 

an alternative location, but also may be an alternative technology, non-transmission alternative, 

alternative voltage, construction methods, new generation, distributed generation, or energy 

conservation, all of which were considered in the DEIR (see Sections 6.4.1 through 6.4.4). The 

Van Buren offset alternative was analyzed because it could potentially provide a different 

feasible route than the Proposed Project; however, as disclosed in the DEIR in Table 6.5-2, this 

alternative would result in a greater level of environmental impacts compared to the Proposed 

Project. 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-88 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. The commenter fails 

to provide a rationale as to why the statement precludes the development, identification, or 

analysis of Alternatives as presented in the DEIR, violates the purpose and intent of the 

alternatives analysis, and fails to satisfy CEQA. Furthermore, the EIR includes a discussion of a 

reasonable range of alternatives. The EIR evaluated a broad range of options, including new 

generation and a variety of potential technologies. Further, the City considered an extensive 

array of routing options for the Project‟s overhead lines, as set forth in the DEIR‟s Siting Study 

(DEIR Appendix D). 

 

Response to Comment DDDD-89 

Please see Master Response #2, regarding vague and conclusory comments, and Response to 

Comment ZZZ-4.  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Bill Van Train <wvantrain@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 2:02 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Riverside City Transmission Lines Thru City of Jurupa Valley 
 
Dear Mr. George Hanson, RTRP Project Manager 
 
As you know, the city of Riverside, along with Southern California Edison, wishes to 
erect high power transmission towers and lines which will run through the city of Jurupa 
Valley. This means that the city of Jurupa Valley will have to bear the burdens of large 
structures placed on city property, reduced land values resulting from these towers and 
transmission lines, increased radiation from the power lines and blockage of the view of 
the landscape by the towers and lines. The only party receiving power from these towers 
and lines will be the city of Riverside. The city of Jurupa Valley will bear all the burden of 
the towers and transmission lines and gain none of the benefits. There is no logic or 
sense to this action, especially since there is an optional route through the city of 
Riverside. 
 
No valid reason has been given for placing the towers and line through the city of Jurupa 
Valley, so the only reason that can be deduced is that the city of Riverside does not wish 
to have to deal with the burdens described above. Instead the city of Riverside has 
decided that it is much better for the city of Jurupa Valley to bear the burdens while the 
city of Riverside gains the power. This makes no sense and should not be allowed. If the 
city of Riverside needs more power then the city of Riverside should bear the burdens 
that come with generating that power. 
 
I respectfully request that you, as project manager, use the logical and reasonable 
approach and direct that the power transmission lines and towers are constructed 
through the city of Riverside, and NOT the city of Jurupa Valley. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
William A. Van Train III 
5431 Avenida Juan Bautista 
Jurupa Valley, California 
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Comment Letter EEEE: William A. Van Train III 

Response to Comment EEEE-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment EEEE-2 

Please see Master Response #7, regarding social and economic impacts, and Master Response 

#6, regarding EMF. Please also see Response to Comment O-18 regarding potential blockage of 

views. 

 

Response to Comment EEEE-3 

Please see Master Response #14 regarding lack of local benefits of the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment EEEE-4 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Bill Van Train <wvantrain@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 2:30 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: Power Transmission Lines through City of Jurupa Valley 
 
Mr. George Hanson, RTRP Project Manager 
 
The city of Riverside is currently planning on erecting towers and transmission lines 
through the city of Jurupa Valley. All of the power from these lines will go to the city of 
Riverside. However, all of the burdens connected with this action will be borne by the 
city of Jurupa Valley. Some of the burdens associated with these towers and 
transmission lines include: the taking of property within the city of Jurupa Valley for the 
construction of the towers and transmission lines, the lowering of property values in the 
areas where the towers are placed, the increased radiation which will come from the 
power lines, and the negative impact on the view of the skyline as seen from the city of 
Jurupa Valley. 
 
It is not logical or reasonable for the city of Jurupa Valley to endure the burdens of this 
action while the city of Riverside bears no burdens and yet receives all the benefits. No 
valid reason has been given for the placement of this construction project in the city of 
Jurupa Valley. So the only logical reason that can be deduced is that the city of 
Riverside wants the benefits without any of the burdens. 
 
I am asking you, as the project manager, to do the reasonable thing, the right thing, and 
to direct that the towers and transmission lines be run using the listed alternate route 
through the city of Riverside, the entity that will actually receive the power. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
William A. Van Train III 
5431 Avenida Juan Bautista 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
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Comment Letter FFFF: William A. Van Train III 

Response to Comment FFFF-1 

Please see Master Response #14, regarding lack of local benefit. With the exception of isolated 

sections of existing roads, the entire ROW and access roads would require property/easement 

acquisition. 

 

The land disturbance calculations can be found in the Land Disturbance Table 2.5-3 in Chapter 2 

of the DEIR. Although a preliminary Project layout has been developed, exact locations for 

access roads and spur roads would not be determined until final engineering, ROW survey, and 

environmental review.  

 

Response to Comment FFFF-2 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment FFFF-3 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment FFFF-4 

Please see Response to Comment O-18. Impacts on the views as seen from the City of Jurupa 

Valley are discussed in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics (see pages 3-54 and 3-55 of the DEIR). 

 

Response to Comment FFFF-5 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: jean.hess@att.net 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 4:37 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Cc: jean.hess@att.net 
Subject: RTRP project comments 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I do not want this project to place transmission lines behind my home. There are multiple 
reasons for my choice: 
 
There are multiple fires every year in this area and this would be in a vulnerable spot for 
fires. Second, it has the potential to cause fires as people often come down to the river 
and where they can play - they will try to climb. Just one more concern for fires. 
 
The transmission lines interfere with my radio and wireless connections - either static or 
no connections - I only have wireless for my internet and phone and these lines would 
cause issues. 
 
There have been studies that show health issues and although this may not be 50 feet 
away - it is not worth it. 
 
The lines will devalue my home as they will be behind it and easily seen - you cannot 
hide lines this size. 
 
Safety hazard - I will not be able to walk in areas that I can now so you are reducing my 
recreational abilities. 
 
Bottom line - I just do not want them in my backyard. 
 
Thank you for extending the comment period and please advise of when the hearings 
will occur. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jean Hess 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-294 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter GGGG: Jean Hess 

Response to Comment GGGG-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Fires are discussed in 

Section 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, page 3-202 of the DEIR. As set forth in the 

DEIR, the Project would not result in significant impacts with regard to fire safety. It is not 

possible to climb tubular steel poles used for transmission projects. Lattice steel tower 

transmission structures are designed to prevent people from climbing them. 

 

Response to Comment GGGG-2 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF. Radio interference is discussed in Section 

3.2.11, Noise. Impacts would be less than significant. Wireless devices typically operate in the 

GigaHertz (referring to billions of cycles per second or Hertz) frequency range, which would not 

be impacted by 60 Hertz power lines. Additional information about transmission line 

interference with communication waves has been added to Section 3.2.11, Regulatory Setting: 

Radio Noise, as shown in Volume II of this FEIR.  

 

Response to Comment GGGG-3 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF, in Section 2.2.1 herein. Additional discussion 

regarding potential health impacts can be found in Sections 3.2.3, Air Quality, and 3.2.7, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR in Volume II. No potentially significant direct 

health impacts have been identified for the Proposed Project; however, since the air basin within 

which the Proposed Project may be constructed in is ―non-attainment‖ for a number of monitored 

pollutants, construction was determined to have cumulatively significant air quality impacts 

because any heavy equipment operation would add to already poor air quality.  

 

Response to Comment GGGG-4 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment GGGG-5 

Although it is not expected that recreational resources with a direct crossing of the proposed 

230 kV transmission line would be physically altered by the Proposed Project, such resources 

and areas would be restricted from use during Project construction in order to protect the safety 

of public recreationists and to accommodate transport and use of the necessary equipment and 

activities required to install the new transmission line. During Project construction, ground work 

would be required at each tower pad location as well as along select roadways between the 

locations, as materials to build the towers would be transported by truck to the tower sites. As a 

result, resources and areas with a direct crossing of the transmission line would be temporarily 

closed during construction activities, but the impact would be less than significant.  

 

Due to temporary construction closures, activities within resources with direct crossings would 

be temporarily disrupted. Recreational areas located in the near vicinity of the proposed route 

may also experience temporary use disruptions due to factors such as construction noise and the 

potential need to stage construction vehicles, equipment, or infrastructure. In addition, access to 

recreational areas may be restricted if roads or trails to such areas are used by construction 

equipment and vehicles during the construction period. Such impacts would be temporary and of 
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short duration, lasting only as long as required to complete construction activities in a given 

location; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

During Project operation and maintenance activities, it is expected that ground work would be 

limited to transmission tower locations and other ground-based Project infrastructure located 

along the proposed route. Recreational resources that are adjacent to areas where ground work is 

necessary would be temporarily restricted from use during such activities, thus restricting access 

to or resulting in the disruption in normal recreational activities within such areas. Impacts to 

recreation would also occur if operation and maintenance activities require that certain roads 

and/or trails be closed for access to Project infrastructure and such closures remove access to 

existing recreational resources or opportunities. Such closures would be temporary and of short 

duration, lasting only as long as required to complete necessary maintenance of Project 

infrastructure; therefore, impacts would be less than signficant. 

 

  



1

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

From: Betty Anderson <bettysjam@earthlink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 12:13 AM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: Draft EIR to the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Attachments: Response to DEIR transmission lines.docx

Mr. Hanson, 
 
Please find attached my comments to the Draft EIR for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project.  If you have any 
questions please either e‐mail me or call (951) 360‐8723.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Betty A. Anderson 
Jurupa Valley 



November 29, 2011 
 
11378 Pena Way 
Jurupa Valley, CA  91752‐1620 
 
 
 
Mr. George Hanson 
Project Manager 
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Riverside Public Utilities 
390l Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 9250l 
 
Mr. Hanson, 
 
These are my comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Riverside 
Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) report.   
 
First, I take issue with your Executive Summary.   In ES.2 Project  Background and Purpose of 
the EIR  on page 2 it states that the DEIR will inform the public of the significant environmental 
effects of the project,  and identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.  The RPU/SCE staff assigned to the community 
outreach meetings failed to address the concerns of the residents of Jurupa Valley.  
  
At the RTRP meeting at the Indian Hills Country Club the RPU/SCE staff displayed a hair dryer, a 
microwave oven and a cell phone, and told the public that the EMF’s from the transmission 
lines would have the same effect as the EMF’s from these items on humans.  In addition they 
handed out a small booklet EMF which was dated June of 2002.  This booklet talked about 
several sources of EMF’s, but never about the EMF’s from 230kV transmission lines.  Since 2002 
there have been several studies which show the harmful effects of EMF’s from 230kV 
transmission lines on humans especially children, but our comments to RPU/SCE staff fell on 
deaf ears.  At that meeting large artistic renderings were displayed showing a country road with 
the single tubular steel pole transmission lines adjacent to the road.  The RPU/SCE staff stated 
that the lattice steel towers would not be used for this project, but that is contrary to what is 
stated on page 6 of the Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report Table 1. of the DEIR.   
 
One of the proposed routes shown at the April 25, 2007 meeting used the Union Pacific (UP) 
right of way adjacent to Van Buren Blvd.  This route was eliminated only after I told Mr. Lanny 
Schmid Director of Environmental Operation Center, Union Pacific (Omaha, Nebraska) on April 
26, 2007, of the RTRP’s plan to use the UP right of way for the transmission lines.  Contact was 
apparently made by UP to the RPU that this plan was not going to happen.  The RPU/SCE staff 
apparently never initiated contact with the UP as the DEIR seems to indicate.  The RPU/SCE  
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Page 2. Comments to DEIR of the RTRP by Betty A. Anderson (con’t) 
 
should have included the UP in their planning prior to attempting to use the UP right of way 
since the UP operates under Federal not State guidelines. 
 
At this and subsequent community meetings I repeatedly mentioned that the California Public 
Utilities CPU guidelines state that to eliminate the harmful effects of EMF’s, that the 
transmission lines should be raised higher from the ground.  However, to reduce the effects of 
the high Santa Ana winds that Jurupa Valley experiences regularly, that the lines should be 
lowered.  I asked the RPU/SCE staff if the lines would be raised to reduce the effects of the 
EMF’s or lowered to reduce the effects of the strong winds.  The staff never answered that 
question.  
 
In Table ES‐2 Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts the RPU/SCE also states the 
streets that would have scenic vistas impacted.  Only Van Buren and 68th St. are in Jurupa  
 
Valley, yet Jurupa Valley will get the majority of the 230kV transmission lines.  Most of the 
streets that are near the 230 lines in Jurupa Valley are not mentioned.  In addition, none of the 
Jurupa Valley streets near the Van Buren alternate route or the Bain Street route are 
mentioned.  Also, the fact that the 230kV lines will travel through an existing shopping center 
parking lot (Vernola Market Place) that is adjacent to the I‐15 freeway (a gateway to Jurupa 
Valley).  The alternate route along Van Buren will also cross through an existing shopping center 
parking lot and then over a proposed Senior Assisted Living facility.  None of these residents 
matter to RPU/SCE, only the residents of the City of Riverside seems to matter. 
 

In ES.8 Alternatives to the Propose Project, the DEIR mentions the Van Buren Offset Alternative 
as an alternate route, and then states “several other alternatives were considered but 
eliminated from consideration as infeasible”.  Attendees at several of the community meetings 
asked why undergrounding the 230kV lines was not considered.  We were told by both RPU and 
SCE representatives that undergrounding the 230kV lines was not possible.  We have since 
learned that undergrounding 230kV lines is possible and has taken place in other parts of 
California, other states, and in other countries.  The RPU has decided that saving money by 
placing the 230kV lines above ground was more important to those who would benefit but 
would not have the 230kV lines in their community, than doing what was right for those who 
would endure this blight (Jurupa Valley residents). 
 

It seems odd that nowhere in the DEIR does it mention alternative energy sources or any 
mandates by the city of Riverside for alternative energy for new development.  The Riverside 
Community College recently underwent a major renovation which included a new parking 
structure and no solar panels.  The University of California, Riverside also has a new building 
with no solar panels or alternative energy sources.  The Renaissance Plan for the city of 
Riverside shows numerous buildings that have either been built or renovated, but solar is not 
advertised as being integrated into these buildings.   
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Page 3 Comments to DEIR of the RTRP by Betty A. Anderson (con’t) 
 
The city of Riverside has Orangecrest as one of its newer neighborhoods, and a sphere of 
influence that includes Woodcrest, but has not mandated developers to use alternative energy 
sources for their developments of homes, schools, shops, warehouses, or other businesses.  Yet 
Riverside calls itself “The City of Arts and Innovation”.  The city of Riverside is using outdated 
obsolete technology with the RTRP, but as long as its citizens don’t see most of this project in 
their city it is acceptable to them.   
 

Citizens of Jurupa Valley have continuously argued for the “Eastern Route” for the 230kV lines if 
they have to be above ground.  This route would bring the 230kV lines down Agua Mansa Rd. to 
the Market Street Bridge and they would cross the Santa Ana River from there and proceed into 
Riverside.   The DEIR never explains why the eastern route was eliminated.  Several individuals 
including officials from the City of Jurupa Valley and developers have tried unsuccessfully to get 
an answer from RPU/SCE on why the eastern route was eliminated, but there was never a 
justifiable answer to this question.  
 
Under Chapter 1:  Purpose and Need, item 1.1.2 the DEIR mentions all the public meetings that 
the RTRP has had.  Several developers and property owners along the I‐15 corridor were never 
contacted except by other community members.  This is unacceptable and would not be 
tolerated within the city of Riverside, so it should not be tolerated within the city of Jurupa 
Valley.  All affected property owners need to be contacted and updated on the project and not 
just city officials within the city of Riverside. 
 

In Chapter 2:  Under 2.1 Project Setting the DEIR erroneously list Jurupa Valley as 
unincorporated Riverside County.  The DEIR makes no secret of the fact that the route is 
“almost entirely developed”, yet the RPU/SCE have no qualms about proceeding over or 
adjacent to homes, shopping centers, schools, and other businesses of a city that would reap no 
benefit from the RTRP. 
 

In Chapter 3, the Environmental Analysis    Regulatory Setting is obsolete since it states that 
“the Proposed Project would be located on lands within the County of Riverside and the cities 
of Riverside and Norco.”  This is no longer the case since the incorporation of Jurupa Valley.  
The City of Jurupa Valley has adopted Riverside County Land Use Elements (LU), Open Space 
Elements (OS), and Circulation Elements (C) of the Riverside County General Plan.   
 

The DEIR ignores LU 25.5 which states:  “Require that public facilities be designed to consider 
their surroundings and visually enhance, not degrade the character of the surrounding area.”  
In the case of the DEIR, the 230kV transmission lines will degrade the character of both the I‐
15/Limonite Interchange which includes commercial/residential/schools and the Van Buren 
offset which also includes commercial/residential neighborhoods. 
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Page 4  Comments to DEIR of the RTRP by Betty A. Anderson (con’t) 
 
The DEIR ignores OS 20.2 which states:  “Prevent unnecessary extension of public facilities, 
services, and utilities, for urban uses, into Open Space‐Conservation designated areas.”  The 
trails along the Santa Ana River would apply in this case as well as the Hidden Valley Wildlife 
Preserve, but the DEIR downplays the value of this area. 
 

The DEIR ignores C 25.2 which states:  “Locate new and relocated utilities underground when 
possible.  All remaining utilities shall be located or screened in a manner that minimizes their 
visibility by the public.”  The housing developments and the commercial developments along 
the 1‐15 corridor comply with this requirement, but RPU/SCE insist that undergrounding the 
230kV is impossible even though as previously stated this has been done in other parts of the 
state, other states, and other countries.  It is just that RPU/SCE does not want to spend the 
extra money needed to meet this requirement. 
 

The DEIR ignores the Jurupa Area Plan JURAP 7.13 which states:  “If approved, lines shall be 
placed underground where feasible and shall be located in a manner to harmonize with the 
natural environment and amenity of the river.”  The 230kV lines will not only travel over the  
 
Santa Ana River but will travel over trails and an adjacent golf course which provides scenic 
vistas downplayed be the DEIR. 
 

Figure 3.2.1‐16 Photo Simulation Viewpoint 4 is especially telling since the proposed project 
photo shows 550kV towers.  This must be the same bait and switch tactic that SCE used in 
Chino Hills where they used a 69kV right of way to try placing 550kV transmission lines.  
RPU/SCE must think that those of us most adversely affected by this project don’t know the 
difference between the 230kV towers and the 550kV towers. 
 

Figure 3.2.1‐17 Photo Simulation Viewpoint 5 Clearly shows the 230kV lattice type towers yet 
RPU/SCE stated at the public meetings that they would not use these types of towers. 
 

Figure 3.2.1‐22. Photo Simulation Viewpoint 14 Demonstrates the careless, cavalier attitude of 
the RPU/SCE.  The first photo shows what most people would consider a fantastic view.  The 
simulated photo shows a mixture of a 230kV tower in the middle of the Goose Creek Golf 
Course, and 550kV towers in the background.  In addition, the DEIR states that the view is only 
affected by those within 1.5 miles of the towers and lines.  Yet the 550kV towers near 
Crestlawn Cemetery are clearly visible and more than 1.5 miles away.  In addition, the tower 
just out of view on the right side of the photo would be across the street from Vander Molen 
Elementary School. 
 

Figure 3.2.1‐23. Photo Simulation Viewpoint 15. This unfortunate Norco city resident will have 
his/her property value substantially diminished by this 550kV tower behind the home. 
 

Figure 3.2.1‐26. Photo Simulation Viewpoint 18 
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Page 5 Comments to DEIR of the RTRP by Betty A. Anderson (con’t) 
 
 Odd how the DEIR states that there must be a Right of Way under the 230kV towers and lines, 
yet in this photo there isn’t any right of way, there are trees, scrubs, cars in the shopping center 
parking lot, and parking lot light fixtures.  In addition, according to the design that was shown at 
the public meetings, RPU/SCE showed the tower right in between the Del Taco and the Jamba 
Juice in this shopping center.  This picture also shows a lattice type tower in the background 
which was allegedly not going to be used by RPU/SCE. 
 
In Chapter 3 under 230kV Transmission Line, the DEIR states that “The route would have 
moderate visual impacts as it passes through the existing Vernola Marketplace commercial 
center”.  The reality is it would have major visual impacts especially for the citizens of Jurupa 
Valley and Eastvale and the employees who work there. 
 
At the Jurupa Valley Community Workshop of September 13, 2011, on the 230kV line issue, Mr. 
David Wright of RPU indicated that Jurupa Valley would benefit from the 230kV lines because 
they would help power pumps and infrastructure of the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) to 
Jurupa Valley.  Currently, Jurupa Valley relies on the Chino Groundwater Basin, and the  
 
Riverside South Basin for all the city’s water not MWD.  Mr. Wright seemed to be grasping at 
straws when he attempted to show how the 230kV lines would benefit Jurupa Valley. 
 
Several governmental agencies that represent the citizens of Jurupa Valley have made 
resolutions in opposition to the RTRP.  These agencies include:  Jurupa Unified School District, 
Jurupa Area Recreation and Parks District, Jurupa Community Services District,  the Riverside 
County Board of Supervisors, and the City of Jurupa Valley. 
 
It is unfortunate that the City of Riverside has issues with the reliability of its electrical system, 
but the City should not use its neighbors as a place for its electrical blight.  If the City of 
Riverside truly needs new electrical infrastructure and has no alternative than to cross the 
borders of Jurupa Valley, then the only acceptable means of installing the 230kV transmission 
lines through the City are to place the lines underground or as previously mentioned from the 
Mira Loma –Vista 230 kV Transmission Line to Agua Mansa Road, crossing at the Market Street 
Bridge into the City of Riverside.  These are the only two alternatives acceptable to the people 
of Jurupa Valley. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
BETTY A. ANDERSON 
Jurupa Valley 
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ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter HHHH: Betty A. Anderson 

Response to Comment HHHH-1 

Per requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code 21000–21177) and the 2011 CEQA 

Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000–

15387), the RTRP DEIR complies with CEQA requirements, including, but not limited to, 

consideration of reasonable and feasible alternatives (Chapter 6) and disclosure and analysis of 

environmental impacts (Chapter 3). As described in Chapter 7 of the DEIR, during DEIR 

development, a series of nine informational Public Open Houses were held in both the City of 

Riverside and unincorporated sections of Riverside County. Sites where Riverside County 

meetings were held subsequently incorporated into the City of Jurupa Valley. See Section 7.2.2 

and Table 7.2-3 of the DEIR. At these meetings, representatives from both RPU and SCE were 

available to receive comments and discuss technical and environmental aspects of the Proposed 

Project. Section 7.4 summarizes issues and concerns raised during public involvement activities. 

Additionally, see Master Response #8.  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-2 

Several commenters provided the Lead Agency with comments regarding EMF issues associated 

with the Proposed Project. Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-3 

The DEIR presents the proposed 230 kV portion of the Proposed Project as a combination of 

tubular steel poles (TSPs) and lattice steel towers (LSTs). Section 2.4 of the DEIR describes the 

electrical and physical aspects of the Proposed Project. These structures were shown on the 

presentation boards and discussed by RPU during all of the public meetings, including the April 

25, 2007 meeting at the Indian Hills Country Club. Contrary to the commenter‘s assertion, the 

illustrations on the presentation boards included a ―Project Status‖ flowchart and a figure of four 

structure configurations: a ―230 kV Lattice Steel Tower,‖ two ―230 kV Tubular Steel Pole‖ 

configurations, and a ―69 kV Transmission Line (Steel or Wood Poles)‖ configuration.  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-4 

The Lead Agency first initiated contact with Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) in 2006. 

Coordination with UPRR was conducted during route development to identify environmental 

issues. This process culminated with UPRR‘s 2008 ―irreversible conclusion‖ refusing to approve 

an application to construct either the 69 kV or the 230 kV lines in railroad right-of-way (Greg L. 

Pinker, UPRR, letter dated May 15, 2008). This information is in the project record. The 

commenter did not initiate this process.  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-5 

As stated in the DEIR, ―Specific structure height, material, mass, and spacing would be 

determined upon final engineering and would be constructed in compliance with CPUC General 

Order (GO) 95.‖ See Master Response #6, regarding EMF. The Proposed Project would be 

constructed using California EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities. 
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Response to Comment HHHH-6 

Approximately 50% (approximately 5.4 miles) of the proposed 230 kV portion of the Proposed 

Project would be located within the boundaries of Jurupa Valley. For the proposed 230 kV line, a 

three-mile-wide corridor was used for the analysis of impacts to aesthetic resources. Page 3-5 of 

the DEIR (in Section 3.2.1) describes the detailed study area used for visual analysis. Alternate 

routes and their impacts are discussed in Chapter 6. 

 

The 230 kV transmission line‘s route has been modified to avoid the Vernola Marketplace 

parking lot by following I-15 roughly south and to the east of the California Department of 

Transportation‘s ROW. Additionally, the route along the Goose Creek Golf Club and Santa Ana 

River crossing has been slightly modified to utilize one double-circuit structure on each side of 

the river, instead of the previously presented two single-circuit structures. Finally, the route‘s 

path through the City of Riverside Water Quality Control Plant has been shifted to the north side 

of the plant property to reduce potential conflicts with current operations and possible future 

development at the plant. These routing changes are described in Section 2.3.1 in Chapter 2 of 

the DEIR (Volume II of this FEIR). 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-7 

Please see Master Comment Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-8 

The DEIR does discuss alternative energy sources. Section 6.4.2 discusses both new generation 

(additional within-City power plants) and distributed generation (including alternative energy), 

as well as energy conservation options. The City of Riverside Department of Public Utilities 

currently supports a program to provide incentives for within-City alternative energy 

development. To date, this program has resulted in 4 MW of photovoltaic generation with the 

City (compared with the anticipated 560 MW of additional capacity that would be provided by 

the Proposed Project). The City is on track to meet or exceed California‘s mandated renewable 

portfolio standards. Despite this progress, energy demand within the City is substantial, and 

alternative energy sources alone do not have the ability to meet the Proposed Project‘s Purpose 

and Need. Per Section 15126.6 (f)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, ―[a]n EIR need not consider an 

alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote 

and speculative.‖ 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-8a 

The comment that transmission and subtransmission are obsolete technologies is not accurate. 

Currently, the CPUC is reviewing or monitoring 40 new transmission line or transmission line-

supporting projects. High voltage transmission is integral to meeting State and federal renewable 

energy goals. Contrary to the comment, most of the Proposed Project elements would be 

constructed within the City of Riverside. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-9 

Section 6.4.4 of the DEIR clearly explains the challenges encountered in trying to identify an 

eastern route as well as the reasons for its elimination. Please see Master Response #10b. 
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Response to Comment HHHH-10 

Chapter 7 of the DEIR reviews the process of public and agency notification in addition to 

outreach efforts that were conducted for the Proposed Project. Public notice was provided not 

just to city officials, but also to Riverside County officials and the general public in the manner 

required by CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-11 

Please see Master Response #8, regarding the City of Jurupa Valley, and Master Response #14, 

regarding local benefits. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-12 

Please see Master Response #8, regarding the City of Jurupa Valley, Master Response #12, 

regarding land use plan consistency, and Master Response #13, regarding data collection. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-13 

Please see Master Response #12, regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-14 

The DEIR does not ignore Multipurpose Open Space element Policy OS 20.2. A consistency 

determination with Multipurpose Open Space Element Policy OS 20.2 can be found under Land 

Use Compatibility Policy LU 6.2 (pages 3-240 and 3-241 of the DEIR). Also, see Master 

Response #12, regarding land use plan consistency. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-15 

Please see Master Responses #10a, regarding undergrounding, and #12, regarding land use plan 

consistency. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-16 

The commenter is incorrect. Pages 3-18, 3-242, and 3-243 of the DEIR address JURAP 7.13. As 

stated in the DEIR, significant impacts on views of the river corridor, golf course, and trails are 

expected for the Proposed Project, and are discussed on page 3-54.  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-17 

The commenter is incorrect. No part of the Proposed Project would be constructed using 550 kV 

facilities. Visual simulations were prepared using possible structure types based on preliminary 

engineering. The proposed tie-in point for the Proposed Project is the Mira Loma to Vista #1 

230 kV transmission line. A 550 kV build-out would not be possible.  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-18 

A graph presenting typical structures, including lattice steel towers, was displayed at public open 

houses. Chapter 2 of the DEIR describes the Proposed Project, including all project elements. 
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Response to Comment HHHH-19 

See Response to Comment HHHH-17 regarding structure voltage. The RTRP does not propose 

any 550 kV facilities. No 550 kV structures are shown in any visual simulations in the DEIR. 

 

It is unknown what the commenter is referring to regarding the statement that views are only 

affected within 1.5 miles of the towers and lines. A study area located 1.5 miles from the 

alternative centerlines was inventoried for visual resources because this is the distance at which 

moderate to high, or potentially significant, aesthetic impacts would occur in the setting occupied 

by the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project, as the commenter correctly states, could be seen 

at a greater distance, potentially several miles, but significant aesthetic impacts would not occur 

at a distance greater than 1.5 miles. The DEIR acknowledged that the Proposed Project, as noted 

by the commenter, would be across the street from VanderMolen Elementary School, and 

significant aesthetic impacts would occur from this area (as stated on page 3-55 of the DEIR).  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-20 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-21 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts, and Master Response #2 

regarding vague and unclear comments.  

 

Response to Comment HHHH-22 

See Response to Comment HHHH-18. The DEIR clearly includes lattice steel towers as part of 

the Proposed Project. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-23 

See Response to Comment BBBB-8. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-24 

Please see Master Response #1 and Master Response #14, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment HHHH-25 

See Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding and Master Response #10b regarding the 

Eastern Route. With agencies that commented on the DEIR (including any that adopted 

resolutions), the Lead Agency has responded herein to all comments received on the DEIR in 

accordance with CEQA. 

 

  



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
From: Kevin and Carolyn Hoggard <khoggard@dslextreme.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2011 7:12 PM 
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Subject: proposed power lines through Jurupa Valley 
 
Dear RTRP: 
 
Please add our names to those who are very strongly opposed to the routing of new high 
power transmission lines through Jurupa Valley. It is deplorable that our community, 
which which would receive none of the benefit, would be forced to incur all of the 
problems these lines and towers will create. Please do the right thing and route them 
through Agua Mansa and Riverside. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kevin and Carolyn Hoggard 
5451 Sunset Ridge Dr. 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 
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Comment Letter IIII: Kevin and Carolyn Hoggard 

Response to Comment IIII-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please see additional 

information on routes extending from the proposed substation eastward in Master Response 

#10b. Please also see Master Response #14 regarding local benefits. 

 

  



October 6, 2011 

George Hansen 
Project Manager 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, Califomia 92501 

fij)~@~OID~~ 
W DEC 05 2011 W 
B 

Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) - Proposed 230 KVTransmission Line (1-15 Route) 

We are notifying your agency of our concems and opposition to the subject proposed transmission line 
route through the property we own located on the parcel we lease to the Goose Creek Golf Club in the 
City of J.urupa Valley. This project involving the installation of 175-foot stationery steel transmission towers 
with associated spanning transmission lines traversing our property and permanent access roads for on
going maintenance requirements through this property would be a travesty. A highly successful, thriving golf 
course business which has through the years expanded into a first class PGA-rated venue would be 
threatened. 

Project construction activities would be in conflict with a present on-going business as well as future 
recreational activities and development. Golfers' play would be affected when partiCipating in an area within 
dose overhead proximity of power lines with concernment for health concerns associated with EMF levels. 
The electrical humming, popping, sparKing of transformers and electromagnetic field effects emanating 
from these high-voltage power lines would be a continual disturbance and hindrance to our valued 
customers. Also, the visual effects of this project would have a profound impact degrading the existing 
character of the golf course scenic landscape which is beautifully designed along the corridor of the Santa 
Ana River and wildlife preserve. Also, the quality interface of residential recreation associated with the 
course, river trails and other open space uses should be a concemment and a good reason for the 
reconsideration of this route going through this property. 

More mentionables - Resulting golf course repairs, redesign and business re-establishment costs would 
be exorbitant. Erosion and damage to water sources resulting from construction and on-going, required 
maintenance is to be a major concern. Erosion repair almost never returns to its solid natural state. Golf 
course employment, surrounding community participation, local student golf instructional programs, 
PGA toumaments, and promotional events would be disrupted. 

Your careful attention and review of the foregoing issues and concerns we have will be appreCiated. Your 
support in further exploring and achieving a more viable, altemate route, bypassing the golf course property 
will avoid many negative issues which could severely impact a sound, successful business commodity which 
effectively serves the city, county and state economically, socially and environmentally. 

Thank you for granting us the opportunity to comment. 

~~ 
Bonnie Kimm 

Distribution: 

CPUC Administrative Law Judge 
The Honorable John F. Tavaglior1(Bob Dutlon, Bill Emmerson, Paul Cook, Kevin Jeffries, Brian Nestonde 
Jim Nelsen, Laura Roughton 
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Comment Letter JJJJ: Bonnie Kimm and Irene Kimm Hammons 

Response to Comment JJJJ-1 

Thank you for your comment; it has become part of the project record. Please also see Master 

Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-2 

Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7, regarding social and 

economic impacts, and Responses to Comments U-1 through UUU-11. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-3 

Please see Master Response #6, regarding EMF, Master Response #7, regarding social and 

economic impacts, and Responses to Comments U-1 through UUU-11. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-4 

Potentially significant impacts to the Santa Ana River Corridor and Goose Creek Golf Club 

recreationists are discussed on page 3-54 of the DEIR. Please also see Responses to Comments 

U-1 through UUU-11. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-5 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-6 

See Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts and Response to Comment 

UUU-6. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-7 

See Master Response #2 regarding vague and conclusory comments. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJ-8 

Please see Master Response #1, found in Section 2.2.1 herein and Master Response #10 

regarding Alternatives. 

 

  



California Public Utilities Commission 

Attn: Consumer Affairs Branch 
By 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Sir or Madame: 

The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department and Southern California Edison Company are planning 

to construcwew 230KILe!ectric tra<lsmissio".li<l€-s-thr:ough-the Cit-y of Jurupa Vailey .-The proposecl 

route impacts existing schools, recreation areas and shopping, as we ll as future projects in the City of 

Jurupa Valley_ 

I am a citizen of Jurupa Valley, and I am concerned about the safety of these high voltage power lines 

and their effect on the environment as well as the living conditions in our city. These lines, if 

constructed as proposed, will have a negative impact on public revenue and property value. 

These power lines will provide no benefit to the City of Jurupa Valley_ The proposed route is not the 

only option. The Eastern route through Agua Mansa Road across the Santa Ana River at the Market 

Street Bridge would have the least impact on our city and residents, and that is the option that should 

be used for this project. 

Sincerely, 

~reo~' 
Diana Leja • U -
6601 Raven Circle 

Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

Cc: Riverside Public Utilities Department 

Riverside City Council 
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Comment Letter KKKK: Diana Leja 

Response to Comment KKKK-1 

The comment refers to ―safety‖ of the lines and their effects on the environment. The Proposed 

Project would be constructed using California EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities, 

CPUC‘s General Order 95, and standard practices for avian safety (per Mitigation Measure BIO-

02). Also, please see Master Response #6 regarding EMF and Master Response #7 regarding 

economic and social impacts. 

 

Response to Comment KKKK-2 

A number of commenters suggested alternatives, including an Eastern Route. Please see Master 

Comment #10b. Please also see Master Response #14 regarding local benefits. 
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Comment Letter LLLL: Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

Response to Comment LLLL-1 

Thank you for your comment. It has become part of the project record. Although, as stated in the 

letter, the Proposed Project is within the Aboriginal Territory of the Luiseno people and not 

within the Rincon Historic boundaries, the Rincon Band will be notified if any findings of 

cultural significance are made during construction or operation and maintenance of the Proposed 

Project. Additionally, contact information for Rincon has been updated as requested. 
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Comment Letter MMMM: Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

Response to Comment MMMM-1 

Thank you for your comment. It has become part of the project record. Although, as stated in the 

letter, the Proposed Project is within the Aboriginal Territory of the Luiseno people and not 

within the Rincon Historic boundaries, the Rincon Band will be notified if any findings of 

cultural significance are made during construction or operation and maintenance of the Proposed 

Project. Additionally, contact information for Rincon has been updated as requested. 

  



1

Tonkovich, Jessica

From: albegolfin@charter.net
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2012 2:42 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: proposed rts.

P.U.D. 
I STILL CANNOT BELEIVE THAT THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE WILL NOT CONSIDERTHE EASTERN MOST ROUTE
. IT ONLY MAKES SENSE THAT THRU AGUA MANSOR ACROSS THE SANTA ANA RIVER DOWN THE 
EXISTING ACCESS ROAD TO THE SUBSTATIONS WOULD BE LESS INTRUSIVE BOTH FINANCIALLY TO THE 
CITY OF JURUPA VALLEY AND RIVERSIDE AS WELL AS NOT INTERFERING WITH THE COMMERCIAL 
PROPERTIES IT WILL DISSECT. WHAT ABOUT THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL IN HOMESTEAD ESTATES 
SOUTH OF LIMONITE/WINEVILLE?
RIVERSIDE PRIDES ITSELF ON BEING GREEN ONLY WHEN IT DOES NOT AFFECT THEIR CITY, 
WHAT ABOUT THEIR NEIGHBORS? DON'T WE COUNT?
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Comment Letter NNNN: albegolfin@charter.net 

Response to Comment NNNN-1 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment NNNN-2 

Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, SCE evaluated an alternative 

alignment suggestion by the Vernola Marketplace property owner that was received during the 

DEIR public review and comment period and determined it was feasible. The proposed 

realignment would place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission line between the Vernola 

Marketplace buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. This 

realignment would skirt the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property away from the 

shopping center‘s parking area. See Response to Comment P-114. 

 

Response to Comment NNNN-3 

Please see Master Response #2 regarding vague or conclusory comments. 

 

  

mailto:albegolfin@charter.net


1

Tonkovich, Jessica

From: Ted Rozzi <trozzi@cnusd.k12.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2012 1:36 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: cabinet; Debora Marks; Sherry L. Kaib
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Attachments: Riverside RTRP.pdf; Proposed Project-RiversideRTRP.pdf

Mr.�Hanson,�today�the�Corona�Norco�Unified�School�District�Facilities�Division�received�a�copy�of�the�Notice�of�Public�
Hearing�for�the�above�named�project.�According�to�the�information�on�the�two�attached�documents,�the�new�230�kV�
transmission�line�will�run�along�the�south�edge�of�the�68th�Street�from�Interstate�15�east�to�approximately�Smith�Avenue�
in�Mira�Loma�before�deflecting�to�the�southeast.�This�proposed�alignment�would�place�the�new�230kV�line�immediately�
across�68th�Street�from�VanderMolen�Elementary�School.�According�to�Title�5,�California�Code�of�Regulations�§�14010.�
Standards�for�School�Site�Selection.�“All�districts�shall�select�a�school�site�that�provides�safety�and�that�supports�
learning.�The�following�standards�shall�apply:�c.�The�property�line�of�the�site�even�if�it�is�a�joint�use�agreement�as�
described�in�subsection�(o)�of�this�section�shall�be�at�least�the�following�distance�from�the�edge�of�respective�power�
line�easements:�2.�150�feet�for�220�230�kV�line.��
�
While�there�currently�exist�a�30�66kV�transmission�line�on�the�south�side�of�68th�Street,�which�runs�approx.�90’�from�the�
District�property�line,�the�required�150’�setback�for�proposed�line�230�kV�would�stretch�into�the�existing�kindergarten�
play�area�which�represents�the�site’s�youngest�students.�Please�contact�my�office�at�your�earliest�convenience�to�discuss�
the�project.�
�
Ted�E.�Rozzi�
Assistant�Superintendent,�Facilities�
Corona�Norco�Unified�School�District�
2820�Clark�Avenue,�Norco�CA�92860�1903�
(951)�736�5045�Voice�
(951)�736�5047�Fax�
(951)�285�8299�Mobile�
�
�
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-306 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter OOOO: Ted Rozzi, Corona-Norco Unified School District 

Response to Comment OOOO-1 

In consultation with the State Department of Health Services and electric power companies, the 

California Department of Education established the following limits for locating any part of a 

school site property line near the edge of easements for high-voltage power transmission lines: 

 

1. 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50 to 133 kV line  

2. 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220 to 230 kV line  

3. 350 feet from the edge of an easement for a 500 to 550 kV line  

 

The Proposed Project (230 kV transmission line component) would not be located within 150 

feet of an existing and/or proposed school. According to preliminary engineering estimates, the 

VanderMolen Elementary School property line would be located approximately 190 feet from 

the edge of the RTRP 230 kV transmission line ROW. Accordingly, the commenter is incorrect 

in stating that the play area would be located less than 150 feet from the proposed 230 kV 

transmission line ROW. During final design of the Proposed Project, SCE and RPU would 

coordinate with the Corona-Norco Unified School District on the alignment in the vicinity of 

VanderMolen Elementary School. 
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Tonkovich, Jessica

From: chaklashiy@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2012 3:44 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: bhanukumar@aol.com
Subject: RIVERSIDE Transmission Reliability Project - Rout change request

Dear Mr. Hanson:  

I received the Notice of Public Meeting for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project on Date:April 5, 2012, 9 AM. 

I would like to request the 230KV line route change between the Limonite to 68th st. in Mira Loma. California. 

Please move the 230KV power Line route from Pats Ranch road which is very close to the residential area to behind the 
Shopping center (which is commercial areas) along the 15 Freeway. 

I am an Electronics Engineer and I understand the effect of High Power Lines near the residential area. This high power 
Line will cause very high broadband noise and will affect the performance of the Electronics devices used in the 
residential area. 

High Power Line passing by the residential area can also cause health problems and reduce the values of the Houses. 

Thanks for consideration! 

Kumar Chaklashiya 
11954 64th st 
Mira Loma, Ca 91752 

Phone: 951-781-4540 (bus) 
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-307 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter PPPP: Kumar Chaklashiya 

Response to Comment PPPP-1 

Thank you for your comment. Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, 

SCE evaluated an alternative alignment suggestion by the Vernola Marketplace property owner 

that was received during the DEIR public review and comment period and determined it was 

feasible. The proposed realignment would place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission 

line between the Vernola Marketplace buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite 

Avenue. This realignment would move further west away from residential areas along Pat‘s 

Ranch Road. See Response to Comment P-114. 

  

Response to Comment PPPP-2 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF). Refer to 

Appendix C of the DEIR for discussion of EMF associated with RTRP. Also see Section 3.2.11, 

Noise, of the DEIR in Volume II for discussion regarding Radio Interference. 

 

Response to Comment PPPP-3 

The CPUC adopted a policy that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of 

education, information, and precaution-based approaches. This will be discussed in more in 

detail in the Field Management Plan that will be prepared for the Proposed Project. Health and 

safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of 

the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety associated with 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  

 

Regarding property values, please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social 

impacts.  
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Tonkovich, Jessica

From: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: FW: RPU Transmissions Reliability Project
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Good Afternoon Lou, 

I trust you are well. Yesterday, our office received the email below. I have followed up with the resident today. 
I mentioned that additional research could be provided if desired.

What information can be provided at this point?  

Thank you for your time.  

Please see below:  

"Council Members, Bob & John, 

I received a call yesterday from a very upset resident concerning a notice of public hearing that he received 
from the City of Riverside. The notice is regarding the transmission lines that we be coming near our area but 
not in our City. This resident is irate because he lives in Eastvale and has been notified because his house will 
be within 1000 feet of the proposed lines and they will be VanderMolen Elementary as well which is where his 
children attend school. 

He is very upset about the health and welfare of his children and family and the risk this poses. In addition, he 
said he expressly purchased this house because it was not near transmission lines. 

He asked to speak to a council member. I told him that you do not keep hours at City Hall but that I would 
forward his information to you. He also dropped off a copy of the hearing notice and a copy has been placed in 
each of your boxes. 

His name is: Andrew Shaffer 6627 Leanne Street Eastvale, CA 91752 (951) 738-0508 

I did tell him that a presentation was given to council a few months back but it was not an action item for our 
council. The lines are not located within our City. I encouraged him and his neighbors to attend the public 
hearing and voice their concerns. He wanted to know where our council/City stood on the issue. I told him I was 
not able to answer that as it was not an action item for our City only an informational presentation. 

When we ended our conversation he was amicable but still wished to speak to a member of the Council. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

Michele Nissen Public Information Officer City of Eastvale 12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910 Eastvale,CA 
91752 mnissen@EastvaleCA.gov www.EastvaleCA.gov 951.795.1426 cell 951.361.0900 office Community ~ 
Pride ~ Prosperity"

Sent from the mobile office of Council Member Adam Rush 
12363 Limonite Avenue Ste 910 
Eastvale, Ca 91752 
(951) 833-0878 
www.adamrush.org
Find me on Facebook @ Adam Rush Eastvale 
Follow Me on Twitter @EastvaleMayor  
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-308 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter QQQQ: Andrew Shaffer (via Eastvale Council Member Adam 
Rush) 

Response to Comment QQQQ-1 

The CPUC adopted a policy that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of 

education, information, and precaution-based approaches. This will be discussed in more in 

detail in the Field Management Plan that will be prepared for the Proposed Project. Health and 

safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of 

the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety associated with 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project. With regards to proximity to high-voltage 

transmission lines, the DEIR acknowledges that persons in close proximity to transmission lines 

will be exposed to EMF; the CPUC is aware of the EMF generated by transmission lines, and the 

CPUC will need to determine if additional measures are needed to reduce EMF in order to 

conform to the CPUC‘s EMF-reduction policies. 

 

In consultation with the State Department of Health Services and electric power companies, the 

California Department of Education established the following limits for locating any part of a 

school site property line near the edge of easements for high-voltage power transmission lines: 

 

4. 100 feet from the edge of an easement for a 50 to 133 kV line  

5. 150 feet from the edge of an easement for a 220 to 230 kV line  

6. 350 feet from the edge of an easement for a 500 to 550 kV line  

 

The Proposed Project (230 kV transmission line component) would not be located within 150 

feet of an existing and/or proposed school. According to preliminary engineering estimates, the 

VanderMolen Elementary School property line would be located approximately 190 feet from 

the edge of the RTRP 230 kV transmission line ROW. During final design of the Proposed 

Project, SCE and RPU would coordinate with the Corona-Norco Unified School District on the 

alignment in the vicinity of VanderMolen Elementary School. 
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Tonkovich, Jessica

From: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: FW: type of uses in RPRT/SCE easement 

From: Wright, David  
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2012 10:06 AM 
To: RickBondar@aol.com 
Cc: Hanson, George R. 
Subject: RE: type of uses in RPRT/SCE easement  

Rick,�
Yes,�parking�would�be�an�allowable�use�within�the�easement.��
Dave�
�
David H. Wright, General Manager
Riverside Public Utilities
951.826.5784�
From: RickBondar@aol.com [mailto:RickBondar@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2012 10:05 AM 
To: Wright, David 
Cc: Hanson, George R. 
Subject: type of uses in RPRT/SCE easement  

Dave, We continue to oppose the RPRT along I-15, but should RPU prevail what type of easement is being 
proposed?  Would parking be permitted within the easement. 

Thanks 

Rick Bondar 

McCune & Associates, Inc. 
courier: 14970 Chandler Street, Corona, CA 92880 
mail: PO Box 1295, Corona, CA 92878 
phone (951) 737-7251    fax (951) 737-2026 

PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include privileged, confidential and/or inside information. 
Any distribution or use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient(s) is strictly prohibited and may 
be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender (RickBondar@aol.com) by replying to this 
message and then delete it from your system. Thank you!
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-309 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter RRRR: Rick Bondar, McCune & Associates, Inc. 

Response to Comment RRRR-1 

Thank you for your comment. Parking would be an allowable use within the easement associated 

with the 230 kV component of the RTRP.  
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Tonkovich, Jessica

From: Glick, Harold A CIV NSWC Corona, MS30 <harold.a.glick@navy.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2012 1:28 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: Maintaining I-15 Route

Mr.�Hanson,�
�
I�received�a�letter�from�your�office�about�the�public�meeting�on�the�RTRP.��Since�I�am�not�able�to�attend,�I�want�to�
emphasize�my�support�for�the�I�15�routing�of�the�230�kV�transmission�line;�and�the�associated�routings�as�shown�on�the�
reverse�of�the�of�the�announcement�sheet.���I�do�not�see�why�the�city�of�Jurupa�Valley�would�want�a�change�other�than�
to�enhance�their�revenue�from�your�project;�and�this�at�the�environmental�disruption�to�the�city�in�general.��Please�keep�
the�routings�as�shown,�down�the�I�15�and�then�up�the�Santa�Ana�River�to�your�proposed�substation.�
�
I�would�appreciate�some�clarification�as�to�why�I�received�this�notice.���It�said�that�I�was�receiving�the�notice�because�my�
property�was�within�1000�feet�of�the�project�site.��I�live�at�8013�Rockford�Circle�(just�down�from�the�Indian�Hills�Country�
Club).��Where�does�this�project,�or�what�part�of�this�project,�come�within�1000�feet�of�my�property??��This�is�an�
important�issue�to�me,�and�I�will�appreciate�your�clarification.�
�
Thank�you�for�your�time�&�support.�
�
Yours,�
Harold�Glick�
8013�Rockford�Circle�
Riverside,�CA�92509�
951�685�4266�
Hal�debglick@charter.net�
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-310 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter SSSS: Harold Glick 

Response to Comment SSSS-1 

Thank you for your comment. Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, 

SCE evaluated an alternative alignment of the proposed 230 kV transmission line that was 

suggested by the Vernola Marketplace property owner and determined it was feasible. The 

proposed realignment would place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission line between 

the Vernola Marketplace buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. 

This realignment would skirt the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property away from 

the shopping center‘s parking area. See Response to Comment P-114. 

 

Response to Comment SSSS-2 

Your name and address appear to have been included on the mailing list in error, as your 

property is 6,100 feet from the proposed 230 kV centerline. 
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355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90071-3101 
Telephone 213.626.8484 Facsimile 800.552.0078 

RICHARD RICHARDS March 29, 2012 
(1916-1988) 

GLENN R. WATSON 
(1917-2010) 

HARRY L. GERSHON 
(1922-2007) 

STEVEN L. DORSEY 
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STEVEN R. OIR 
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KAYSER O. SUME 

PETER M. THOISON 
lAMES L. MARKMAN 

CRAIG A. STEELE 
T. PETER PIERCE 

TERENCE R. BOGA 
LISA BOND 

IANET E. COLESON 
ROXANNE M. DiAl 

11M G. GRAYSON 
ROY A. CLARKE 

WILLIAM P. CURLEY III 
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BRUCE W. GALLOWAY 
DIANA It. CHUANG 
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NORMAN A. DUPONT 

DAYID M . SNOW 
LOLLY A. ENRIQUEZ 

KIRSTEN R. BOWMAN 
GINETTA L. GIOVINCO 

TRISHA ORTIZ 
CANDICE K. LEE 

BILLY D. OUNSMORE 
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DEBORAH R. HAKMAN 
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STEVEN L. fLOWER 
CHRISTOPHER I . DiAl 

ERIN L. POWERS 
TOUSSAINT S. BAILEY 

SERITA R. YOUNG 
SHIRl KLIMA 

DIANA H. VARAT 
IULIE A. HAMILL 

ANDREW I. BRADY 
MOLLY R. MCLUCAS 

AARON C. O'DELL 
BYRON MILLER 

Of COUNSEL 
MARK L. LAMKEN 

SAYRE WEAVER 
JIM R. KARPIAK 

TERESA HO·URANO 

SAN FRANCISCO OffiCE 
TELEPHONE "15.421.848,, 

ORANGE COUNTY OfFICE 
TELEPHONE 714.990.0901 

TEMECULA OffiCE 
TELEPHONE 951.695 .2373 

Planning Commission 
City of Riverside 
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor 
Riverside, California 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Planning Commission Meeting on 
April 5,2012 

Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission: 

The City of Jurupa Valley strongly opposes the Riverside Transmission 
Reliability Project ("RTRP") as currently proposed by the City of Riverside and 
Southern California Edison Company along the 1-15 Corridor or Van Buren 
Boulevard because of its adverse impacts on the City of Jurupa Valley and its 
residents, businesses and visitors. The RTRP along either the 1-15 corridor or Van 
Buren Boulevard will destroy the most significant retail areas of the City of Jurupa 
Valley as well as create adverse health and safety impacts for the communities in this 
area of the City. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report, dated August 1, 2011 for the RTRP 
("DEIR") fails to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA"). Attached for your review is a letter dated November 29, 
2011 that I sent to Mr. George Hanson, Project Manager for the RTRP describing the 
conclusions of the City's experts and attorneys that the DEIR fails to comply with 
CEQA. This letter includes a comprehensive analysis of the deficiencies in the DEIR 
prepared by Mr. Peter Lewandowski, the City'S environmental consultant, which 
finds: 

1. The DEIR fails to include the City of Jurupa Valley in its analysis of the 
impacts of the RTRP and fails to designate the City of Jurupa Valley as a 
responsible agency; 

2. The DEIR does not explain why the City of Riverside, and not the 
California Public Utilities Commission, is the Lead Agency for CEQA 
reVIew; 

bcoates
Line

bcoates
Line

bcoates
Line

bcoates
Line

sbennett
Text Box
TTTT-1

sbennett
Text Box
TTTT-2

sbennett
Text Box
TTTT-3

sbennett
Text Box
TTTT-4



/ 

RICHARDS I WATSON I GERSHON 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

Planning Commission 
City of Riverside 
March 29,2012 
Page 2 

3. The DEIR fails to consider the most important alternative to the RTRP, 
the eastern Santa Ana River route; 

4. The environmental review process for the RTRP constitutes an 
impermissible after-the-fact rationalization of the decisions by the 
California Independent Systems Operators Board of Governors to approve 
the City of Riverside and Southern California Edison's request to build the 
RTRP through the City of Jurupa Valley; 

5. The DEIR fails to analyze the RTRP's environmental justice impacts; 

6. The DEIR is premised upon a description of the RTRP that is neither 
stable nor finite; 

7. The DEIR's environmental analysis is fundamentally flawed with respect 
to the following critical areas: 

a. Aesthetic impacts; 

b. Agricultural and forestry resources; 

c. Air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; 

d. Biological resources; 

e. Land use and planning; 

f. Population and housing; 

g. Recreation impacts analysis; as well as 

h. Transportation and traffic analysis; 

8. The DEIR is so fatally flawed that an extensive revision and recirculation 
is required by CEQA. 
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RICHARDS I WATSON I GERSHON 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW -A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

Planning Commission 
City of Riverside 
March 29,2012 
Page 3 

The City's Staff, legal team and environmental experts will be present at your April 5, 
2012 meeting to present further information to you on the deficiencies in the DEIR 
and to answer your questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Peter M. Thorson 

Attachment 

cc: City Council, City of Jurupa Valley 
Gregory Priamos, City Attorney of the City of Riverside 
Michelle Ouellette, Best, Best & Krieger 
Kim Koeppen, RTRP Project Manager, Southern California Edison 
Tony Barranda, RTRP Project Environmental Coordinator, Southern 

California Edison 
Milissa Marona, Southern California Edison 
Ray Hicks, Southern California Edison 
Jensen Uchida, California Public Utilities Commission 
Stephen G. Harding, City Manger City of Jurupa Valley 
George Wentz, Assistant City Manager City of Jurupa Valley 
Roy Stephenson, Public Works Director City of Jurupa Valley 
Thomas Merrell, Planning Manager City of Jurupa Valley 
B. Tilden Kim, Richards, Watson & Gershon 
Ginetta Giovinco, Richards, Watson & Gershon 
Christopher Diaz, Richards, Watson & Gershon 

I 2774-0012\1437524v I.doc 



City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-311 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter TTTT: City of Jurupa Valley (to the Riverside City Planning 
Commission) 

 

(Attachments to Letter TTTT consist of the verbatim contents of Letter P; therefore, they have 

not been included.) 

 

Response to Comment TTTT-1 

Thank you for your comment. Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, 

SCE evaluated an alternative alignment of the proposed 230 kV transmission line that was 

suggested by the Vernola Marketplace property owner and determined it was feasible. The 

proposed realignment would place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission line between 

the Vernola Marketplace buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. 

This realignment would skirt the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property away from 

the shopping center‘s parking area and neighboring residential areas. Please also see Response to 

Comment P-114, and Master Response #8 regarding involvement of the City of Jurupa Valley. 

  

Response to Comment TTTT-2 

Health and safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety 

associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Please also see Master 

Response #6 regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) and Appendix C of the DEIR for 

discussion of EMF associated with RTRP.  

 

Response to Comment TTTT-3 

Please see Master Response #8 regarding involvement of the City of Jurupa Valley. 

 

Response to Comment TTTT-4 

Please see Master Response #5 regarding the Lead Agency. 

 

Response to Comment TTTT-5 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment TTTT-6 

Please see Master Response #9 regarding post hoc rationalization. 

 

Response to Comment TTTT-7 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding Environmental Justice. 

 

Response to Comments TTTT-8 through TTTT-16 

The DEIR‘s environmental analysis is not flawed in these areas. Please see Master Response #9 

regarding post hoc rationalization. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-312 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Response to Comment TTTT-17 

Please see Master Response #4 regarding recirculation. 

  



 

 
 
 
From: Prc2mail [mailto:prc2mail@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2012 3:50 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: LRoughton@JurupaValley.org; VLauritzen@JurupaValley.org; MGoodland@JurupaValley.org;
BHancock@JurupaValley.org; FJohnston@JurupaValley.org
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliabilty Project
 
Dear Mr. Hanson,

 

I received the notice of public meeting regarding the subject project. Unfortunately, I will not be able to

attend due to work schedule constraints.

 

I submitted a written response during the public review period. In fact, I have made phone calls and

sent emails objecting to this plan since it was first proposed. So far, I have only received placating

responses assuring me that everything will be fine and nothing will obstruct my view. I reviewed the

map and this is not true.

 

I am very concerned and upset about the planned placement of the 230 kV Transmission Line. My

objections stem from both health and property value considerations.

 

I own a home in Jurupa Valley. I never would have purchased a home in the location I did, if the

proposed transmission lines were there.

 

I purchased a home within my means, and chose the location carefully. I do not own high value

property or live in an affluent area, but I live in a relatively safe location and I currently have what I

think is a beautiful view from the back of my house to the Jurupa Hills.

 

In addition to concerns about the affect of these lines on my family's health, I cannot afford to have my

property value reduced even further by the placement of transmission lines this close to my property.

Our neighborhood has already experienced the impact of multiple home foreclosures. The proposed

transmission lines would only reduce our property values further. And I strongly object to having my

view obstructed with transmission lines!

 

I believe that these transmission lines would not be considered in this location if the area were more

affluent. We are not wealthy, but we care about our health and what we view from and around our

homes.

 

I ask that the City of Riverside consider the impact to our families, and afford our neighborhood the

same consideration they would give a more affluent area. Please consider alternatives to the proposed

plan.

 

Thank you,

Sarah Posey
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-313 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter UUUU: Sarah Posey 

Response to Comment UUUU-1 

Thank you for your comment. Please see Responses to Comments UUUU-2, UUUU-3 and 

UUUU-4. 

 

Response to Comment UUUU-2 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts. 

 

Response to Comment UUUU-3 

The potential visual impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment UUUU-4 

Health and safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety 

associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Please also see Master 

Response #6 regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) and Appendix C of the DEIR for 

discussion of EMF associated with RTRP. In addition, please see Master Response #7 regarding 

Environmental Justice. 

  

  



April 2,2012

Planning Commission Meeting

City Council Chambers, City Hall

3900 Main Street

Riverside, CA 92522

Work prevents me from attending the meeting in person, however I would still like the
opportunity to state to the Commission my strong opposition to the proposed Riverside
Transmission Reliability Project.

I have lived in the Mira Loma area of Jurupa Valley for over 20 years. I have experienced the

rapid growth of this area, from a small, rural community with a dairy odor, to an area crammed

with warehouses and diesel trucks and the worst air quality in the Country.

We not only have to deal with the pollution from Stringfellow Acid pits, seasonal strong, often

damaging winds and constant noise and road damage from big rigs, but now we are going to be

subjected to the unhealthful environmental impact of huge transmission lines running through

our community.

It seems that our local population suffers a high occurrence of cancers and asthma. The notice

that was mailed out to property owners reveals that there are MANY significant environmental

impacts, and not all of them can be fully mitigated to ‘less than significant” levels. Why would

you allow the Jurupa Valley people be exposed to this type of danger? I think it is time Jurupa

Valley not be exposed to any more unnecessary hazards.

Please consider my opposition.

Thank you.

Lynn Brookens

10529 Bergerac Lane

Jurupa Valley, CA 91752
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-314 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter VVVV: Lynn Brookens 

Response to Comment VVVV-1 

The CPUC adopted a policy that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of 

education, information, and precaution-based approaches. This will be discussed in more in 

detail in the Field Management Plan that will be prepared for the Proposed Project. Health and 

safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of 

the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety associated with 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project.  

 

Response to Comment VVVV-2 

While there are some significant impacts that cannot be fully mitigated to less than significant 

levels, the majority of environmental impacts were determined to be less than significant or less 

than significant with mitigation measures. In addition, Environmental Protection Elements would 

be incorporated into the Proposed Project to provide additional protection and safeguards to 

environmental resources. With regard to air quality impacts, the DEIR concluded that the Project 

would have no direct significant and unavoidable impacts. For discussion of potential health 

impacts related to air quality, please see DEIR Section 3.2.3.  

  



 

 

 

 
From: Hanson, George R. 
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2012 8:57 AM
To: Tonkovich, Jessica
Subject: RE: Telephone Msg.-RTRP
 
I spoke with her.  She is a resident at 11244 Cadbury Drive.  She is not pleased with the aesthetics
of the project.
 
Please add her to the project mailing list if she is not already on it.
 
From: Tonkovich, Jessica 
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2012 2:54 PM
To: Hanson, George R.
Subject: Telephone Msg.-RTRP
 
Voicemail left on the hotline.
JoAnn Burdett w/ The Bureau of Land Management
951-697-5369
 

Jessica Tonkovich
Senior Office Specialist
Riverside Public Utilities
Energy Delivery/Planning
Direct: 951.826.5165
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-315 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter WWWW: JoAnn Burdett 

Response to Comment WWWW-1 

Thank you for your comment. It has become part of the project record. The potential visual 

impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 

  



 
 
From: BARRY WALLNER [mailto:bwallner@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2012 9:15 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Subject: Planning Commission meeting 4/5/2012 Edison EHV transmission line
 
To: Mr. George Hanson, Project Manager
 
Re: Proposed 230KV transmission line.
 
I strongly oppose the construction of the 230KV transmission line near our housing track in
Mira Loma at Township place.  I appose it for a number of reasons, first, the path it is
scheduled to take is along the I-15 highway untill it gets to Limonite and the Vernola
shopping center.  It turns  East and then parallels our housing track , then after it pases the
shopping center, goes back along the I-15.  Edison is placing these extreamly high voltages
near many resedences putting us in harms way of  electro magnetic radiation from the
transmission line.  My second objection is the large amount of interferance these high
voltages will cause.  I am a amatuer radio astronomer and my intrest is in solar flare
detection.  This type of radio recever for monitoring solar flares, is in the 40KHZ to
450KHZ.  My sensitive receiver will become overloaded from the static and hiss of these
high voltage lines near by.  If you ever travel down Hamner in Eastvale, and try to listen to
radio station KFRG 1350, you will not be able to hear it at night until you turn off Hamner
and go East or West.  These transmission lines that parallel Hamner are not nearly is high as
the proposed 230KV system but cause radio interferance even on the AM broadcast band.
The transmission line then heads East toward Riverside on 68th street and will pass an
elemantary school  within 300 feet.  This is not safe to have it near a school and children.
 
I have several suggestions, either find a more remote route away from a residential area for
these transmission lines or bury them underground along I-15.
 
Thank You
Barry and Donna Wallner
11852 Silver Loop, Mira Loma, 91752
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-316 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter XXXX: Barry and Donna Wallner 

Response to Comment XXXX-1 

Thank you for your comment. Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, 

SCE evaluated an alternative alignment of the proposed 230 kV transmission line that was 

suggested by the Vernola Marketplace property owner and determined it was feasible. The 

proposed realignment would place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission line between 

the Vernola Marketplace buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. 

This realignment would skirt the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property away from 

the shopping center‘s parking area and neighboring residential areas. See Response to Comment 

P-114. 

 

Response to Comment XXXX-2 

Please see Master Response #6 regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF). 

 

Response to Comment XXXX-3 

Please see Response to Comment P-139. 

 

Response to Comment XXXX-4 

Please see Master Response #10 regarding alternatives and Appendix D of the DEIR (Siting 

Study). 

 

Response to Comment XXXX-5 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

  



 
 
From: Derek Carrington [mailto:carringtongroup@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2012 7:40 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: Derek Carrington
Subject: Project Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
 
George Hanson, Project Manager
 
I protest all routes going through our area, City of Jurupa
Valley.
 
There is absolutely no reason-or purpose to ingress through our
community.
 
Your much needed power for the city-should be brought
through the
"Eastern Route" ONLY to your transmission station in the city
of Riverside;
off Jurupa; which is properties you already have access to.
 
I have directed correspondence and attended multiple meetings
in "PROTEST"
 
There should be NO consideration-for Southern California
Edison and RPU
Riverside Public Utilities.
 
I have yet to have a response which is required by your EIR for
the project.
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This is unhealthy-ugly-no improvement for our property-
community-families;
but deteriorates our view with unsightly transmission lines and
effects our property 
values.
 
Sincerely,
 
Mr. Derek Carrington
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-317 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter YYYY: Derek Carrington 

Response to Comment YYYY-1 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment YYYY-2 

Please see Comment Letter AAA, where responses to comments that you submitted on the DEIR 

are provided. 

 

Response to Comments YYYY-3  

Health and safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety 

associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Please also see Master 

Response #6 regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF).  

 

Response to Comment YYYY-4 

Please see Master Response #12 regarding lack of local benefits. 

 

Response to Comment YYYY-5 

Please see Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts. 

  



 
 

 
From: K Wright [mailto:twodogkd@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2012 8:51 AM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project; K Wright; Morton, Sherry
Subject: Fw: Karen Doris Wright public comments for the written record AGAINST having Transmission Lines in the Santa Ana River
Bottom and also concerns that Tribes who history of being in the Santa Ana River bottom have NOT been directly contacted as
recommend...
 
Additional Comments for the public Record of 4/5/2012 Riverside Planning Commission Item 2  Requesting that the
meeting on ITEM 2 be moved to a future date for the reason stated below:

I add one item to my comments below:

The online backup for Item 2 could not be downloaded on my computer, and messages said that file was corrupted or
words to that effect.    While I was able to have the documents broken up and emailed to me yesterday afternoon, I
believe that MOST RIVERSIDE CITIZENS who would have tried to access that file which was 31 megabytes according
to City Staff on the phone, very likely could not have accessed it, it seems that the spirit of the Brown Act requiring
access to the document would not have been met since the file did not open.   Also there was no information that the file
was 31 megs in size, which some individuals computers may not have been able to handle.    

Because of this I believe this hearing should be PUT OFF to a future date, and the information available online
including maps be made individually accessible online for 72 hours in labeled smaller files.

Karen Doris Wright

--- On Thu, 4/5/12, K Wright <twodogkd@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: K Wright <twodogkd@yahoo.com>
Subject: Karen Doris Wright public comments for the written record AGAINST having Transmission Lines in the Santa
Ana River Bottom and also concerns that Tribes who history of being in the Santa Ana River bottom have NOT been
directly contacted as recommended by the Native American Heritage Commission, as it has been said Tongva or other
tribes archeological artifacts have been paved over already in the Santa Ana Riverbottom.State for 3/5/2012 9 am
Riverside Planning Commission Item 2
To: "Riverside Transmission Reliability Project" <rtrp@riversideca.gov>, "K Wright" <twodogkd@yahoo.com>,
"Colleen" <city_clerk@riversideca.gov>
Date: Thursday, April 5, 2012, 8:43 AM

Date:  April 5, 2012  8:42 am
To:  Riverside Planning Commission members, c/o rtrp@riversideca.gov, Riverside City Clerk
From:  Karen Doris Wright
Subject:  Karen Doris Wright public comments 

(0)  As I am unable to attend this meeting I request that my written comments emailed be included as written public
comments for todays hearing.
(1)AGAINST having Transmission Lines in the Santa Ana River Bottom 
(2)  Against any decision about the transmission lines UNTIL AFTER EACH TRIBE which have history in the Santa

mailto:twodogkd@yahoo.com
mailto:twodogkd@yahoo.com
mailto:rtrp@riversideca.gov
mailto:twodogkd@yahoo.com
mailto:city_clerk@riversideca.gov
mailto:rtrp@riversideca.gov
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Ana Riverbottom and adjacent areas have been DIRECTLY notified.    A notice to the Native American Heritage
Commission which TELLS YOU TO CONTACT the TRIBES directly, DOES NOT CONSITITUTE NOTICE TO
THESE TRIBES.
(3)  At the recent meeting in Fairmount Park about the Santa Ana River, one or more individuals present stated there IS
A HISTORY of Tribes including I believe they said the TONGVA and one other Tribe IN THE SANTA ANA RIVER
BOTTOM and and also concerns that Tribes who history of being in the Santa Ana River bottom  and that  it has been
said Tongva or other tribes archeological artifacts have been paved over already in the Santa Ana Riverbottom. 
(4)  Direct contact with the aforementioned tribes need to be made, not just simple assertions that there is no need.
(5)  The City of Riverside has or may have a practice and pattern of NOT DIRECTLY CONTACTING TRIBES to
determine if they have a history in areas of concern, instead pretending that contacting teh Native American Heritage
Commission suffices, when in fact that Commisson mails back the ADDRESSES of Tribes that Riverside should be
directly contacting.
(6)  There should be no Transmission Power lines along the Santa Ana River Trail which is an ocean to mountain trail
that thousands will be using.  
(7)  There should be no Tranmission Power lines in the Riverbottom because an unusual Rain event could flood the areas
of the Santa Ana River Trail, despite the fact that the River in the main has been shoved to the other side.   An unusual
event could flood the area of the Santa Ana River Trail.
(8)  The City of Riverside is called Riverside because we are by a River.   We should retain that River free from
instrusions by the Transmission Power lines and my any more development whatsoever other than trails.     Any and all
concessions, parking lots etc should be OUT OF THE RIVER.  
(9)  The Santa Ana River and the Santa Ana River Trail are and will be TOURIST DESTINATIONS for RECREATION
and can bring money into our region as a tourist destination.  But that will not happen if the City of Riverside gluts the
Santa Ana River on our side with unsightly and unhealthy power lines.
(10)  Power Transmission lines come with health issues as one should not spend time near power lines or they may be
impacted with medical issues resulting from nearness spent near those power lines.     Therefore it should not be near the
Santa Ana River Trail.
(11)   I also wonder about the impacts on wildlife and the Santa Ana Sucker.   Have studies been done to guaranteee that
Powerlines near the Santa Ana River will not negatively impact our endangered Santa Ana Sucker.
(12)  I know while driving near power lines that they emit a noise and wonder about the negative impacts of power lines
to the quality of life for those living on the bluffs or near the Power lines such as the two ladies who live near the Santa
Ana Trail in the airplane frame house.

Karen Doris Wright
4167 Central Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-318 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter ZZZZ: Karen Doris Wright (to the Riverside City Planning 
Commission) 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-1 

The Planning Commission meeting was held on April 5, 2012. The staff report was available on 

March 30, 2012. The DEIR was available for public review and comment for over 120 days. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-2 

This comment does not raise any environmental issues so no response is required. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-3 

Please see Response to Comment A-3 regarding Native American coordination. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-4 

The Santa Ana River Trail would still be available for use during operation of the proposed 

230 kV transmission line.  

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-5 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-58.  

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-6 

This comment does not raise any environmental issues so no response is required. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-7 

The CPUC adopted a policy that addresses public concern over EMF with a combination of 

education, information, and precaution-based approaches. This will be discussed in more in 

detail in the Field Management Plan that will be prepared for the Proposed Project. Health and 

safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in Section 3.2.7 of 

the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety associated with 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project. Please also see Master Response #6 

regarding Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF). 

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-8 

Please see Response to Comment DDDD-12. 

 

Response to Comment ZZZZ-9 

Please see Section 3.2.11, Noise, of the DEIR for more information about noise characteristics, 

impacts, and mitigation. 

 

  



 

 
From: Hanson, George R. 
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2012 1:22 PM
To: Tonkovich, Jessica
Subject: Richard Ford
 
Richard F. – call came in on hotline and I returned his call at 909-952-0641 today.
 
His address is 10028 Julian in Riverside, west of Van Buren.
 
He does not like the visual impact of the proposed 230kV lines.
 
Forward as a public comment.
 
George Hanson
Engineering Manager
Riverside Public Utilities
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA  92501
951.826.2400
grhanson@riversideca.gov
 

mailto:grhanson@riversideca.gov
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-319 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter AAAAA: Richard Ford 

Response to Comment AAAAA-1 

Thank you for your comment. The potential visual impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2.1, 

Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 

  



 
 

 
From: Hanson, George R. 
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2012 2:08 PM
To: Tonkovich, Jessica
Subject: Doug Chroeder - 9327 Indiana
 
Spoke with Mr. Chroeder. 
 
He would like to see as much of the 230kV line and 69kV lines placed underground as possible.
 
George Hanson
Engineering Manager
Riverside Public Utilities
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA  92501
951.826.2400
grhanson@riversideca.gov
 

mailto:grhanson@riversideca.gov
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City of Riverside  Chapter 2. Comments Received and Responses to Comments 

 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-320 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter BBBBB: Doug Schroeder 

Response to Comment BBBBB-1 

Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. A section of the 69 kV 

subtransmission line would now be placed underground along Doolittle Street in proximity to the 

Riverside Municipal Airport to be consistent with the airport land use plan. Changes to the 69 kV 

subtransmission line route are described in Chapter 2 of Volume II of this FEIR. 

  



 
 

 
From: Hanson, George R. 
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2012 1:56 PM
To: Tonkovich, Jessica
Subject: Bob Gano - 10018 Julian
 
Another late comment – he doesn’t like the impact that the 230kV lines will have on his view.
 
951-637-0745
 
George Hanson
Engineering Manager
Riverside Public Utilities
3901 Orange Street
Riverside, CA  92501
951.826.2400
grhanson@riversideca.gov
 

mailto:grhanson@riversideca.gov
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-321 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter CCCCC: Bob Gano 

Response to Comment CCCCC-1 

Thank you for your comment. The potential visual impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2.1, 

Aesthetics, of the DEIR. 

  



 
 

 

From: Hanson, George R. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2012 1:49 PM
To: Tonkovich, Jessica
Subject: FW: Riverside Transmission Reliability Program
 
Add this one to late comments received. 
 
Mr. Roth wants to know exactly how the proposed transmission line structures impact their
development.
 
Please forward to Power Engineers.
 

From: Tonkovich, Jessica 
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2012 11:29 AM
To: Hanson, George R.
Subject: FW: Riverside Transmission Reliability Program
 
 

From: Brandon Roth [mailto:BRoth@StrathamHomes.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2012 9:20 AM
To: Hanson, George R.
Cc: Tonkovich, Jessica; Jeff Evans
Subject: Riverside Transmission Reliability Program
 
For today’s 1:30pm conference call – thanks again
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Brandon Roth

Stratham Homes

2201 Dupont Drive

Suite 300

Irvine, CA 92612

Phone:  949-833-1554, x250

Fax:  949-833-7853

Cell:  949-228-1345

 
This message and any attached documents contain information from Stratham Homes, Inc. that may be
confidential in nature and/or privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy,
distribute, or use this information.  If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the
sender immediately by reply e-mail and then delete this message. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-322 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter DDDDD: Brandon Roth (Stratham Homes) 

Response to Comment DDDDD-1 

As currently planned, beginning at the east end of Langdon Drive, an approximately 1/3-mile 

section of the 230 kV transmission line of the Proposed Project would be located along the 

western edge of the property for the proposed Stratham Homes project and parallel to Wineville 

Avenue. The Proposed Project would not bisect the Stratham Homes property. SCE and RPU 

would consult with affected property owners during final design when additional engineering 

occurs to finalize the location of the line and structure placement.  

  



 
 

 
From: Honeyfield, Dan 
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2012 2:26 PM
To: Tonkovich, Jessica
Cc: Hanson, George R.; McAllister. Gerald
Subject: RTRP 69kV - 7509 Arlington Ave
 
Hi Jessica,
 
I spoke with Heinz Zwingler, property owner at 7509 Arlington Ave. He recently found out
about the RTRP project from the ALUC notice. He is concerned with the route since it
penetrates the west side of his property. He has concerns over the proposed route, since he is
planning to build storage units within this portion of his property. He has also requested to
meet on Monday to further discuss the project.
 
Please consider this a late comment.
 
Thanks,
 
Daniel Honeyfield, P.E.
Utilities Senior Electrical Engineer
City of Riverside - Public Utilities
3787 University Avenue
Riverside, CA  92501
T-951.826.2122
F-951.826.5597
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  OCTOBER 2012 
RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT 2-323 

ANA 032-248 (PER-02) RPU (October 2012) SB 124464/124462 

Comment Letter EEEEE: Heinz Zwingler 

Response to Comment EEEEE-1 

Thank you for your comment. RPU would consult with all affected property owners during final 

design when additional engineering occurs to finalize the location of the line and structure 

placement. RPU has discussed the Proposed Project with Mr. Zwingler to identify engineering 

options to reduce conflicts with construction planned on Mr. Zwingler‘s property. 

  



1

Tonkovich, Jessica

From: Bob and Margaret Gano <rmgano1@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2012 2:34 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: Bob and Margaret Gano
Subject: Re: Riverside transmission reliability project
Attachments: Bob and Margaret Gano.vcf

5-2-12 

Mr. George Hanson, Project Manager 

City Council Chambers, City Hall 

3900 Main Street 

Riverside, CA 92522 

Re: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project, proposed 

Dear Mr. Hanson:  

I appreciate the recent phone conversation that we had regarding the proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability 
Project that is set now to proceed behind our homes near Julian Drive, in Riverside California. i am totally against 
this project in any shape or form in our area, unless it is under the ground like our other electricity.  

First of all I believe that this project is totally based on the costs involved and not on the people or safety 
concerns. I'm sure that if this project was in the vicinity of your home you would be very upset and against 
it  too.  It appears that this project is planned for the area of least resistence. 

Why can't they put the lines under the ground instead of above. The only reason is that it costs more to do this. 
Why can't the lines be placed somewhere else instead within a few hundered feet of our homes. Not only will the 
value of all our homes be diminished but their are health concerns that may arise in the future.  

This is the first that we have heard of this project. At the most recent meeting on 4-5-2012, the planning 
commision meeting was filled with very angry citizens at 9:00 in the morning which means that many other people
who would have been there were working.  

Yet with all of this obstruction, cost figures of $180 million, (in a great depression time) the commission, still 
blindly takes their position and plods on to shove this project down our throats.  

I have talked with my neighbors and we will continue to halt and stop this project. Reliability, does not include 
safety, extreme cost, and utter disregard for the facts.  

Please inform me of any further updates or meetings planned. I appreciate your cooperation in this matter. I can 
be reached at 915-637-0745. 
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Sincerely, 

Robert L.Gano 

10018 Julian Drive 

Riverside, CA 92503 
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Comment Letter FFFFF: Bob and Margaret Gano 

Response to Comment FFFFF-1 

Thank you for your comment. Please see Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment FFFFF-2 

Project notices were published in local newspapers and postcard notifications were mailed in 

advance to property owners as identified through Riverside County parcel and tax (i.e., equalized 

assessment) records. Please also see Chapter 7 of the DEIR, which describes the public and 

agency notification methods. Please see Master Response #6 regarding electric and magnetic 

fields and Master Response #7 regarding economic and social impacts. 
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Tonkovich, Jessica

From: Derek Carrington <carringtongroup@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2012 7:43 PM
To: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Cc: Derek Carrington
Subject: Meeting April 5th

Mr. Hanson: 
 
I VOTE NO! 
to the 15 corridor 
to the Van Buren Blvd. route 
 
the only alternative that is effective is Eastern-City property and stations! 
 
I am disabled and unable to attend. 
 
Please count my vote as a vehement--NO!!!!!!!!! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Heather Carrington 
(951) 685-4430 
P.O. Box 464 
Mira Loma, Ca  91752 
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Comment Letter GGGGG: Heather Carrington 

Response to Comment GGGGG-1 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

  



APRIL 5,2012 
PRESENTATION ON RTRP TO RIVERSIDE PLANNING COMMISSION 

BY CHUCK HUGHES 

(Mr. Hughes is an electrician who has worked at and is familiar with 
SeE substations around Riverside, and he understands the power 
grid system which is involved.) 

Members of the Commission: 

We understand the need for Riverside to bring in more electric power. 
You have or will hear many issues from your proposal to build a 230 
kV along 1-15 through Jurupa Valley. 

Essentially you studied three routes thru Jurupa from Mira Loma
Vistaline near Mira Loma. One followed the Union Pacific Railroad 
line, another ran along the Bain street flood control channel, the third 
was along the 1-15 freeway. A fourth alternate through Agua Mansa 
from the same line near Colton was in early proposals. Many voices 
may recommend reconsideration of the Agua Mansa Eastern proposal 
which was dropped early on with no real study, probably because the 
towers would impair your own river view. 

Most criticism will be over decisions in the EIR prepared by the Public 
Utilities Department. However, the greatest flaw may be omissions. 
There are two obvious options which have never been studied. 

Your demand for more power is substantially responsive to growth, 
which has largely been toward the east and south. A Far Eastern and 
a Southern route have potential, to tie with SCE system, without the 
impact of traversing concentrated populations as in either Jurupa 
Valley or Riverside. These two routes cross areas mostly composed 
of open space, industrial and scattered light residential. They could 
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bring power into your Orange Crest or Spring substations. This would 
necessitate building a step-down substation. 

Far Eastern Route: Build the new substation on open land just east of 
the Santa Ana river, on the Mira Loma-Vistaline, west of Vista 
substation instead of near the Van Buren sewer plant. It would 
convert 230 kV to 69 kV. This route would avoid crossing the Santa 
Ana river. 

Southern Route: SCE Valley substation in Romoland, is a 500 kV to 
115 kV station. As a alternate source other then Mira Lorna-Vista line. 
Build a new substation in city limits, west of March field near Hwy 
215, taking 115 kV to 69 kV In Riverside. This could feed into Orange 
Crest or Spring substation. Bringing in 115 kV would be less 
expensive than the proposed 230 kV line, and could feasibly be 
undergrounded like 69 kV in any critical locations. 

Some accommodation will be necessary for either of these alternate 
routes. Power coming in at a different substation than your current 
EIR plan may require distribution modifications. 

Riverside ratepayers should assume all fiscal responsibility for their 
new substation and distribution line construction, because the City of 
Riverside is the sole beneficiary. 

It's unfortunate that you were not provided all feasible routes and I or 
substation locations. 

Sincerely, 

Charles W. Hughes 
8114 Galena Street, Jurupa Valley CA 92509 
(951) 685-3370 (951) 544-2982 

Charleswh.ga@gmail.com 
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Comment Letter HHHHH: Chuck Hughes 

Response to Comment HHHHH-1 

An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to the proposed project, but a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives; there is no ironclad rule governing the 

nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason (CEQA 

Guidelines 15126.6(a)). As such, the City of Riverside considered a range of alternatives that 

could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the Project and could avoid or 

substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects, and eliminated from detailed 

consideration those that failed to meet most of the Project objectives, were infeasible, or did not 

avoid significant environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(c)). Accordingly, the 

commenter‘s proposed routing alternatives were inherently included in the City‘s siting study 

and were eliminated from further consideration. 

 

A reasonable range of alternative routes for the 230 kV transmission line was presented and 

discussed in the DEIR (Chapter 6, Section 6.2.1, beginning on page 6-3 of the DEIR). The 

discussion also includes description of the Siting Study, included as Appendix D to the DEIR, 

which evaluated environmental resources and engineering constraints in order to identify 

reasonable alternatives for the proposed 230 kV transmission line. The Eastern Route was 

eliminated from detailed consideration due to several constraining engineering and 

environmental factors; please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment HHHHH-2 

Alternate substation locations and other voltages (including 115 kV through a tie-in at Valley 

Substation) were discussed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment 

HHHHH-1.  

 

Response to Comment HHHHH-3 

Please see Master Response # 14 regarding local benefits of the Proposed Project and Response 

to Comment HHHHH-1. 
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Comment Letter IIIII: City of Jurupa Valley – Mayor Roughton 

Response to Comment IIIII-1 

This letter contained a meeting request with the City of Riverside from Jurupa Valley Mayor 

Laura Roughton regarding the DEIR and does not present any comments requiring a response in 

this FEIR. Please see Master Comment #1 regarding non-environmental issues. However, since 

receipt of this letter, the two cities have been in communication and have been meeting to 

discuss the Proposed Project. 

  



APRIL 5,2012 

HEARING ON RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY PROJECT (RTRP) 
BEFORE THE RIVERSIDE PLANNING COMMISSION 

Members of the Commission: 

I have a variety of observations about the "Riverside Proposal." I call it that because it is 
uncertain whether the lead agency has been the City or the Public Utilities Department. 
Apparently, either is a self-interest violation of CEQA regulations. 

This appears to be an effort to bring in the additional electric power you need as cheap 
as possible, and to be sure unsightly towers do not impair the views of Riverside 
citizens, irrespective of anyone else. Taking any of the three proposed short routes 
across Jurupa Valley would ensure low cost. Each of them would place the unsightly 
towers and any health risks from electro-magnetic fields on citizens of Jurupa Valley, 
sparing Riverside. Having Southern California Edison ratepayers pick up the tab for the 
new substation and distribution lines, which would only benefit Riverside, would be 
another coup for Riverside ratepayers, too. 

It seemed obvious that early discard of the Eastern route through Agua Mansa, without 
any serious study, was a blatant move to avoid crossing the river at Market Street and 
locating towers along the Riverside shoreline to a new Van Buren substation. 

Overall, the Draft EIR was a research tragedy. It was loaded with assumptions which are, 
at best, educated guesses. It drew conclusions without empirical findings to support 
them. Perhaps worst, it was a document leading to choosing options, but it contained 
no cost data, not even estimated costs. It is a farce to choose whether to place a power 
line underground or on giant towers if you have no cost information. If undergrounding 
was only ten cents a foot more than towers we would obviously select undergrounding. 
If the Eastern route through sparse reSidential, light industrial and open space areas was 
of equal cost, of course we would route around developed areas of Jurupa Valley. 

The voices of Jurupa Valley are stridently opposed to your preferred route along 1-15. 

The new city has targeted that route for commercial development to serve our citizens 
and to provide tax revenue to support public services. The tower blight you propose 
would dramatically undermine these goals. To finish with a monstrous tower right in the 
middle of the shopping center by Lowe's, and facing the new home tract just to the 
south, is preposterous. 
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The voices of 100,000 citizens in Jurupa Valley are adamant in wanting a thorough study 
of the Agua Mansa Eastern route despite your engineers' desire to avoid having to deal 
with other agencies over habitat issues. 

The City of Jurupa Valley presented a massive bundle of reasons this study needs to 
start over with the PUC or perhaps SCE as lead agency, this time with partiCipation by 
the City of Jurupa Valley. This 96 page tome cites many violations of CEQA regulations 
in the EIR. It also notes contradictions in the EIR with a flock of court findings on 
pertinent issues all over California. A careful reading of this report shows the City of 
Jurupa Valley did its homework, whereas the EIR was a shoddy production which some 
say was pulled off shelves where it has lain for some 15 years. 

I heard another voice which was fascinating. I spent considerable time with electrician 
Chuck Hughes who has uniquely different views. He understands the systems of power 
grids and is familiar with the circle of electric substations surrounding Riverside. He took 
me to see them, and has a brief report for you. I urge you to recommend that Riverside 
evaluate his Far Eastern and Southern route potentials. Either would totally eliminate 
major head butting with Jurupa Valley and avoid a river crossing without denigrating 
scenic views of Riverside along the riverfront. And deciding to conduct a thorough EIR 
would truly support Riverside as an All American City. 

Thank you. Ed Hawkins, Jurupa Valley 
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Comment Letter JJJJJ: Ed Hawkins 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-1 

The City of Riverside is the Lead Agency for the Proposed Project. Please see Master Response 

#5 regarding lead agency. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-2 

The potential visual impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR. Please see 

Master Response #6 regarding electric and magnetic fields and Master Response #14 regarding 

local benefits. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-3 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-4 

The City of Riverside has thoroughly analyzed, considered, and disclosed the potential 

environmental effects of the Proposed Project through the preparation of the DEIR. The analysis 

of environmental impacts in the DEIR is sufficient and complete to provide decision-makers 

with adequate information to approve or reject the Proposed Project, as required by CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15151. Please also see Master Response #1 regarding non-environmental 

issues and Master Response #10a regarding undergrounding. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-5 

Since the publication of the DEIR for public review and comment, SCE evaluated an alternative 

alignment suggestion by the Vernola Marketplace property owner that was received during the 

DEIR public review and comment period and determined it was feasible. The proposed 

realignment would place a section of the proposed 230 kV transmission line between the Vernola 

Marketplace buildings and the I-15 northbound off-ramp onto Limonite Avenue. This 

realignment would skirt the western edge of the Vernola Marketplace property away from the 

shopping center‘s primary parking area. The tower footings would be placed outside of Caltrans 

ROW. An aerial easement would be required from Caltrans, as some of the arms that support the 

conductors on one of the poles would encroach upon Caltrans ROW. This change is reflected in 

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, of Volume II (redlined DEIR) of this FEIR; also see Response to 

Comment P-114. .Please also see Master Response #7 regarding social and economic impacts. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-6 

Please see Master Response #10b regarding the Eastern Route and Master Response #9 

regarding post hoc rationalization/commitment. 

 

Response to Comment JJJJJ-7 

For discussion of Lead Agency for the Proposed Project, see Master Response #5. For responses 

to comments submitted by the City of Jurupa Valley and its representatives, please see Comment 

Letters D, P, TTTT, and IIII. The DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA and is a full and 

adequate disclosure of the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project. The analyses 

conducted for the DEIR are up-to-date and address current conditions in the Project area.  
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A reasonable range of alternative routes for the 230 kV transmission line was presented and 

discussed in the DEIR (Chapter 6, Section 6.2.1, beginning on page 6-3 of the DEIR). The 

discussion also includes description of the Siting Study, included as Appendix D to the DEIR, 

which evaluated environmental resources and engineering constraints in order to identify 

reasonable alternatives for the proposed 230 kV transmission line. Please see Comment Letter 

HHHHH for responses to comments from Chuck Hughes. In addition, as previously stated, the 

analysis of environmental impacts in the DEIR is sufficient and complete to provide decision-

makers with adequate information to approve or reject the Proposed Project. 

 

  



Lovett.s Children, Inc. 

a California State P 

April 3, 2012 

City of Riverside Planning Commission 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, California 92522 

Regarding Project: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 
Applicant: City of Riverside 

Dear Honorable Commissioners: 

ram 

As the Chief Executive Officer of Lovett's Children, Inc, I am writing to you today to voice 
oppOSition to the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project. 

Our early care and education program was established in 1976 and is a contracted California 
Department of Education State Preschool Part-Day Program. The free to income-eligible 
families program provides part-day services with a core class curriculum that is -------
developmentally, culturally, and linguistically appropriate for the children served. The program 
also provides meals to children, parent education, referrals to health and social services for 
families, and staff development opportunities to employees. Programs like ours are typically 
administered through local educational agencies, colleges, community-action agencies, and 
private nonprofit and for-profit agencies. 

Lovett's Children, Inc. is widely recognized as a model program and exemplary leader in the 
field for best practices by the California Legislature, California Department of Education Child 
Development Division, California Department of Social Services Community Care Licensing, 
Riverside County Office of Education, Riverside County Child Development Consortium, local 
universities and colleges, professionals and community. We are also a training site with 
collaborative partnerships for California Baptist University, La Sierra UniverSity, University of 
Phoenix, Riverside Community Colleges, Riverside County Office of Education Child Care 
Occupations Program (ROP), and local High School Advance Via Individual Determination 
(AVID) Programs. Our administrators often provide leadership and support to other program 
directors, teaching staff and school districts throughout Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. 
The California Preschool Instructional Network consultants use our site for photos, tours, 
observation and coaching practitioners to improve their programs. 

Over the 36-year history, our program has demonstrated positive effects touching over 5,000 
lives of young children in a place where they are valued as individuals and where their need for 
attention, approval, affection, safety and health are supported. Lovett's is also a place where 
children and families can be helped to acquire a strong foundation in the knowledge and skills 
needed for success in school and life. This includes a strong commitment with a worldwide 
movement to reconnect and children and families with nature. 

Chapter 3 of the Environmental Analysis describing the extreme problems associated with air 
quality and its effects on the most sensitive people, including young children. Your 

10744 Hole Avenue- Riverside, California 92505 • Phone: 951 689-7022 · active_learn2@yahoo.com 
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environmental report clearly states (page 3-77) "there are no hospitals or schools with in 100 
feet of the proposed RERC - Harvey Lynn/Freeman 69 kV Sub transmission Lines route." This 
is simply flot true. And, in fact the proposed transmission lines are directly in front and down 
the side of our school, our publicly funded school (see attached CaIEdFactS) . Why is the 
language, "not within 100 feet of schools" included is this document, if indeed this is not an 
important issue associated with the project? 

California has long been a leader in recognizing the va lue of early care and education programs 
for more than 67 years. Evidence-based research focuses the attention on the value of 
children's preschool education and long term benefits throughout a child's education. It is 
extremely disheartening to see early childhood education centers are not identified or 
recognized as "schools" by the City of Riverside. Most importantly, what are the real 
emergency disaster and environmental consequences that potentially impact us with the 
proposed lines surrounding our building, integral construction and voltage operations of the 69 
kV electrical systems? If we have a natural disaster such as an earthquake or severe winds we 
are literally trapped with these lines wrapped around our facility. Currently there are 
approximately 20 lines hanging adjacent to Hole Avenue. The proposed installation includes 
another three lines across Hole Ave. and three installed around the corner of the building and 
strung along Broderick Drive, which are the entrance, exits and parking. 

Unfortunately, our records clearly show the notice of this commission meeting to be the first 
formal document being mai led to property owners within 1000 feet of the proposed project site. 
The lack of school recognition in a potential distance zone and exclusion from earlier 
participation is not only alarming, but elevates our health and safety concerns for the well-being 
of our learning community, especially during construction and/or subsequent maintenance 
operations (see Chapter Analysis page 3-86 Table 3.2.3-9 Proposed Project Construction 
EmiSSions/Air District Regional Threshold Comparison and paragraph 3 "Under worst case 
scenario") How many other early care and education programs also exist along proposed 
transmission routes who might also be affected? 

On behalf of the 188 children, families and staff at Lovett's Children, Inc. State Preschool, I 
respectfully ask that you oppose this proposal on Thursday, April 5, 2012, or continue the 
actions until a reasonable determination can conclude the proposed project will not have any 
adverse effect on the quality of life of our community now and in the future. I look forward to 
working with you and public utilities staff on a better solution for early care and education 
programs. 

Thank you for your consideration and supporting Riverside's youngest learners. 

Sincerely, 

~~~tt~~~~~~~---
Chief Executive Officer 
Attached: Ch ild Care and Development Programs - CalEdFacts 

10744 Hole Avenue- Riverside, California 92505 · Phone: 951 689-7022 • active_learn2@yahoo.com 
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:alifornia Department of Education (http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/op/cefccdevprograms.asp) 
age Generated: 4/4/2012 1 :34:26 PM 

Child Care and Development Programs - CalEdFacts 
This content is part of California Department of Education's information and media guide about education in the State of 
California. For similar information on other topics, visit the full CalEdFacts. 

California has long been a leader in recognizing the value of quality child care and development programs for infants, toddlers, 
prekindergarteners, and school-age children. For more than 67 years, the California Department of Education (CDE) has 
developed and funded agencies throughout the state so that families can find safe, healthy, and educationally enriched 
environments that are staffed by competent, caring adults. Funding is provided for services to low-income families, including 
welfare recipients, in licensed center-based programs; licensed family child care homes; and license-exempt settings, such as a 
family's own home or the home of a relative or neighbor. 

Three major trends have focused public attention on the value of children's preschool education: (1) the unprecedented labor 
force participation of women with young children, which is creating a pressing demand for child care; (2) an emerging consensus 
among professionals and, to an even greater extent, among parents, that young children should be provided with educational 
experiences; and (3) the accumulation of research that shows high quality educational experiences in the preschool years can 
have a positive effect and long term benefit throughout a child's education. 

In 2008, Assembly Bill 2759 was signed into law, consolidating all the current State Preschool, Prekindergarten Family Literacy, 
and General Child Care and Development programs serving preschool-aged children into the California State Preschool Program, 
effective July 1, 2009.This is the largest state-funded preschool program in the nation. It streamlines the administration of state 
preschool programs and improves the efficiency and effectiveness of program administration. 

Senate Bill 1629, also passed in 2008, creating the Califomia Early Leaming Quality Improvement System (CAEL QIS) Advisory 
Committee. The charge of the CAEL QIS Advisory Committee was to develop the policy and implementation plan for an Early 
Learning Quality Improvement System to improve the quality of early childhood education programs. The Advisory Committee 
was also charged with developing an early leaming rating scale that includes features that most directly contribute to high quality 
and a funding model aligned with a quality rating scale. You can find information regarding the work of the CAEL QIS Advisory 
Committee and the Final Report on the CDE Senate Bill 1629 Advisorv Committee Web page. 

On November 9, 2009, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-23-09 establishing the California State Advisory 
Council on Early Childhood Education and Care (ELAC). Currently the work of the ELAC is on hold. For more information on the 
activitieS of the ELAC to date, see the CDE Early Learning Advisory Council Web page. 

The child care and development system administered by the CDE continues to be the largest, most culturally diverse, and most 
comprehensive system in the nation, with funding at almost $2 billion for fiscal year (FY) 2011-12. The CDE maintains 
approximately 1,420 service contracts with nearly 770 public and private agencies supporting and providing services to 489,200 
children (FY 2009-10). Contractors include school districts, county offices of education, cities, local park and recreation districts, 
county welfare departments, other public entities, community-based organizations, and private agencies. 

The CDE works collaboratively to develop a streamlined and consolidated state plan for early care and education services that 
meets the needs of Califomia's families and children. This collaboration includes Head Start and Early Head Start through a 
federal grant to support the CDE's California Head Start State Collaboration Office. The CDE also works collaboratively with First 
Five California to improve the quality and availability of child care and development programs statewide. 

Currently, there are a variety of CDE-administered programs that meet the needs of California's families. The eligibility for 
federally- and state-subsidized services continues to be based primarily on income and need, with additional criteria depending on 
program type and funding source. The CDE is committed to maximizing parental choice of care and to improving the availability 
and quality of infant, preschool, and before- and after-school services. Services to children at risk of abuse, neglect, and 
exploitation and children receiving protective services through county welfare departments remain a top priority. The CDE has 
also implemented several initiatives to support and assist child care and development programs to create welcoming and inclusive 
environments for children with exceptional needs. 

For more information regarding child care and development programs, please contact the Child Development Division at 916-322-
6233. Additional information is available on the CDE Child Development Web page. 

Return to Top 
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Comment Letter KKKKK: Linda Lovett 

Response to Comment KKKKK-1 

The text noted by the commenter has been corrected and now states that the ―proposed RERC-

Harvey Lynn/Freeman 69 kV subtransmission line route is located within 100 feet of the 

Lovett‘s Children, Inc. State Preschool.‖ This revision has been incorporated into Chapter 3, 

Section 3.2.1, of the FEIR, as shown in Volume II.  

 

The commenter erroneously states that the ―proposed transmission lines are directly in front and 

down the side of‖ the school. In fact, the proposed 69 kV subtransmission lines in this area 

would be installed on existing subtransmission structures and run east to west on Hole Avenue 

only. There are no existing or proposed transmission lines running north to south on either side 

of the subject property.  

 

The subtransmission structures and lines on Hole Avenue pre-date Lovett‘s Children, Inc. State 

Preschool. According to the City of Riverside, Lovett‘s Children Child Development Center 

(10744 Hole Avenue) was issued a business license on 4/15/1985. Construction drawings 

indicate that the existing subtransmission lines along Hole Avenue were constructed in 1967. 

Under guidelines implemented by the California Department of Education in 2006 (Education 

Code Section 17251; Title 5 CCR 14010(c)), it is not recommended to build new school facilities 

within 100 feet of a 50 to 133 kV power line. However, compliance with this requirement would 

be the responsibility of the school district to site the proposed new school a minimum distance 

away from the edge of the power line easement; the utility would not be required to align a 

transmission project a minimum distance from existing schools.  

 

Please also see Section 3.2.3, Air Quality, and Section 3.2.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

of the DEIR in Volume II, along with Master Response #6, regarding EMF, in Section 2.2.1 

herein. 

 

Response to Comment KKKKK-2 

Contrary to the commenter‘s statement, no transmission lines ―surround‖ or would surround the 

subject property. The information in the DEIR related to structure strength is based upon the 

RTRP meeting the requirements of applicable codes and regulations. The entities with 

jurisdiction over the public policy and regulations related to design of transmission lines 

determine the sufficiency of these codes to provide for the protection of public health and safety.  

 

The DEIR discusses environmental hazards, including earthquakes, for the RTRP. Earthquakes 

are addressed and impacts assessed in Section 3.2.6 (Geology and Soils) of Chapter 3 of the 

DEIR. Design codes require that the structures be designed to withstand all physical loadings, 

including the conductor tension loads that are imposed on the structure due to line angles. The 

DEIR also addresses the Proposed Project‘s potential to pose an increased risk of harm to 

persons and property should an extreme weather event that causes structural failure occur. SCE 

and RPU have indicated that they meet or exceed appropriate State of California codes in their 

design for earthquake, flood, weather, and other known ground disturbance events. 

 

Health and safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.7 of Chapter 3 of the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and 
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safety associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Project. In addition, please 

refer to Master Response #6 regarding electric and magnetic fields. 

 

The comment incorrectly states that the Proposed Project would include the installation of 

transmission lines along Broderick Drive. The Proposed Project does not include installation of 

any transmission or subtransmission lines along Broderick Drive, which is to the west of the 

subject property. Nowhere in the DEIR is it stated that construction of any kind on Broderick 

Drive would be included. Rather, as stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2 (page 2-20 of the DEIR), 

the proposed 69 kV subtransmission line would join an existing single-circuit 69 kV 

subtransmission line on double-circuit poles along Hole Avenue to Hiers Avenue, where it would 

leave the existing 69 kV line and rejoin it along Minnier Avenue. The provided map (Figure 2.3-

6b) clearly shows the proposed route passing by Broderick Drive along Hole Avenue, not 

traveling down or on Broderick Drive. 

 

Response to Comment KKKKK-3 

Project notices were published in local newspapers and postcard notifications were mailed in 

advance to property owners as identified through Riverside County parcel and tax (i.e., equalized 

assessment) records. Our records indicate mailings for the subject property were sent to: Dennis 

Lovett, 1828 Praed St., Riverside, CA 92503. Please also see Chapter 7 of the DEIR, which 

describes the public and agency notification methods.  

 

Health and safety concerns and potential impacts from the Proposed Project are disclosed in 

Section 3.2.7 of the DEIR, which describes potential hazards to public health and safety 

associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Project. 

 

  


	F_ALUC_B.pdf
	Scan
	Scan0001

	G_City-of-Norco_B.pdf
	Scan
	Scan0001

	H_South-Coast-AQMD_B.pdf
	Scan0003
	Scan0004

	I_Caltrans_B.pdf
	Scan
	Scan0001

	K_City-of-Jurupa-Valley - B.pdf
	Scan0007
	Scan0008

	O_CPUC Master Comments_B.pdf
	O-CPUC cover letter-email.pdf
	O_CPUC Master Comments_B
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	CHAPTER 1 – PURPOSE AND NEED
	CHAPTER 2 – PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	CHAPTER 3 – ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
	Section 3.2.1 - Aesthetics
	Section 3.2.2 – Agricultural and Forestry Resources
	Section 3.2.3 – Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	Section 3.2.4 – Biological Resources
	Section 3.2.5 – Cultural Resources
	Section 3.2.6 – Geology and Soils
	Section 3.2.7 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	Section 3.2.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality
	Section 3.2.9 – Land Use and Planning
	3.2.10 – Mineral Resources
	3.2.11 – Noise
	3.2.12 – Population and Housing
	3.2.13 – Public Services and Utilities
	3.2.14 – Recreation
	3.2.15 – Transportation and Traffic
	3.3 Mandatory Findings of Significance

	CHAPTER 4 – CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
	CHAPTER 5 – ADDITIONAL TOPICS
	CHAPTER 6 – PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
	CHAPTER 7 – PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONSULTATION
	CHAPTER 8 – REFERENCES
	CHAPTER 9 – LIST OF PREPARERS
	APPENDIX B – TECHNICAL REPORTS
	Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report
	Traffic Technical Report



	FF_Clark_B.pdf
	Scan0002
	Scan0003

	GG_Carrington_B.pdf
	Scan
	Scan0002.pdf

	FFF_Torchia_B.pdf
	Letter
	TAB 1
	TAB 4
	TAB 5
	TAB 6
	TAB 7
	TAB 8
	TAB 9
	TAB 10
	TAB 11
	TAB 12
	TAB 13
	TAB 14
	TAB 15
	TAB 2
	TAB 3

	ZZZ_Ramirez_B.pdf
	ZZZ_Ramirez attachments.pdf
	Exhibit 1.pdf
	1.  Introduction/Background
	1.1  Proposed Project
	1.2  Summary of Public Involvement Activities
	1.3  Areas of Controversy / Public Scoping Issues

	2.  Alternatives
	2.1  Alternatives Fully Evaluated in the EIR
	2.2  Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration

	3.  Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	3.1  Land Use
	3.2  Visual Resources
	3.3  Biological Resources
	3.4  Cultural Resources
	3.5  Geology, Soils, and Paleontology
	3.6  Hydrology and Water Quality
	3.7  Public Health and Safety
	3.8  Recreation
	3.9  Air Quality
	3.10  Noise and Vibration
	3.11  Transportation & Traffic
	3.12  Socioeconomics
	3.13  Public Services & Utilities

	4.  Summary Comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternatives
	4.1  Methodology
	4.2  Summary of Significant (Class I) Unmitigable Impacts
	4.3  Environmentally Superior Alternative
	4.4  Environmentally Superior Alternatives vs. No Project Alternative

	5.  Impact Summary Tables



	JJJJ_Kimm-Hammons_B.pdf
	Scan0016
	Scan0017
	Scan0018

	KKKK_Leja_B.pdf
	Scan0025
	Scan0026

	DDDDD_Brandon Roth_B.pdf
	TENTATIVE TRACT NO  31768.pdf
	Created with MetaPrint
	06041002001297.pdf

	TENTATIVE TRACT NO  31778.pdf
	Created with MetaPrint
	06041002001298.pdf





