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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of Southern 
California Edison Company (U338E) for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
for the RTRP Transmission Project. 
 

 
Application 15-04-013 
(Filed April 15, 2015) 

 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING GIVING NOTICE OF 
TIMING OF PREHEARING CONFERENCE  

This ruling gives notice of anticipated issues that will be included in the 

scope of the proceeding, and directs parties who intend to offer evidence on 

issues that will be addressed in the anticipated subsequent or supplemental 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to do so by public comment pursuant to the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as explained below.  A 

Prehearing Conference (PHC) will be set as soon as practicable after the issuance 

of the draft subsequent or supplemental EIR to discuss the scope of issues and 

schedule for the remainder of the proceeding. 

1. Background 
By this application, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) seeks a 

certificate of public convenience and necessity to construct the Riverside 

Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP).  

Pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 1001 et seq., SCE may not proceed with its 

proposed project absent certification by the Commission that the present or 
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future public convenience and necessity require it, and such certification shall 

specify the maximum prudent and reasonable cost of the approved project. 

As provided by General Order (GO) 131-D, the proposed project is subject 

to environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  CEQA requires the Lead Agency 

(the City of Riverside in this case) to conduct a review to identify environmental 

impacts of the project and ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage.  If the 

initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project 

may have a significant effect on the environment or that the project proponent 

makes or agrees to revisions to the project plan that will reduce all project-related 

environmental impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels, then the 

Lead Agency may prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative 

Declaration to that effect.  Otherwise, the Lead Agency must prepare an EIR that 

identifies the environmental impacts of the proposed project and alternatives, 

designs a recommended mitigation program to reduce any potentially significant 

impacts, and identifies, from an environmental perspective, the preferred project 

alternative.  In this case, on February 5, 2013, the City of Riverside as Lead 

Agency certified the EIR and approved the project. 

CEQA provides that, as a Responsible Agency, the Commission may not 

approve the project unless it requires all of the identified mitigation measures 

within its power, unless they are found to be infeasible, and determines that 

there are overriding considerations that merit project approval despite the 

unmitigable environmental impacts.  CEQA further provides that the 

Responsible Agency may prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR if, among 

other things, substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under 

which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the EIR. 
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It has come to the Commission’s attention that, subsequent to the 

certification of the EIR, the City of Jurupa (through which a portion of the 

proposed project would be located) approved the 466-unit Riverbend housing 

subdivision project, which would be located over approximately one mile of the 

length of the proposed RTRP transmission line alignment and does not include a 

right-of-way alignment for the RTRP route.  In addition, the City of Jurupa 

approved the Vernola Marketplace Apartments Project, which includes the 

development of 25 apartment buildings with 397 residential units and which 

would be located within the proposed alignment for the RTRP.  The 

Commission’s Energy Division has determined that these approved 

developments are a substantial change in circumstances which require the 

Commission to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR.  (See attachment.) 

In addition, pursuant to GO 131-D and Decision 06-01-042, the 

Commission will not approve a project unless its design is in compliance with 

the Commission’s policies governing the mitigation of electromagnetic field 

(EMF) effects using low-cost and no-cost measures. 

2. Anticipated Scope of Issues 
Based on the governing authority discussed above, I anticipate the issues 

to be determined in this proceeding will include: 

1. Does the proposed project serve a present or future public 
convenience and necessity? 

2. What are the significant environmental impacts of the 
proposed project? 

3. Are there potentially feasible mitigation measures that 
will eliminate or lessen the significant environmental 
impacts? 

4. As between the proposed project and the project 
alternatives, which is environmentally superior? 
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5. Are the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
infeasible? 

6. To the extent that the proposed project and/or project 
alternatives result in significant and unavoidable impacts, 
are there overriding considerations that nevertheless merit 
Commission approval of the proposed project or project 
alternative? 

7. Did the Commission review and consider the EIR and 
subsequent or supplemental EIR prior to approving the 
project or a project alternative, and was the subsequent or 
supplemental EIR completed in compliance with CEQA 
and reflect the Commission’s independent judgment? 

8. Is the proposed project and/or project alternative 
designed in compliance with the Commission’s policies 
governing the mitigation of EMF effects using low-cost 
and no-cost measures? 

9. If a certificate is granted, what is the maximum cost of the 
approved project? 

Parties will have the opportunity to address the scope of issues at the PHC, 

which will be set after the issuance of the draft subsequent or supplemental EIR, 

as the case may be.  In the meantime, however, parties should commence 

discovery on the preliminarily identified issues.  

3. Opportunity to Participate in CEQA Review 
The Commission’s Energy Division has initiated its environmental review, 

and will give notice of its intent to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR 

and afford the opportunity for public review and comment as required by 

CEQA.  Upon completion, the final subsequent or supplemental EIR will be 

admitted into the evidentiary record of this proceeding. 

As will be further explained at the prehearing conference, I do not 

anticipate taking further evidence regarding the identification of significant 

environmental impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and the 
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environmentally superior alternative, beyond the environmental review 

documents (i.e., the February 6, 2012, EIR and the anticipated subsequent or 

supplement EIR).  Therefore, any person who wishes to present evidence on the 

environmental impacts of the proposed project and alternatives, recommended 

mitigation, and the environmentally superior alternative in light of the approved 

developments in the City of Jurupa must do so through participation in the 

CEQA review process.  To request addition to the CEQA review service list, or 

for other information regarding the environmental review, please e-mail 

riversidetrp@panoramaenv.com, or contact the Energy Division project manager 

at:  

Jensen Uchida 
c/o Panorama 
1 Embarcadero Center, Suite 740 
San Francisco, CA  94111 
 
Therefore, IT IS RULED that: 

1. Parties should promptly commence discovery, if any, on the issues as 

preliminarily identified in this ruling. 

2. Parties who wish to present evidence on the identification of significant 

environmental impacts, mitigation measures and environmentally superior 

alternative in light of the approved developments in the City of Jurupa must do 

so through the California Environmental Quality Act review process as 

discussed in this ruling. 

Dated June 10, 2015, at San Francisco, California. 

 
 
  /s/  HALLIE YACKNIN 

  Hallie Yacknin 
Administrative Law Judge 
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(End of Attachment)


