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Decision __ 8_2_0_2_082 FEB 1 71982 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF !HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In ~he Ma~~er of ~he Appliea~ion of ) 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPA.~ ) 
foX' a ce'rtificate that the present ) 
and future publie convenienee mel ) 
necessity require or ~ll require ) 
eons~rue~ion and opera~ion by appli- ) 
can~ of a 500 kV ~ransmission line ) 
bet:Ween Devers and Valley Subs~a~ions,) 
a SOO kV transmission line between ) 
Serrano anel Valley Substations and a ) 
220 kV tran~ission line be~ween ) 
Serrano and Villa Park Subs~a~ions. ) 

-------------------------------) 

Applica~ion 59982 
(Filed Oc~ober 1, 1980) 

William T. Els~on, A~~orney a~ !..aw, for Sou~hern 
California tdison Company, appliean~. 

Roger L. Fos~er, for Warm Springs Valley Homeowners 
ASsocia~ion; Brian Y.oucka. for Concerned Ci~izens 
Uni~ed ~o Challenge Power Lines; Chris Jorgensen 
and S~eve Tashiro, for Emissaries or Divine 
Ligh~; ana Ja::es Conka, A~~orney a~ Law, for 
Presley of gou~hern lifornia, a Sun Ci~y Civic 
Associa~ion; pro~estants. 

Beers and Dickson, by Roger Beers and Katberine 
Dickson. A~1:orneys a1: taw, for 't-jes~ern Riverside 
County Energy Coalition: Vic'tor StmCers. for 
Glen Ivy Hot Springs; William H. Gianelli, for 
United States Department of the In1:crior, Bu:reau 
of Indian Affairs and Morongo Band of Y~ssion 
Indians: Leslie J. Crist, for City of Desert 
Rot Springs and coaehel!a Valley Association of 
Government: Charles G. ~heffer. for Lake Elsinore 
Valley Amateur Raeio Club; Brownell Merrelleo;r., 
At~orney at Law, for TemescaI Valley Ranch pany; 
and William R. Sweeney, Attorney at Law, for 
h~elf; in~erestea parties. 

Philia S. Weismebl, Attorney at Law, Higino G. Paula 
an Bill Yuen Lee, for the Commission staff • 
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• 
ORDER RULING ON MOTION 

In the proceeding, Southern California Edison Company (Edison) 
seeks an order tha~ present and fu~ure public eonvenience and necessity 
require the construction and opera~ion of a 500 kilovolt (kV) trans
mission line be~ween Devers and Valley Substations, a 500 kV trans
mission line be~ween Serrano and Valley Subs~at1ons, and a 220 kV 
transmission line between Serrano and Villa Park Substations. 
Summary of Decision 

This decision rules on the ~o~ion of Western Riverside County 
Ene=gy Coalition (Coalition) for suspension of the proceeding in 
Application (A.) 59982 and for rejection of the jOint draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This order direets our staff to prepare jointly with the 
United States Deparement of Agriculture, Forest Service (Forest 

~ Service) a supplemental EIS/EIR which ~ll examine the environmental 
impac~s associa~ed with alternative transmission line routes within 

• 

the Cleveland Uational Forest not fully examined 10 the draft tIS/BIR. 
The specific routes are those described in Exhibit S2 sponsored by a 
Forest Service witness and the so-called '~oeger Alternative" described 
in Exhibit 58. 

The staff is also to review the other transmissio~ line 
projects which may bear a significant geographical or functional 
relationship to the specific project in issue as p~ o! its 
~xamination of ~ternativ¢s to the project ~~d the cumulative 
impacts of 'the project. 

With Commission approval, the Executive Director on 
November 5, 1981 advised Edison tha~, in accordance with the 
provisions or the California ~viro~~enta1 Quality Act (CEQA), 
the time in which a final ~ecision must be issued in A.5998Z had 
been e~en~ed from one year after filing of the application to 
60 days after completion of the final EIS/EI? • 
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Coalition moved that this proceeding be suspended until the 
Commission completes a sep~r~te generic assessment of the need for 
new tr~nsmission lines designed to brinz power from points in ~cv~da, 
Arizona, and New Mexico to the service ~reas of southern California 
electric utilities, asserting that pieceme~l cvalu~tion of proposed 

transmission line projects permits the certification of unnecessary 
or poorly located lines. l / The request for suspension of the project 
for this reason ~ll be denied without ruling on the merits of a 

generiC investigation of tr~nsmission line sitings. 
Coalition's motion will be gr~ntcd to the extent that a 

supplemental EIS/EIR will be prepared in accordance with the directives 
described above. In all other respects the motion will be denied. 
Of necessity, a final decision cannot be rendcred until a final EIS/EIR 
is completed; however, hearings on the issue of the need for the project 
will continue as scheduled. 

• Background 

• 

By the requirements of ~he ~a~ionaJ. Bnviro~T.ental Policy 
Act (NEPA), CEQA, and Gencr:al Orc.e::- (CO) 131 of ~hiz Co:::.'nissio!'l, 

a Proponents' Environmental Assessment (PEA) accompanied the ap?lica
tion. A separate request was filed by Edison with the Forest Service 
for a right-of-way through the Cleveland and San Bernardino National 
Forests for construction and operation of a 500 kV transmission line. 
As this project involves national forest lands. a joint fedcral EIS 
and state EIR will be preparcd for the project. The responsibility 
for approval of the final EIS lies With the Forest Service~ and approval 
of the final EIR lies with this Commission. 

1/ On J~nuary 12, 1982 the Na~ural Resources Defense Council (~~) 
attctlptec to file a petition requesting an Oreer :nst.i.~uting 
Tnve~·~~a·~on (Oil) l.·~·o -he ~1·~~~ o~ ·~an~-~~~~o~ l~n~~ ~~ .. .... Y"".o ,t.I.t. ,'" .... .~ \,.II ..,. t.J "'_ ... ~ ... \II. ..."..u ... .;:,wJa.... .... "eo,,; ....... 
Cali!orni8. The req~es~ was !o~~ardec ~o the Co~~ission !o::
its consideration.. ~','hile no action on :~r'.DC· $ rec~es~ has oeen 
taken to date, o~r staff is inveztigatin; this matter and Will 
report its fincings in the nea::- futu::-c • 
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Public hearings, bi!urcatee as to issues dealing ~th the 

need for the project ane environmental issues, were held in Riverside, 
Los Angeles, ~~d S~~ Fr~~cisco co~~encing August 24, 1ge1. Those 
hearings are still in progress. A joint eraft E!S/ElR was prepared 
and presented in evidence as Exhibits 33, 34, and 35. Cross
ex~~nation o! Commission staff ~~d Forest Service star! witnesses, 
and wiznesses presented by Thomas Reid Associates (Reid), the 

.. contractor tha.t ?repared the draft EIS/EIR, has bee:l. completed. In 
adeition testimony on enviro~~ental issues was presented on behalf 
of Edison, United States I~rine Corps, Glen Ivy Hot Springs, Coalition, 
Corona Foothill Le~on Company-Temescal Sales Co~pa.~y (Temescal), 
Riverside County Pl~~ing Co:cission, Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors, california Department of Forestry, and individual owners 
of property lying along the proposed or alternate t.ran5:lission line . 

• outes. 
Prior t.o the completion of the draft EIS/BIR, public meetings 

were jointly held by t.he Commission ~~d Forest Service staffs to 
obtain co~~ents from the public on enviro~ental issues. The co~ents 
received at these meetings and the in!or.=ation contained in the PEA 
formed the basis for the environmental .~~alyses of Reid, the Forest 
Service,and our starfs· as contained in the draft EIS/EIR. The 
evidence on e:l.viro~~ental issues received at the public hearing in 
A.599$2 addressed the i~oroation set forth in the dra!t ZIS/ErR. 

The draft EIS/E!R analy.zed the enviro:l."nental impac'tS of t.he 
tr~~smission line routes proposed by Edison (proposed route) and the 
alternate routes described in the PEA. It also analyzed an alternate 
route (Hewitt Alternative) suggested at the public meetings. 

Atthe subsequent public hearings Temescal proposed an alternate 
route (Hoeger Alternative) that would avoid Temescal's orchard. lands in the 

• 
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'Iemescal Valley. Glen Ivy Hot Springs and individual property owners 

opposed the portions of the proposed and alternate routes near their 
properties. A Forest Service witness presented in Exhibit 52 prelimi
nary studies that had been made by the Forest Service of alternate 
routes within the Clevel~~d National Forest that were not included in 
the PEA or draft EIS/EIR. 
110tion 

Coalition, on December 11, 1981, filed a MOtion to Suspend 
Proceedings and for Rejection of the Draft EIS/EIR. Replies to the 
motion were filed on January lS, 1982 by 'Iemeseal, Edison, our staff, 
and Forest Service. This opinion addresses the issues raised in the 
motion. 

Coalition argues that the draft EIS/EIR should be rejected 
or supplemented because it is inadequate in the follOwing respects: 

A. '!he draft violates NEPA and CEQA by excluding 
alternatives ~hich the Forest Service is 
considering and ~hich ~ere known to the PUC 
staff. 

B. !he draft fails to adequately assess cumulative 
impacts and alternatives because it artificially 
limits the project scope. 

C. !he draft tl%llawfully and unreasonably ignores 
significant land use considerations. 

D. !he draft EIS/EIR is inadequate in other respects. 
We will discuss each point raised in the motion. 

Cleveland National Forest 
Alternative Routes 

The first po~t raised in the motion concerns the alternative 
routes described in Forest Service's Exhibi~ 52. The staff and 
Fores~ Service s~aff agree that the environmental effects of these 
routes should have full scrutiny. 

Temescal asks. in its response to the mo~ion, that a more 
complete environmental assessmen~ be made of the Hoeger alternative 
route ~thin the Cleveland National Fores~ described in Exhibit 58 • 
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'to this end. the Forest Service and our sta!"f began a 
more detailed environmental review of the Cleveland National Forest 
alternative routes described in Exhibits 52 and 58 in contemplation 
of Coalition's motion. !here is no dispute concerning this po~ion 
of Coalition's motion and it ~ll be granted. 
Scope of the Proje"ct 

Coaliton argues that Edison's proposed Devers-Valley-Serrano 
transmission line is one link in a much larger transmission system 
expansion; yet. in terms of evaluating environmental impacts and 
alternatives. the draft EIR generally ignores the relationship of 
the proposed line to the res~ of the system. By segmenting or 
"piecemealing" the approvals of larger transmission line systems. 'the 
utilities and the Co~ssion unduly narrow the scope of possible alter
natives. and mintcize the cumulative ~pacts of the entire system • 

• The motion urges that when it serves Edison·s purposes, its ~tnesses 
admit that the proposed Devers-Valley-Serrano component is merely a 
portion of an integrated system. The motion states the application and 
draft EIR do not address the ~pact on the Devers-Valley-Serrano 
system of a second 500 kV Palo Verde-Devers. line. which Edison may 

• 

seek to build; nor does the application on EIR describe the effect" 
of constructing Edison's Serrano-Mira lema line approved in D.82-01-50 
issued January 5, 1982 in A.59983. The motion also asserts the 
application and draft EIR do not adequately analyze the effect of 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company· s (SDG&E) "Eastern Interconnect·' 
transmission line from Palo Verde to San Miguel authorized by D.93785 
dated December 1. 1981 in A.59575. on the tran~ssion line project 
proposed in ~his proceed~g. 

!he motion states that Edison ulttcately plans to construct 
a second SOO kV line from Devers to Valley; and i~ plans an inter
connection with SDG&E's Eastern Interconnect"with a 500 kV link between 
SDG&E's line and Valley substation; and it plans to interconnect the 
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". 
Imperial Valley geothermal area ~th the Devers-Valley-Serrano line. 
Coalition asserts that approval of the present application is a 
preeedent for approval of these addi~ional lines. 

Coalition states that Edison and our starf have an 
obligation to inform the Commission and the pu~lie about Edison's 
future plans and the impact that the approval of A.59~82 will have 
on the location of additional lines. !he motion asks that we direct 
our staff to obtain from Edison all available info~tion regarding 
Edison's additional lines, and that such material should be included 
in the supplemental EIR. 

Coalition also argues that CEQA and the interpretive case 
law require the staff to expand the definition of the project in a 
new draft EIR for 'purposes of analyzing both cumulative ~pacts and 
reasonable alternatives, inasmuch as CEQA Guidelines require an 

• 
analysis of cumulative impacts when the impact from "other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probably future 
proj ects" combine to cause a change in the enviromnent. 

'. 

In its reply to the mot!on our staff states that it 
believes that eonsideration of other projects to the extent information 
is known about them is reasonable and should be in the supple:nental 
EIS/EIR in some form as this will present the Commiss1on and the pub lie 
~th some understanding of the planning context in which the project 
is being developed. To that extent, our staff does no~ disagree 
with the Coalition. However, our staff e:phasizes ~hat nei~her 
CEQA nor ~tgpA envision the draft EIS/EIR as eonta~~g all of the 
information that could possibly be of use ~o ~he a??ropria~e decision 
makers 0% ~o ~he public in evalua~ing a projec~. 

The staff also points out that projects have historically 
been reviewed by the Commission on a case-by-ease basis, albei~ in 
the contex~ of related projects. Edison has applied for specified 
transmission segments between ~he Devers, Valley, Serrano, and 
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Villa Park Substations to serve specified purposes. l~ is ~he s~a!f 
belief the primary focus of this proceeding is ~o eval~ate Edison's 
proposal on its O"Hn merits as it stan~s. ~mile the staff concurs in 
great part with the Coalition's posi~ion on cumulative icpacts and 
alternatives, the requirement of CEQA is, as the Coalition points ou~~ 
"a standard or prac~ica1ity and reasonableness." There may be 
significant limitations as ~o the informatio~ tha~ will be readily 
ascertainable. 

Our staff states that: absent specific direction from 
the Commission to the contrary, it does not intend as part of its 
discussion of other projects ~o a~~emp~ to unde~ake wha~ the Coalition 
seems to believe would be appropria~e to the scope of a generic 
proceeding; limitations as to wha~ it will be able to ~o with 
information ~hat =ay exis~ must be understood to avoid claims of 
surprise when the supplemental SIS/ErR is produced • 

v~ concur in our staff's assessment of this issue. We will 
~eny Coali~ion's request for institution of a generic' investi&a~ion 
(OIl) at ~his ~ime, while instructing staff to include in the supple
mental ElR, a review of relevant inro~ation which c~~ reasonably be 
obtained about present and proposed transmission line projects which 
may bear a signi!ican~ geographical or :~~ctional relationship to 
the project in issue. The additional in:orm~~ion to be evaluated on 
other present ~~d proposed projects need not contain ~he sa=e depth 
or analysis that would be developed in a generic proceeding, because 
CEQA Guidelines do no~ require such ~~alyses~ ~~d because such analyses 
exceed reasonable requiremen~s, considering the tiQe~ manpowerp and 
cost to develop the data. 
Land Use Issues 

The Coalition's ~otion raises several concerns regarding 
the draft EIS/EIR ~rea~men~ of land usc~ particularly wi~h respec~ to 

land use pl~~s and proposed develop~ents. Two l~~d use issues are 
4It stresse~ by ~he Coalition. They are the treatment of existing and 
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'. 
proposed land uses in Riverside County ane alleged conflicts with the 
Trabuco Land Management Plan (!LMP) of the Forest Service.~/ 

Our stC'! is willing to reexa."lline land use issues in 
the supplemental tIS/EIlt to ensure that the environmental do<:ument 
appropriately reflects existing land use and land use policies.1/ 
Therefore, on the need to have such an analysis, the staff does not 
have any dispute with the Coalition. 

With regard to the TtMP, the star! believes the draft 
EIS/EIR correctly reflects the relationship of that plan to this 
application. The staff reply indicates that what appears to be an 
erroneous comment in one exhibit, coupled with some misunderstanding 
of other test~ony, has led to Coalition to attack the staf! and 
Forest Service on an issue that doesn't really exist. The Forest 
Service response to the motion states the Forest Service does not 

• 
consider the proposed transmission line to be in conflict with 'I'LMP. 
~ anticipates the need for such use of national forest lands, but 
the plan could not provide for a specific transmission line route until 

•• 

applied for by an electrical utility. TtMP calls for environmental 
analysis on a case-by-case basis, and such analysis is provided ~ 
the draft EIS. 

~/ The Trabuco District is one of the districts within the Cleveland 
National Forest. The Trabuco Land Management Plan (TLMP) was 
adopted by the Regional Forester on A~gust 4, 1978, and it has 
been entered into the record in this proceed~g as Exhibit 55. 

~/ The staff stresses that it is possible only to evaluate 
existing land use policies .and that it cannot attempt to evaluate 
proposed or contemplated land use policies which have not been 
offiCially adopted by tbe local agencies involved • 
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Other Asserted Inadequacies 
of Draft. EISf?IR 

The motion makes reference to adQitional deficiencies or 
omissions asserted to exist in the draft. ~re it not for the fact 
that a supplemental EIS/EIR will ce prepared, m;my of these, along 
with comments received on the draft from other persons, would be 
handled in the final EIS(EIR as responses to co~ents. To respond to 
some of these items may require either substantial discussion or the 
introduction or information which was not present in the initial 
draft EIS/EIR. Since a supplemental document is going to be prepared, 
the staff has recommended that these additional items should be 
discussed in the supplemental EIS/EIR rather than reserve the discussion 
to the final EIS/EIR. We concur with that approach. We 'Will direct 
the starf to include in the supplemental EIS/EIR responses to comments 

• 
where the issues are ones requiring substantial new information or 
are otherwise appropriate for additional public review. 

, 

• 

Need for Hearing or Oral Argument 
Regarding This Motion 

Coalition requests that a hearing 'be held before the full 
Commission for the consideration of this motion. ~ see no need ~or 
such a hearing since there are few, if any, substantive issues or 
dispute between the Coalition, the Forest Service, and the sta1·f. 
Conclusions 

l. The preparation of a supplement.al EIS/EIR is the proper 
remedy for any problems that may exist ~th respect to issues raised 
as comments on the drart EIS!EIR. 

2... The issuance of an OIl as a generic proceedillg to examj ne 
the !uture transmission re~irements is discretionary ~th the 
Commission and is not a prerequiSite to this application • 

-10-



• 

• 

• 

A.599S2 AtJ/vd.l" 

3. Coali~ion's motion should be denied 1nsorar as 1~ seeks 
suspension of this proceeding ~d rejection of the draft EIS/EIR 
since these are inappropriate remedies under NEPA, CEQA, arid their 
respective guidelinez. 

4. The motion should be granted to the extent provided by 
the ord.er which follows. 

5. The ord.er Sllould be e.t°i"ecti ve today in Orc1er to minimize 
delay in the final consideration of the project by tnis Commission. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The staff of the California Public Utilities Commission is 

directed to have prepared in cooperation with the Unite~ States 
Department or Agriculture, Forest Service, a supplemental draft 
EnVironmental Impact Statement/Enviro~~ental Impact Report ad.dressing: 

3. Alternative transmission line routes within 
the Cleveland National Forest. 

b. A further examination of the alternatives to 
the project proposed in A.59982 ~~d a further 
examina~ion of cumulative impacts of the 
project. 

C. A further review 0: the project in light of 
curr.ent and. prospective land use plans of 
the County of Riverside as well as current 
and prospective tr~~s=ission line options 
which may bear a significan~ geographical 
or functional rela~ionship to the p~oject 
in issue. 

d. Other issues raised by con~ents, on the draf~ 
EIS/EIR appropriate for inclusion in the 
supplemental ZIS/EIR • 
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2. In all other respects the motion or ~stern Riverside County 
Energy Coalition filed December 11, 1981 is denied.. 

'This order is e££ective today. 

Dated FEB 17 'S82 , at. San Francisco, Calirornia. 
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