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OPINION --------
Southern California Edison Company (Edison) seeks an 

order of the Commission granting it a certificate that the present 
and future public convenience and necessity will require the 
construction and operation of 220 kv transmission lines from a 
proposed Jurupa Substation to Mira Lema Substation and from 
Jurupa Substation to Vista Substation. 
EIR Process and Public Hearings 

In compliance with the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Rule 17.1 of the California 
Puolic Utilities Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure~ 
Ec~con filed with the application as a separate exhibit not 
pb.r~ica~.ly attached to the application a.n Environmental Data 
St~temcnt (E~S). Copies of the EDS were submitted to other public 
."lgC!·~cies ha"'tng expertise in the various areas of environ-
tt::~~a1 conc'~~n i-:::.w./'olved in the project. Where necessary, the 
Co::r.::iscion r·r.C::.1e::·:C'd Edison to correct or amend the EDS. 

The ens a:\d comments thereon were independently evaluated 
and ano.!yzed by the Commission staff and were incorporated into a 
Draft ElF .• 

On June 6, 1975 the staff issued a notice of completion 
of the D~aft EIR. The Office of Planning Research, State 
Clearit".ehouse~ acknowledged receipt of the Draft EIR and assigned 
~tate Clearinghouse No. 75061714 to the project. 

Notice to the public of completion of the Draft EIR was 
published in Riverside County in the Daily Enterprise and The Press 
on July 28 and August 4, 1975. 
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Between October 6, 1975 and May 13, 1976 twenty-one days 
of public hearings were held before Examiner Johnson in Riverside 
on all aspects of the application including the Draft EIR. 

Testimony and exhibits were presented on behalf of Edison by five 
witnesses, on beh.alf of the county of Riverside by its Parks 
Director, on behalf of the city of Riverside's Open Space Citizens 
Committee by a registered landscape architect, on behalf of Rancho 
La Sierra by a licensed architect, on behalf of a local ad hoc 

committee by a registered geologist, on behalf of Jurupa Community 
Services District by its general manager and by its ?resident of the 
board of directors, on behalf of themselves by two individuals, and 
on behalf of the CommiSSion staff by one of its engineers. In 
addition, statements in opposition to one or more of the alternate 
routes were made by 36 individuals on behalf of themselves, public 
or quasi-public bodies, and various organizations. These state­
ments generally focused on the alleged lack of need of the proposed 
facilities ~d the alleged unacceptable environmental tmpact of 
their proposed location. 

Concurrent briefs were filed on this matter on August 16, 
1976 by Edison, by the Commission staff, by Marian C. Carpelan, 
Martha J. Mclean, and Earl R. Shade (Interested Parties), by the 
Jurupa Community Services District (District), and by Rancho La 
Sierra/Rancho Del Rio (Rancho La Sierra). 

The Final EIR of Exmniner N. R. Johnson was issued on 
November 5, 1976. Exceptions to the Final EIR were filed by Edison, 
the city of Riverside, District, Rancho La Sierra, the City of 
Fontana, Lucia Moramarco, et al, Jurupa Unified School District, 
Jurupa Mountains Cultur~l Center, Parents of Jurupa, Inc., Jurupa 
Junior Women's Club, Circle J Arena Committee, Jurupa Chamber of 
Commerce, American Little League, West Riverside Businessmen's 
Association, Inc:., and the Commission sta.ff. 
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Replies to Exceptions were filed by Interested Parties. 
The matter is now ready for decision. 
Project Description 

The project as proposed consists of two new 220 kv 

transmission lines connecting the proposed Jurupa Substation to be 
loeated in the city of Riverside to Edison r s existing !-lira Loma and 
Vista Substations. The line from the proposed Jurupa Substation to 
Mira Loma Substation would be apptoximately ten mil~s long and the 

line from th~ ~roposed Jurupa Subst4tion co Vise4 Substation would 

be approximately l6 miles long. Both lines would consist of double 
circuit construction with initi411y one circuit installed. 

The eransm:[.ssion lines would be supported by stand.ard 
lattice steel towers and two types of aesthetic tubular steel 
struct:ures commonly referred to as contemporary towers and contem­
porary poles. The lattice steel towers would average approxtmately 
12S feet in he~t and the tubular steel poles and towers would 
average approximately 150 feet in height.. Span lengths would vary 
from 600 to 1,700 feet depending on location and terrain. Each 
phase of the three-phase cirCuits would consist of two 1,033,500 
Circular mils aluminum core steel reinforced (ASCR) conductors 
spaced 16 inches apart horizontally and supported by a string of 
gray insulators approximately 9.5 feet in length. An overhead 
ground wire would be installed between the tops of all structures 
as a protection against lightening strokes. Each circuit would 
have a normal rating of 905 Mt-l and be capable of handling 995 MVl 
of load under emergetlCy conditions. 
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Alternatives to Proposed Action 
The alternatives to the proposed action set forth in 

Edison's EDS and the staff's Draft EIR and discussed on the record 
1n this proceeding are alternate 220 kv routes between the proposed 
Jurupa Substation and the existing Mira Loma and Vista Substations, 
the installation of 220 I<v circuits between Mira Lema and Vista 
Substations with the city of Riverside being served from the Vista 
Substation via an expanded 66 kv system, the installation of 220 1<v 

circuits between Mira Lema and Vista Substations with the city of 
Riverside being served from the Vista Substation via 115 ~1 
Circuits, the no project alternAtive, and the undergrounding of all 
or ~rtions of the proposed transmission lines. 

Essentially two alternative 220 kv routes (northerly and 
southerly) between Jurupa and Mira Lama Substations were considered. 
The alternate northerly route runs east from the Mira Lema 
Substation in existing transmission line rights-of-way to Van Buren 
Avenue and hence southerly, generally along Van Buren Avenue, to 
the Santa Ana River then easterly to the proposed Jurupa Substation. 
Three variations to this route (2, 2A, and 2B) were considered. 
The preferred southerly Route SA and its five alternatives generally 
run southerly from the ~dra Loma Substation to a point approximately 
opposite the Jurupa Substation hence generally easterly along the 
Santa Ana River to the Jurupa Substation. 

The Jurupa-Vista alternative 220 kv routes consist of a 
northern route with variations (Routes B, C, D, E, and F) :1nd a 
southern route (Route A). The northern route lies within an 
existing transmission line corridor with poles of similar height 
and configuration to the proposed lines for a distance of 8.9 miles 
westerly from Vista Substation then southerly in a new corridor to 
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the Santa Aua River and easterly to the Jurupa Substation. Minor 
modifications to preferred Route F were discussed in detail on the 
record. The.se modifications consisted of relatively minor reloca­
tions intended to m1t1gate the more prevalent adverse visual impacts 
of the proposed lines. 

One suggested modifiA:a.tion to preferred Route F was a 

reroutiDg of a small portion of the line at the Jurupa tap to 
minimize the skylining effect on this route. Such a modification 
was opposed by the property owner on the basis that the moving of 
the line easterly from the property line would bisect his property 
and be deleterious to its utilization. In this witDess' opin1on~ 
the adverse effect of the property bisection would outweigh the 
adverse visual tmpact of the skylined towers because an existing 
stone quarry already ~pairs the aesthetic value of the view. 

Testtmony was also presented advocating that a portion of 
preferred Route F be moved to the east of affected prope~ies so 
as not to interfere with the view of the valley. These latter 
modifications, initially designated as the Biss1ri Route and later 
referred to as Route G and Route G Alternate, woul~accord1ng to 
the test~ony of one of the property owners, minimize the adverse 
visual impact to the property owners directly east of Route F, and 
because it would, in his opinion, be possible to locate the poles 
inconspicuously below the skyline, the changes would not substantially 
adversely affect the property owners west of proposed Route F. 

The Visual ~pact of undergrounding the proposed lines 
would be negligible. Construction impact, however, would be high 
due to the fact that a trench would have to be constructed along 
the entire chosen route. According to the Draft EIR, the eost of 
underground1ng transmission lines of this voltage and capacity is 
prohibitive, being on the o'rOer of ten times the eost of overhead 
lines. 
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While t~ cost of unclergrouncling the entire line would be 
very bigh, the possibility of undergrounding those segments of the 
proposed lines that would have the greatest visual impact was 
discussed in detail on the record. The segments of lines discussed 
for possible undergrounding are delineated on Exhibit 40 and the 

costs of the entire routes including and excluding underground 
segments are tabulated in Exhibit 40-A. 

The first such segment listed for possible undergrounding 
in Exhibit 40-A is that portion of alternate Route 2A paralleling 
alternate Route F from a point near Limonite Avenue and traversing 
generally easterly and southerly to the proposed Jurupa Substation. 
Undergrounding those two portions, assuming the selection of 
Routes 2A and F as the preferred routes for the project, is advocat­
ed ~ eliminating the reliability problem of two closely paralleling 
lines, mitigating the visual impact of the two lines in a sensitive 
area, answering the criticism of crossing an underground district 
at Limonite Avenue with overhead lines, and decreasicg the danger of 
outages which could result from aircraft using the Riverside 
MuniCipal Airport. The .ldditional cost of such undergrounding is 
est~ted to be $2,600,000. 

Also considered for undergrounding were vary1cg lengths 
of segments on the east-west portion of Routes 5 and SA through the 
Santa Ana River flood pl~in. The estimated additional cost of 
undergrounding those segments ranged from $4~390"OOO for the entire 
east-west segment to $2,385,000 for a segment from the Pedley 
Substation to A point approx~tely one-half the distance to the 
proposed Jurupa Subst:.a.tion. 
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Another segment considered for undergrounding at an 
.:I.ddit1.onal cost of $1,730,000 wa.s that portion of Route A from 
Mount Rubidoux to the proposed Jurupa Substation. 

At the present time five 66 kv circuits feed the city of 
Riverside from the existing Vista Substation. Edison owns these 
circuits to the city l~its at which point the city of Riverside 
takes title to the lines. The existing capacity of these lines is 
290 MW. It is estimated that Riverside's demand will exceed this 
am.ount by 'the year 1979. The record shows that the construction of 
these 66 kv lines is such that the capacity could be doubled by 
doubling the circuits. The resulting 580 MW capacity of these 
rebuilt circuits would meet the requirement of the city of Riverside 

until approximately the year 1995. Beyond that time it would be 
necessary to either inst~ll additional 66 kv circuits or provide an 

alternate source of supply to meet the anticipated continuing 
increase in Riverside's requirements. 

Also considered in the record as an alternative to the 
proposed project was the doubling and reinsulating of the five 
existing 66 kv circuits serving Riverside for 115 kv service. 
Such a system would have a capacity of approximately 1,000 MW. 
Need for the Project 

Testimony presented by an Edison witness indicates that 
the Jurupa-Mira Lema and Jurup~-Vist~ 220 kv transmission lines 
are needed to (1) provide an economical and reliable 220 kv 

transmission source to the city of Riverside to meet forecast power 
demands and to satisfy Ed1son t s contractual obligations to the 
city, (2) provide needed additional capacity to maintain reliability 
and adequacy for the Edison 220 kv transmission system east of the 
Mira Lema Substation, (3) postpone the need for major 220/66 !(V 
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capacity additions at the Vista Substation, and (4) eliminate the 
need for constructing additional lotlg 66 kv transmission lines 
between Vista Substation and the city of Riverside. 

Testimony presented by the city of Riverside's Chief 
Electric Utility Engineer, Donald D. Campbell, indicated that an 
anticipated two percent per yea population growth coupled with an 
expected increased usage per customer 'WO,ulcl result in an increase 
in pe\lk demand of five percent per year. This five percent per 
ye~ increase in demand ~'1ould, according to the testimony" result 
in the city of Riverside's demand being 290 MW by the year 1979 or 
1980 which the record shows is more than should be prudently 
served from the five existing 66 kv circu:lt:s serving Riverside from. 
Edison's Vista Substation. If the predicted load growth 
materializes as anticip~ted, it is obvious that the capacity of 
the facilities serving the city of Riverside need to be increased 
by the year 1979 or 1980. It should be noted that a rate of load 
growth less than predicted will postpone the dnte for providing 
additional capacity but will not obvi~te its necessity. 

With respect to the necessity of providing additional 
capacity to maintain reli4bility and adequacy for the Edison 220 kv 

transmission system east of the Mira Lom4 Substazion, Edison's 
Chief Planning Engineer for transmission in the Electric System 
Planning DiVision, W. R. Schmus, testified that load studies have 
shown th~t when the Riverside load exceeds about 290 MW, an 
unexpected outage of one of Edison's Vista Substation 220/66 kv 

tr~ns£ormers will overload the rcmnining transformer. He further 
testified that approxfmately one year after Riverside's l03d reaches 
290 MW, Edison's eastern load would exceed the existing substation 
transformer capacity at the Vista Substation and that the growing 
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loads in San Bernardino, Redlands, and communities extending ease 
to Palm Springs will cause excessive loading on the existing area 
eransmission litles. According to this witness' test1mony, the 

proposed project will not only provide the transmission capacity 
needed to me~t the anticipa~ed increased area demands but will 
permit Edison to satisfy its transmission system design criteria 
specifying that the loss of a. single transmission line will not 
interrupt a lo~d nor result in the loading of parallel transmission 
lines in excess of their r3ting, nor will the simultaneous loss of 
two transmission lines inte:rupt a major load (400 ~1 or more) or 
cause the loading of the rem.ainins transmission lines beyond their 
emergeucy rating. 

It is app~ent from the record that the proposed project 
or its equivalent is required to meet the increasing demands of the 
city of Riverside and Edison's eastern area. Failure to provide 
the increased capacity necessary to serve the3C increased demands 
will result in a decrease 1n the reliability of service for the 
area. In addition, failure of one of the 66 kv circuits serviug 
Riverside during peak periods would overload the remainicg four 
c ireuits and could eventually result in power outsges for the x'egion. 
Environmental Matters 

A comprehensive record on environmental ~ters was 
developed in this proceeding through 21 days of public he.ariDgs, 
preparation of the Draft EIR, consultation wi~h public ageXlC'ies, 
and presentation of expert testimony and exhibits by variouS 
parties, all of which are elements in the EIR process culminatiDg 

in the preparation and issuance of the Final EIR. In addition, as 
previously ~ar1zed.t exceptions .and repl1e& tberero h8;ve been 
filed to the Final EIR. 
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As provided in the Guidelines for the tmplementat10n of 
CEQA and this Commission's Rule l7.l~ the Final EIR specifically 
addresses (a) the enviroDmeDeal impact of the proposed action; 
(b) 4ny 4dversc environmental effects which cannot be avoided 1£ 

the proposal is implemented; (c) mitigation measures proposed to 
mintm1ze the tmpact; (d) alternatives to the proposed ae~ion; 
(e) the relationship between local short-term uses of man's 
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity; (f) any irreversible environmental changes which would 
be involved in the proposed ~tion should it be implemented; and 
(g) the growth-inducing impact of the action. 

The conclusions set forth in t.he Final Em. on the 

enviro'Clmental issues raised in this proceeding are: 

(1) The're is a need to provide additional 
capacity to serve the city of Riverside 
by the year 1979. 

(2) There is a need to provide at least one 
additional 220 kv transmission line to 
serve the Vista Substation to insure the 
reli~bility of service for Edison's service 
area east of the Vista Substation. 

(3) With environmental impact as the primary 
consideration, the best of the several 
viable alternatives discussed on the 
record of this proceeding to meet these 
demancls is to install a 220 lev transmission 
line between Edison's Mi:a Loma and Vista 
Substations in existing rights-of-way along­
side the existing Mira Loma-Vista 220 kv 
lines and meet: the increased requirements 
of the city of Riverside by 1Dcreasing the 
capac ity of the 66 lev system serving 
Riverside. 
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(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

In the event it is decided to inst~ll :he 
~oposed Jurupa Substation and construct 
220 kv lines from Mira Lema to Jurupa and 
from Jurupa to Vist~ Substations. Route 2A 
with the segments cles 19na.ted on Exhibit 40 
installed underground and Route G as 
proposed by Jurupa Water District's 
president of the board of directors should 
be used. 
Along the routes described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) above the steps proposed to be taken 
to mit~gate any deleterious consequences as 
described in Chapter 7 are adequate. 

Under these circumstances no unaccept~ble 
effects will result from the project upon 
the aesthetic, historical, and archaeological 
environment within the vicinity. 
The project as proposed will h3Ve a greater 
enviro~nta.l impact than either of the 
alternatives described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) above. 

The unavoidable adverse environment&l tmpact 
which will result from the construction and 
operation of the proposed project is the 
removal of rel~tively small amounts of 
protective vegetative cover which will result 
in Some erosion from groundwater run-off 
until ground Cover is reestablished. 
The long-term effect of the construction and 
operation of the proposed project is the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity by SuPPlring a need for 
electrical service re iability in the Edison 
service area. 
The only irreversible enviromnental effects 
of the proposed project are the irretrievable 
consumption of labor and energy required to 
construct and operate the facility. 
The project will produce ins~ificant 
growth-inducing impact on the area. 
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(12) The proposed project as modified in 
paragraphs (3) and (4) above will not 
have a significant effect on the 
environment .1/ -

Based on the above cone lus ions, it was recommended in the 
Final EIR that the necess~y certification to construct either 
alternative set forth in paragraphs (3) and (4) above should be 
granted. 

Exceptions by Edison 

Edison filed eight exceptions to the Final EIR wb.ich may 
be divided into three main categories as follows: 

(1) Undergrounding portion of the proposed 
transmission lines is not supported on 
the record, is economically unfeasible, 
and is contrary to past Commission 
dec: is ions ; 

(2) There is insuffiCient evidence in the 
reeord to support a 66 kv alternative 
With a 220 kv substation located in the 
southwestern part of the city of RiverSide; 
and 

(3) The Commission should consider Edison's 
proposed Mira Loma-Valley 500 kv 
transmission line in its environmental 
assessment of this project. 

~n its reply to exceptions, Interested Parties refuted 
all eight exceptions and supported the Final EIR. 

1/ Section 15040 of the "Guidelines For Implementation of the 
- California Envirotlmental Quality. Act of 1970" defines significant 

effect on the enviromnent as: "Significant effect on ehe 
environment means a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the pbysical conditions within the area 
affected by the activity including land, air, water, minerals,. 
flora, fau~a, ambient nOise, and objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance." 
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The opening sentence of Edison's E>:ception No.1 referring 
to par~aph 13 of Chapter 8 of the Final Em. states: "It is stated 
in the reference paragr.:lphs, 'Undergrounding these two portions, 
assuming the selection of Routes 2A ~nd F as the preferred routes 
for the project, is advocated as el~inating the reliability 
problem of two closely paralleling lines.' If This is an incomplete 
quote leaving the false fmpression that the sole criteria for the 
undergrounding of the tl'10 portions of line is the increase in 
reliability whereas the complete quote of that sentence of 
pe.:ragraph 13 is "t1ndergrounding these two portions, assumirJg the 
selection of Routes 2A and F &S the preferred routes for the project, 
is advocated as eliminating the reliability problem of two closely 
paralleling lines, mitigating the visucl. impact of the two lilles 
in a sensitive area, answering the criticism of crossing an 
underground district at Ltmonite Avenue with overhead lines and 
decreasing the danger of outages which could result from aircraft 
using the Riverside Municipal Airport:." These letter three factors 
alone are more than sufficient justification for the ulldergrounding 
of the two portions in question. The increase in reliability by 
the elimination of such causes of outageJ.' as lightening storms, 
tornadoes, fires, vandalism, or low-flying aircraft is an 
additional plus factor for such undergrounding. Edison argues th.'lt 
the installation of underground lines would not eliminate the 

!I "By plac: ing one c ircu1t in c lose proximity to another circuit, 
the prob~bility of a single occurrence removing both circuits 
is increased. Such outages could be caused by lightening 
storms, tornadoes, fires, earthquakes, vandalism. low-fl~ 
aircraft, or of p.articulnr eoo.eern in this area, flooding." 
(RT) page 351.) 
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possibility of outages due to e.a:rthquakes and flooding. Such a. 
statement is equally applicable to overhead installations. 

In support of its position that undergrounding 1s contrary 
to past practice, Edison quotes from Decision No. 80197 dated 
June 27, 1972 in Case No. 9245, our investigation into the 

construction of 220 lev La Mesa-La Cienega and La C1enega-El N1do 

electric transmission lines in part as follows: "If we were to 

make such an order after finding that the cities are 'average t 
cities then in fatrness we would have to bury substantially all new 
transmission lines through residential areas no matter where on 

Edison r s system ••• " and argues that this record " ••• contdns °no 

evidence to support the kind of findings one would expect 

considering Decision No. 80197." (Page 4 of Edison's Exceptions.) 
It should be noted that the above quote relates to the undergrounding 

of an entixe line which was not recommended as a viable alternative 
in the Final EIR because of the prohibitive cost of such under­
grounding whereas the Final EIR. relates to the undergrounding of 
specified small segments of line. Furthermore, as noted by 

Interested Parties in its replies to exceptions, Decision No. 80197 
states: I~e further find that there is nothing unique in this 
area: there are no scenes of noltural beauty, wilderness areas, 
large parks, reere:l.tion.al areilS other than those usually found in 
small cities. ••• What we have here are average communities. ••• 
Ihis finding of averageness is important •••• " In re Southern 

California Edison Companx (1972) 73 CPUC 559, 564. Interested 
Parties correctly argue that the matters are not parallel beca.use, 
as detailed in the record, Edison's preferred Route SA would have 
an adverse effect on the Santa Ana River Regional Park with its 
" ••• scenes of natural beauty, wilderness areas, large parks, 

recreational areas •••• " 
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Pa!~a.ph 13 of Chapter 8 of the Final EIR sees £oreh ehe 

additional cose of undergrounding parallel port1ons of Routes 2A 
and F as $2,600~OOO and par~aph 14 sets fortb ebe add1e1onal 

eosts of undcrgrouad1ng portions of Route SA as ranging from 
$2,385,000 to $4.390.000. Edison cAkes exception to these sCate­

ments and argues that the cost comparisons should relate the costs 
of the partially undergrounded alternative routes to the preferred 
routes rather than address the additional incremental costs of 
undergrounding a portion of the alternative routes as W~ done in 
par~aphs 13 and 14. According to Ed1son such a comparison would 
show a differential ranging from. $3.5 to $5.6 million over the 
proposed project and argues that such an increase would cause the 
project not to be economically feasible. Interested Parties 
correctly argue that Edison's use of these figures is falla~ious_ 

Route SA with or without partial undergrounding is not an 
altcrn.ativc recotnmended in the Final EIR. and the comparison of 
the overhead costs of one route with the costs of a partially 
unaergrounded alternative route is invalid. 

Edison also takes exception to that portion of 
paragraph 17 of Chapter 8 of the Final EIR indicating the possibil­
ity and/or feasibility of locating a substation in the southwest 
portion of Riverside stating that there is no testimony that such a 
subst~tion would be feasible; that the environmental tmpact of such 
a substation has not been evaluated on this record; and that should 
continued 66 lev service be the choice of the Commission the siting 
of any alternative substation should be withheld until such time 
as one is applied for by the utility. the record is quite clear 
that it is Edison's practice to l~it the size of a transmission 
substation to 600 MW; that the Vista Substa.%;iou site 15 inadequate 
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to housE~ a substation of 1,000 MW Cl1P4City; and tMt good engineer­
ing practice requires adequate separaeion of transmission 
substations. A substation in the southwestern portion of Riverside 
falls within these parameters but, as noted by Interested Parties 
in its replies to Edison's exceptions, the recommendation of the 

preferred alternative contained in the Final EIR contains no mention 
of the construction of such a substation but stated in part: '1 ••• and 
meet the increased requirements of the city of Riverside by 
increasing the capacity of the 66 kv system serving Ri,"'erside." 

And, finally, Edison takes exception to paragraphs 73 and 
83 of Chapter 13 of the Final EIR stating that the route of the 
proposed 500 kv Mira Loma-to-Valley transmission line is so 
problematical that its possible location cannot be considered as a 
valid argument for the selection of one route in preference to 
another on the bases: (1) the proposed route is logical; (2) the 
required property has a.lready been purchased; and (3) the possibil­
ity of creating three separate and distinct transmission line 
corridors through the Jurupa Community Services District should be 

considered. Because of the ever-increasing controversies arising 
over environmental matters, we must agree with the conclusions set 
forth in paragraphs 73 and 83 of Chapter 13 of the Final Em that 
the location of the 500 kv line is problematical and should not be 
herein considered in the selection of the best alternative route. 
Exceptions by the City of Riverside 

The city of Riverside joins in and incorporates Edison's 
exceptions except for all references which propose Route SA as the 

preferred 220 kv transmission route from Mira. Loma to Jurupa and 

that portion of Edison's Exception No.8 which reads: n ••• or grant 
the certificate on condition that the City of Riverside bear the 
differe.ntial c.ap1J:.a.l eost of tb6 underground construction." 
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Interested Parties note that the exceptions were filed by the 
city's Department of Public Utilities r~ther eban the city itself 
and that there has been no action by the Riverside City Council on 
bearing costs of undergrounding transmission lines as contrasted to 
official action, evidenced by the city council minutes of 
September 30, 1975 (Exhibit 48)>> as /lnot recommending the Santa Ana. 
River route and supporting Routes 1 and 2." 

Riverside proposes that Conclusion 1 appearing on 
page 13-21 of the Final EL~ be modified to include a specific 
growth rate of its electric load of five percent per year. The 
inclusion of t'l:le specific growth rate is unnecessary and would add 
nothing to this decision. 

Riverside also takes exception to Conclusion 3 appearing 
on page 13-22 of the Final EIR. on the basis that a new major 
substation in the southwest portion of Riverside would not 
necessarily cause less environmental impact than the proposed 
Jurupa Substation and that the economical advant~ees arising from 
the additional voltage discount savings Riverside would gain from 
the Jurupa project were not given suffiCient weight. As previously 
discussed, Conclusion 3 indic3tes that the increased requirements 
of the city of Riverside be met by increasing the capacity of 66 lev 

system serving Riverside and docs not detail the manner in which 
the additional capacity will be provided. The record shows Edison's 
witness did not include voltage discount savings in his computations 
beca.use of the difficulty of predicting the amount of such discounts 
that the Federal Power Commission would allow. In any event, the 
possible savings of Slightly over a million dollars over the 
entire 20-year period is of questionable significance when 
compared to Riverside's costs of between $51 to $SS million over 
the same period. 
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Riverside also takes exception to Conclusion 4 on 
page l3~22 of the Final EIR, which indicates a preference for Routes 
2A and G with specified portions undergrounded, on the bases that: 
(a) The undergrounding of both source lines under the Santa Ana 

River could decrease reliability, and (b) the undergrounding of 

approximately 3.6 circuit miles is disproportionately excessive when 
compared to the mileage of underground 220 lev circuits being planned 
by other utilities across the United States. As previously stated, 
the increase in reliability caused by undergrounding the parallel 
portions of Routes 2A and F was a plus factor in the conclusion that 
these portions of the lines should be undergrounded. Riverside's 
concern that both lines could b4~ washed out at the same time 

because "common sense 'Would suggest that scotu:':tng action that. 
could undermine and wash out one line could quite possibly wash 
out t.he other line also" (page 7, Riverside's exceptions) appears 
to be unfounded. It is axiomatic that proper engineering would 
preclude the probability that even one of ebe ewo lines would be 

washed out. As for the contention that if Conclusion 4 be adopted, 
a disproportionate amount of line would be undergrounded as compared 
to the balance of the United States, it would appear that the 
impact of transmission lines is either 8i~en a lower priority in 
other states than in California or that such lines being planned in 
other states do not· ~pact on regional parks or recreational areas. 

Riverside also takes exception to Conclusion 7 stating 
that the project as proposed will have a greater environmental 
impact than either of the alternatives described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4). Conclusion 7 is fully support.ed on the record. 
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Rancho La Sierra takes exception to the conclusions in 
Chapter 13 of the Final EIR stating that the Environmental Assessment 

Report (EAR) of the city of Riverside satisfies the requirements of 

CEQA. Interested Parties concur with this exception. In support of 

its position:. Rancho La Sierra argues that a complete reading of 
Riverside's EAR reveals that no consideration whatsoever was given 
to the environmental impact of transmission lines to and from 
alternative substation sites. We disagree. As stated in the Final 

EIR., the criteria for the selection of a specific substation site 
are st1:igent and~ therefore, severely limit the number of available 

sites. 'the EAR states that it is the Riverside Public: Utilities 
Department I s belief that the .Jurupa site will have the least 
environmental impact. Such a statement can only be based on a 

comparative analysis of several aleernate sites. 
Exceptions by Dist~ict 

District recommends that Edison's and Riverside's increased 
demands be met by the installation of a 220 kv line between Mir~ 
toma and Vista Substations in the existing transmission line corridor 
a.ud the expansion of the existing 66 kv system on the bases that 
such construction would not adve~sely impact the District, the city 
of Riverside, or any other area; would obviate the necessity of 
constructing the Jurupa Substation and thereby prevent the adverse 
ewiromnental impact on the regional park; and would meet the 

Objections of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Riverside 
and District. 

District takes exception to the adoption of Routes 2A and 
G with specified portions undergrOUTJ.<ied as described in Conclusion 4 
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on pages 13-22 of the Final EIR. the bases for its exceptions to 
the adoption of such routing and construction are: (a) Route 2A 
would have the greatest adverse environmental impact by traversing 
existing commercial, industrial, and residential areas of Glen Avon; 
(b) would result in a boxing effect when coupled with Route G; (c) 

would add to the existing nine transmission lines in the District 
and thereby result in an excessive number of lines in the District; 
and (d) would be contrary to the resolutions adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Riverside and the Board of Directors of 
the Jurupa Community Services District. 
Exceptions by Jurupa Unified School District 

The Jurupa Unified School District endorses the installa .. 
tion of a 220 kv line between the Mira Lama and Vista Substations in 
the existing transmission line corridor and the expansion of the 
existing 66 kv system as a reasonable resolution to the problem of 
meeting Riverside's and Edison's increased demands. It takes 
exception, however, to the implication that the ins~alla~ion of 
partially undergrounded Routes 2A and G is an equally aecep:able 
alternative. It is s~a~ed that: '~11e the routes proposed in 
Conclusion 4 have preferential features over otber alternative 
routes initially conSidered, they still require new high power 
transmission corridors very close to some of the schools in this 
dis~rict. ••• We strongly protes~ any approval of Conclcsion 4 
as reeommended without a supplemental environmental impact analysis 
of scientific evidence related to the effects of electromagnetic 
fields we requested in our written poSition October 1975 and 
restated above." Ju:upa Unified School District further states: 

"Enclosed. you will find ~welV'e pages of single­
line research listings of a number of studies 
available in the National Library of Medicine 
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as identified by the Norris Medical Library at 
the University of Southern California's Health 
SCiences Campus. Wt! believe it is the 
responsibility of the Commission to have its 
he~ing officers or other competent authorities 
e~efully examine this available scientific 
evidence prior to any consideration of 
Corr.lusion 4." 

These twelve pages of listings translate to 37 citations 
of which only 15 are 'Written in English. Of those 16 citations 
written in English, seven address the subject of the effect of high 
frequency electromagnetic fields on cardiae pacemakers, three refer 
to the health hazar4s from microwave radiation, two refer to the 
health hazares associated with nonionizing radiant energy (infrared 
and ultraViolet rays, laser beams, and radio waves), one relates to 
the propagation of plane waves through two parallel dielectric 
sheets, one refers to weather influences on mortality and morbidity, 
one relates to chick embryo development in a 26-khz electromagnetic 
field, and one relates to the biological effects in rodents exposed 
to 10-

8 
pulses of electromagnetic radiation; none of which are in 

any manner related to 220 kv transmission line construction and 
operation. 
Exceptions by the CommissiQn seaff 

The Commission staff takes exception to the conclusion set 
forth in paragraph 32 on page 13-7 of the Final EIR which st~tes: 
"The beneficial effects of the minor energy savings of the proposed 
lines are grea~ly exaggerated." It recommends that the conclusion 
be modified to read "As regards the communities of Glen Avon. 
Mira Lema and Pedley, the beneficial effects of 'the energy s.:zvings 
of the proposed lines would be m:ltl.Or." This point is well taken 
and will be adopted. 
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~xcept1ons by Others 
Objections to the project as outlined in Conclusion 4 and 

in favor of the project as outlined fl.n Conclusion 3 on page 13-22 
of the Final EIR were filed by Lucia Moramarco, et al, the city of 
Fontana, West Riverside County Businessmen's Association, Inc., 
Juntpo. Mountains Cultural Center, Jurupa Junior Women's Club, 

Jurupa Valley Multiple Listing Service, Jurupa Chamber of Comerce, 
Jurupa District of the American Little League, Parents of Jurupa, 
Inc., and the Cirele J Arena Committee. the basis for the 
objections focus on the devaluation of property, the conflict with 
the Jurupa General Plan 1990, inadequate protection of the wildlife 
preserve of the Jurupa Mountains Cultural Center, and general 
adverse visual impact that the additional lines would impose along 
the proposed routes. In addition, the Jurupa Junior Women's Club 
notes that its name was included in the Final ElR with those opposed 
to Route SA and not included as being specifically opposed to 
Routes F, G, and 2A in the Jurupa area and wishes it emphasized that 

although Route SA is not particularly acceptable to them, their main 
concern lies with the adverse effects of ~be pole lines along routes 

in the Jurupa area. 
The Cozmnission h.lS carefully considered the evidence on 

environmental. matters, especially the contents of that Final EIR 
and the exceptions and replies thereto, and makes the following 
£ind~$ pursuant to Rule 17 .1{j) (3) of its Rules of Practice and 
Procedure. 
Findings 

1. There is a need to provide additiotlal capacity to serve 

the city of Riverside by the year 1919. 
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2. There is II need to provide at least one a.c!dltional 220 kv 
transmission line to serve the Vista Substation to insure the 

reliability of service for Edison's service area east of the Vista 
Substat ion. 

3. The best of the several viable alternatives discussed on 
the reeord of this proceeding to meet those demands is to install 3 

220 kv transmission line between Edison's Mira Lama and Vista 

Substations in existing rights-of-way alongside the existing 
Mira Lom.o.-Vista 220 lev lines and meet the increased requirements of 
the city of Riverside by increasing the capacity of the 66 kv system 
serving Riverside. 

4. The alterations to the proposed project described in 
Finding 3 mitigate or avoid the signifieant effects on the 

environment as identified in the Final EIR. 
5. Under the project as approved no unacceptable effects will 

result from the project upon the aesthetic~ historical, and archaeo­
logical environment within the vicinity. 

6. Preferred Route SA would have had an adverse environmental 
effect on the Santa Ana Regional P~k with its scenes of natural 
beauty, wilderness areas, l:ge parks ~ and recreational areas. 

7. The unavoidable adverse environmental impact which will 
result from the construction and operation of the proposed project 
as modified is the removal of relatively small amounts of protective 
vegetative cover which will result in some erosion from groundwater 
run-off until ground cover is reestablished. 

8. The long-term effect of the construction and operation of 
the proposed project as modified is the maintenance and enhancement 
of long-term product ivity by supplying a need for electrical serv1ce 
reliability in the Edison service area. 
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9. the only irreversible environmental effects of the 

proposed project as modified are the irretrievable co~1on of 
labor and energy required to construct and operate the facility. 

10. The project as modified will produce insignificant 
growth-indue tug impact on the area. 

11. l'he JUtigat10n of the significant effects on the env:!ron-
ment resulting from alterations to the proposed project described ;...---_.­

in Conclusion 4 of Chapter 13 of the Final Em. are insufficient: to 
justify the utilization of this alternative in preference to the 
alteruat1ve described in Conclusion 3. 

12. The underground1ng of portions of Routes 2A and F 
described in Conclusion 4 .:lS mitigating measures to increase 

reliability and to alle,l'iate some of the adverse environmental 

effects of these alternative routes would be fully justified on 
this record had this alternative been adopted. 

13. The route of the proposed 500 kv transmission line between 
the Mira Lama and the proposed Valley Substations is so problemati­
c4l that its possible location cannot be considered as a valid 
argument for the select ion of 0:00 route in preference to another. 

14. The EAR of the city of Riverside regarding the site of 
the proposed Jurupa Substation :satisfies the CEQA requirements with 
respect to this portion of the project. 

15. The conclusion in the Final EIR stating 'Tbe beneficial 
effects of the minor energy savings of the proposed lines are 
greatly exaggerated" should read '~ regards the communities of 
Glen Avon~ Mira Loma~ and Pedley~ the becef1ci41 effects of the, 
energy saviD.gs of the propo~ 1 i'Qes would be minor.~· 
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16. In conformance with this Commission's General Order 

No. 131, the construction and operation of Mira Loma-Vista 220 lev 
t1:'8JlS1Jlission line: 

(a) Is reasonably required to meet areD demands 
for present and/or future reliable and 
economic electric service; and 

(b) Will not produce ~n unreasonable burden on 
natural resources, aesthetics of the area 
in which the proposed facilities are to be 
located, community values, public health 
and safety, air and water quality in the 
vicinity, or parks, recreational and scenic 
areas. or historic sites and buildings, or 
archaeological sites. 

17. Present and future public convenience iUld necessity 
require the construction and operation of the project as modified. 

Applicant 18 placed on notice that opera.tive rights, as 

such, do not constitute a class of property which may be capitalized 

or used as an element of value in race fixing for any amount of 
money in excess of that originally paid to the State as the 

consideration for the grant of such rights. Aside from their 
purely permissive aspect, such rights extend to the holder a full 
or partial monopoly of a class of business. This monopoly feature 

may be modified or canceled at any time by the State, which is not 
in any respect limited as to the number of rights which may be 
given. 

The action taken herein is not to be considered as 
indic,at1ve of amounts to be included in future proceedings for the 

purpose of determining just and reasonable rates. 
The Notice of Determination for the project is attached 

as Appendix A to this dec 1s10n and the Commission certifies that 

the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the 

Guide lines and that it has reviewed and considered the 1nformation 
contained in the EIR. 
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Based on the foregoing findings the COfrImission·eotlCluCies 
that the Mira Lema-Vista transmission line should be authorized in 
the manner set forth in the following order. 

ORDER _ ...... _--
IT IS ORDERED that a certificate of public conven1enc(~1 and 

necessity is granted to Southern California Edison Company to 
construct and operate a 220 kv transmission line between existing 
~ara Loma and Vista Substations in the same rights-o£-way and paral­
lel to the existing Hira Loma-Vista 220 lev transmission lines. 

The Executive Director of the Commission is directed to 
file a Notice of Determination for the project, with contents as set 
forth in Appendix A to this decision, with the Secretary for 
Resources. 

the effective date of this order shall be twenty days 
after the date hereof. 

Dated at --i&lIo:la~n_F'r':l.ll:..;.;;;;< ;;,;c.is;.;.CO;;.... ___ , California, this _;.;=--2~;J..:::=. __ 
d f e ""Av ay 0 ___ ·_'--...;til~I..;..;...1 ___ , 1977. 

C01iiiiiiSsloners 
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