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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

HISTORY & BACKGROUND

Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) imports electricity to serve City of Riverside (City or
Riverside) residents through a single power connection from Southern California
Edison's (SCE) Vista Substation located in the city of Grand Terrace. Through that
connection, only a certain amount of energy, 557 megawatts (MW), can reach the City.

The Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) is designed to enhance reliability,
providing Riverside a secondary connection to SCE’s grid. The project will also provide
greater flexibility to expand the City’s energy delivery system to meet Riverside's
growing energy needs well into the future.

Riverside certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the RTRP on February 5,
2013. The EIR process initiated with a Notice of Preparation (NOP) filed with the
California Office of Planning and Research in 2007, included a second NOP filed in
2009, and the publication of a Draft EIR in July 2011. Riverside addressed numerous
comments throughout the roughly six-year long scoping and EIR process, including
issues raised by the County of Riverside, City of Jurupa Valley (Jurupa Valley) (officially
incorporated in March 2011), the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), and
various local land-owners and developers.

RTRP, as certified in the EIR, includes the construction of approximately 10 miles of
new double-circuit 230 kV transmission line, a new 230/69 kV electrical substation, and
new 69 kV subtransmission lines. The new 230 kV transmission line would connect the
proposed substation, located on RPU-owned land near the northeast corner of Wilderness
Avenue and Ed Perkic Street, to SCE’s existing Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV
transmission lines. Six new 69 kV subtransmission lines would also connect the proposed
substation to RPU's electrical system.

In November 2013, Jurupa Valley adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
authorizing a 466-single family residential development, known as Riverbend, proposed
by CV Communities, LLC. Riverbend is currently owned by Lennar Homes of
California, Inc. (Lennar) and is generally bounded by the Goose Creek Golf Club on the
east, the 1-15 on the west, the Santa Ana River on the south, and 68™ Street on the north.

In March 2015, Jurupa Valley authorized a separate multi-family residential development
known as the Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community project (Vernola Apartments).
This development of 25 apartment buildings includes 397 residential units on a 17.4-acre
property at the northwest corner of 68th Street and Pats Ranch Road.
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Approximately 1.5 miles of RTRP’s 230 kV transmission route would occupy portions of
the same properties proposed for the Riverbend and Vernola Apartment developments.

Despite formal comment letters submitted by SCE during the public review period of the
MNDs for both projects, Jurupa Valley did not identify RTRP in its environmental
assessment for Riverbend, and the MNDs were approved without the consideration of the
RTRP transmission segment in this area. The MNDs prepared for both the Riverbend and
Vernola Apartment Projects engaged in no analysis of alternatives and provided no
analysis of how a those project could be designed in ways that would also accommodate
the development of RTRP’s 230 kV transmission line.

In April 2015, SCE submitted (and subsequently amended) its application for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to the CPUC in support of
RTRP’s construction. Various protests to SCE’s CPCN application were received.! These
protests include arguments that intervening land use entitlements granted by Jurupa
Valley require the reconsideration of RTRP per the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and generally allege RTRP’s proposed 230 kV transmission line route impacts
various development projects and the financial expectations of their investment-backed
developers.

In light of these arguments and in support of SCE’s response to question 3 of the CPUC’s
May 22, 2015 Deficiency Report for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Application (A.15-04-013) (Deficiency Report), SCE's RTRP project team revisited the
RTRP siting analysis with respect to the areas potentially impacted by SCE’s proposed
230 kV transmission line to consider if compatibility could be improved between RTRP
and the approved developments in area.

SITING OBJECTIVES

The objectives for this siting analysis included:

e Exploring segment re-routes in the vicinity of the Riverbend, Vernola
Marketplace, and other developments (see Figure 4 — Riverbend Area Segments
for Alternative Segment Re-Route Study).

! Protestors include: 12071 Bellegrave Avenue, LLC (“Bellegrave”); APV Investments PA 13, LLC,
Bellaterra Investments PA 13, LLC, Boomer Investments PA 13, LLC, and Shellina Investments PA 13,
LLC (collectively, “APV” herein); Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (“CCAEJ”);
Jurupa Valley; Lennar; The Office Of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”); Sky Country Investment Co./East,
LLC (“Sky Country”); Stratham Company (“Stratham”); Vernola Apartments; and Anthony P. Vernola,
Successor Trustee of the Pat & Mary Ann Vernola Trust-Marital Trust, and Anthony P. Vernola, Trustee of
the Anthony P. Vernola Trust U/D/T Dated October 18, 2000, as amended (collectively, “Vernola Trust”).
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e |dentify and evaluate potential environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, or other issues affecting the potential above-ground RTRP routing
options.

TECHNICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Technical assumptions made for this siting analysis included:

e The general study area for the alternative segment re-route (Riverbend Area
herein) was defined as: Bain Street and Santa Ana River on the east; the Santa
Ana River on the south; 1-15 on the west; and the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV
line on the north. (See Figure 4).

e The right-of-way (ROW) width needed for the above-ground segment is
approximately 100 feet.

e The height of the new poles would not exceed approximately 180 feet above
ground surface.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

To develop the individual segments for consideration, the existing RTRP and proposed
pole locations near the Riverbend Area were reviewed to determine a proposed pole
location(s) that could serve as the eastern/southernmost point from which to base a
meaningful pool of segments and/or segment group combinations to meet the siting
objectives. The northern/western terminus for the segment pool was the Mira Loma-
Vista No. 1 220 kV line, which begins at the Mira Loma Substation, located north and
west of the Riverbend development, and traverses northeast to the Vista substation
located near the City of San Bernardino.

After engineering review, the eastern/southernmost locations from which to base segment
alternatives were identified as near Pedley Substation east of the Santa Ana River, and
the Goose Creek Golf Club immediately west of the Santa Ana River (see Figure 2 —
Location Map). These locations were chosen for their proximity to the Riverbend Area
and their ease in developing multiple segments and multiple segment group
combinations.

From those pole locations, options for re-routing a segment of RTRP to increase the
compatibility between RTRP and the Riverbend Area developments? included two main
directional choices:

2 See SCE Response to CPUC Deficiency Report, Attachment Q1 (List and Map of Approved Projects),
July 21, 2015.
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North through the Santa Ana River and the Jurupa Valley community to Mira
Loma-Vista 1 220 kV; and

West then North: West through the Jurupa Valley community, then north at 1-15
to the Mira Loma-Vista 1 220 kV; or west through the Jurupa Valley community
then north through the Jurupa Valley community to the Mira Loma-Vista 1 220
kV.

Key North Segments and Results Summary:

Key north segments (see Figure 4) were defined as those that provided the north-south
foundation for multiple segment groupings to connect the RTRP’s transmission line
located south and east of Riverbend Area, to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 200 kV line
north of the Riverbend Area. For this study, key north segments included:

Interstate 15 (RTRP Preferred Project): Interstate 15 is a north-south freeway
with land historically used for agriculture adjacent to 1-15, stretching from the
Riverbend area to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line. The EIR identified the
I-15 corridor as the preferred project segment in the study area.

Bain Street (Segment M): Bain Street, a two-lane road approximately 35 feet
wide, was identified because of the availability of approximately 56 feet of road
shoulder on the east side. However, Bain Street dismissed as a viable segment
alternative for several reasons. One important reason cited was conflicts with the
Jurupa Area Plan, which is part of the Riverside County General Plan. The
Jurupa Area Plan identifies Bain Street as a “Major,” road with an ultimate width
of approximately 118 feet. The City of Jurupa Valley has not completed their
General Plan and unless changed by Ordinance by the City Council of Jurupa
Valley, all Riverside County plans are adopted by the City. The current roadway
and dirt shoulder on the east side is only approximately 90 feet wide, Bain
Street’s planned ultimate width (as described in the Jurupa Area Plan) would
conflict with the ROW needs for the RTRP 230 kV transmission line. Further,
additional design and engineering considerations would be required to safely
cross over an existing subtransmission line, and two natural gas transmission
pipelines, as well as avoid a water pumping station at the corner of Limonite
Avenue and Bain Street. The project team also reviewed the original RTRP
Siting Study (see Appendix 1 - Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Siting
Study), which also dismissed the Bain Street route option. The past study also
considered Bain Street’s designation as a “Major” road and planned ultimate
width between Limonite and Bellegrave Avenue as a negative factor.
Additionally, newspaper articles from 2009 also identified that the Bain Street
residents opposed a Bain Street route due to its proximity to the Mira Loma
Middle School, located approximately 150 feet east of Bain, just north of the
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intersection of Jurupa Avenue and Bain Street. In light of these considerations,
this report eliminated this segment from further consideration.

The SCE RTRP technical team also considered two other possible segments to carry the
line north from near the Riverbend area to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line.
These two potential segments were:

1) the County flood control channel, from the Goose Creek Golf Course to Cantu-
Galleano Ranch Road; and

2) Etiwanda Avenue, from Limonite to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line.
However, these potential segments were primarily dismissed in light of their need to
acquire a significant amount of ROW currently occupied by commercial and/or

residential uses.

Key West Segments and Results Study:

Key west segments were defined as those that provided the east-west foundation for
multiple segment groupings to connect the RTRP’s transmission line located south and
east of Riverbend area, to a key north segment in order to connect to the Mira Loma-
Vista No. 1 200 kV line north of the Riverbend area. For this study, key west segments
included:

e Limonite Avenue (Segments A, B, C, D, E): Limonite Avenue is a major
thoroughfare located approximately 0.8-mile north and east of Riverbend, and
traverses from Bain Street on the east end of the study area to the I-15 on the west
end of the study area. It generally offers large sections of undeveloped land on
the south side of the street. However the team noted three major constraints: 1)
engineering would be difficult at the intersection of Etiwanda Avenue and
Limonite Avenue because it contains commercial development, and the road
narrows from four lanes to two lanes; 2) several homes and small businesses
would be impacted on the south side of Limonite between Etiwanda Avenue and
Troth Street; and 3) the vacant area on the north side of Limonite Avenue between
Wineville Avenue and the 1-15 appears to have been constructed for a residential
development by APV Investments. APV Investments has two sites under
residential development at this location. Because existing residences occupy the
south side of Limonite Avenue west of Wineville Avenue, the new segment
would need to be located within the vacant land on the north side of Limonite
Avenue, west of Wineville Avenue. The new transmission line would require
approximately 100 feet of the property on the north side of Limonite Avenue,
resulting in the need to acquire portions of the same property currently under

3 For the past siting study, the Bain Street route included a segment south of Bain Street, within a sensitive
species area. For this current siting study, the sensitive species area was not needed as a segment
alternative and therefore was not included.
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construction for the Lennar residential development. The project team considered
and eventually eliminated utilizing Limonite Avenue due to the above-mentioned
concerns.

e Adjustment of Existing Proposed Segment through Riverbend (Segment J):
The project team also explored several options to adjust the proposed segment
through the northern section of Riverbend, immediately adjacent to 68" Street, in
an effort to potentially improve the compatibility between Riverbend and RTRP.
The project team reviewed, but eliminated, this segment for reasons including
issues with the placement of the lines (such as the overhang of insulators and
conductors onto 68™ Street), the relocation of an existing subtransmission line,
and the need to acquire property planned for residential use by Riverbend.

e Within the Southern Portion of the Goose Creek Golf Club Property and
Riverbend Development (Segment K): This segment would cross the Santa Ana
River at the Goose Creek Golf Club, at the location described in the RTRP EIR.
Once across the Goose Creek Golf Course at Riverbend’s eastern edge, the 230
kV line would proceed west, southwest, and then west again along the southern
edge of Riverbend’s proposed tract homes, but north of an undeveloped green
space between Riverbend and the Santa Ana River channel. The 230 kV line then
would continue until just east of 1-15, where it would turn north to 68" Street,
where it would continue as the RTRP transmission line as described in the EIR. It
is unknown whether this segment would result in new significant environmental
impacts and/or a substantial increase in the severity of a documented significant
impact under CEQA. Regardless, subject to final engineering and route
alignment, Segment K has the potential to result in greater environmental impacts
than the proposed segment selected by the RTRP EIR due to the proximity of the
Santa Ana River to the southern edge of the golf course where the new poles
would likely be constructed. The Santa Ana River is an area of high
environmental, hydrological, and geological sensitivities that must be studied to
determine potential impacts and viability of this route.

RESULTS

As documented herein, despite Jurupa Valley’s approvals of certain developments in the
Riverbend Area, the RTRP EIR’s conclusions remain valid with respect to the Riverbend
Area. Specifically, this study finds that the approximately 1.5 miles of RTRP’s 230 kV
transmission route that occupies portions of the heretofore unoccupied Riverbend and
Vernola Apartment projects remains the environmentally superior alternative under
CEQA. None of the alternative segments, or segment groupings, considered in this
analysis would have less environmental impacts than RTRP’s currently proposed
transmission segment in this area.
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

RPU imports energy for City residents through a single power connection from SCE’s
Vista Substation, located in the city of Grand Terrace. Through that connection, only a
certain amount of energy, 557 megawatts (MW), can reach the City.

Currently, as there are no other transmission connections, if the electrical needs of RPU
customers exceed 557 MW, SCE would be unable to provide additional capacity. While
over the past ten years RPU has built a number of power generation plants within the City
that can help supply extra energy in time of peak demands and emergencies, these plants
do not provide a reliable, long-term solution to the City's capacity shortage, nor can they
be counted on to meet current and projected energy load growth.

RTRP is designed to enhance reliability, providing Riverside a secondary connection to
SCE’s grid. The project will also increase the amount of energy RPU can import and
provide greater flexibility to expand the City’s energy delivery system to meet
Riverside's growing energy needs well into the future.

Riverside certified an EIR for RTRP on February 5, 2013.* The EIR process initiated
with a Notice of Preparation (NOP) filed with the California Office of Planning and
Research in 2007, included a second NOP filed in 2009, and the publication of a Draft
EIR in July 2011. Riverside addressed numerous comments throughout the roughly six-
year long scoping and EIR process, including comments from the County of Riverside,
Jurupa Valley (officially incorporated in March 2011), and a law firm representing a
developer of a potential project in Jurupa Valley that would be situated within the same
location as a portion of the 230 kV RTRP line route (see Figure 1 - RTRP Route as
certified by City of Riverside EIR).

RTRP, as certified in the EIR, includes the construction of approximately 10 miles of
new double-circuit 230 kV transmission line, a new 230/69 kV electrical substation, and
new 69 kV subtransmission lines. The new 230 kV transmission line would connect the
proposed substation, located on RPU-owned land near the northeast corner of Wilderness
Avenue and Ed Perkic Street, to SCE’s existing Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV
transmission lines. Six new 69 kV subtransmission lines would also connect the proposed
substation to RPU's electrical system.

In November 2013, Jurupa Valley adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
authorizing a 466-single family residential development, known as Riverbend, proposed

4 See Resolution of the City of Riverside Certifying the RTRP EIR, available at
http://www3.sce.com/sscc/law/dis/dbattach5e.nsf/0/408ED33B0022983588257E280080F26B/$FILE/A.15-
04-XXX%20RTRP%20-%20SCE%20EIR-Administrative%20Record_Volume%203%20-%20100-
199%20Part%201%200f%202.pdf (Document #105).

Siting Report 1-1 July 2015
RTRP - Alternative Segment Re-Route



by CV Communities, LLC.> Riverbend is currently owned by Lennar Homes of
California, Inc. (Lennar) and is generally bounded by the Goose Creek Golf Club on the
east, the 1-15 on the west, the Santa Ana River on the south, and 68™" Street on the north.

In March 2015, Jurupa Valley authorized a separate multi-family residential development
known as the Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community project (Vernola Apartments).
This development of 25 apartment buildings includes 397 residential units on a 17.4-acre
property at the northwest corner of 68th Street and Pats Ranch Road.

Approximately 1.5 miles of RTRP’s 230 kV transmission route would occupy portions of
the same properties proposed for the Riverbend and Vernola Apartment developments.
Despite formal comment letters submitted by SCE during the public review period of the
MNDs for both projects, Jurupa Valley did not identify RTRP in its environmental
assessment for Riverbend, and the MNDs were approved without the consideration of the
RTRP transmission segment in this area. The MNDs prepared for both the Riverbend and
Vernola Apartment Projects engaged in no analysis of alternatives and provided no
analysis of how a those project could be designed in ways that would also accommodate
the development of RTRP’s 230 kV transmission line.

In April 2015, SCE submitted (and subsequently amended) its application for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to the CPUC in support of
RTRP’s construction. Various protests to SCE’s CPCN application were received.® These
protests include arguments that intervening land use entitlements granted by Jurupa
Valley require the reconsideration of RTRP per the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) and generally allege RTRP’s proposed 230 kV transmission line route impacts
various development projects and the financial expectations of their investment-backed
developers.

In light of these arguments and in support of SCE’s response to question 3 of the CPUC’s
May 22, 2015 Deficiency Report for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project
Application (A.15-04-013) (Deficiency Report), SCE's RTRP project team revisited the
RTRP siting analysis with respect to the areas potentially impacted by SCE’s proposed
230 kV transmission line to consider if compatibility could be improved between RTRP
and the approved developments in area.

5 See Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, Riverbend, City of Jurupa Valley, available at
http://jurupavalley.org/Portals/21/Documents/Public%20Information%20and%20Notices/Public%20Notice
s/Vernola%20Marketplace%20Apartments/Final%20DraftlS-MND.forpublication.1-27-2015%20-

%20Collated.pdf

& Protestors include: 12071 Bellegrave Avenue, LLC (“Bellegrave”); APV Investments PA 13, LLC,
Bellaterra Investments PA 13, LLC, Boomer Investments PA 13, LLC, and Shellina Investments PA 13,
LLC (collectively, “APV” herein); Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (“CCAEJ”);
Jurupa Valley; Lennar; The Office Of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”); Sky Country Investment Co./East,
LLC (“Sky Country”); Stratham Company (“Stratham”); Vernola Apartments; and Anthony P. Vernola,
Successor Trustee of the Pat & Mary Ann Vernola Trust-Marital Trust, and Anthony P. Vernola, Trustee of
the Anthony P. Vernola Trust U/D/T Dated October 18, 2000, as amended (collectively, “Vernola Trust”).
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1.2 Historical Siting Studies

In 2006, RPU studied possible corridors for the transmission and subtransmission lines,
and identified constraints in those corridors (see Riverside Transmission Reliability
Project Siting Study, attached here as Appendix ). Between 2006 and 2008, additional
information was reviewed. As described in Figure 3 - RTRP Route Corridors Previously
Studied, the primary corridors reviewed during past siting efforts included:

Van Buren Offset — primarily utilizing Van Buren Street, adjacent to the railroad.
This was analyzed in the EIR but not selected due to environmental impacts of
greater magnitude as compared to the RTRP Proposed Project alternative,
including but not limited to construction within 100-year floodplains, more
potential high-value Land and Water Conservation Funds (LCWF) lands and
wildlife habitat impacts, displacement of two single-family residences and
removal of several other “out buildings,” and the potential of traffic related
impacts during construction. Therefore, this was eliminated.

Bain Street — uses a westerly alignment along the north bank urban/natural
interface of the Santa Ana River, to south of Bain Street, then north onto Bain
Street. This route was eliminated in the EIR due to environmental impacts to the
north bank of the Santa Ana River and a conflict with the Jurupa Area Plan that
calls for the ROW of Bain Street to increase from approximately 80 feet wide
(including the existing trail and road shoulders), to 118 feet wide.

I-15 Route — this was ultimately identified in the EIR as the proposed project
alignment. However, in the vicinity of the Riverbend development, the segment
was originally designed to skirt the southern boundary of the golf course and
utilize the southern portion of the Riverbend development (akin to Segment K
discussed herein). The line was subsequently adjusted to traverse the golf course
property to avoid impacts to sensitive habitat. This route was analyzed in the EIR,
and selected to be the environmentally superior alternative.

East Route - this route, proposed by the County of Riverside and the residents of
the Jurupa Valley, would hug the north and/or south banks of the Santa Ana
River, forcing the placement of approximately 40 structures within a flood hazard
zone, and another 55 structures in areas with high exposure to liquefaction,
erosion and slope instability. This route was eliminated in the EIR.

SCE prepared a Constructability Report, dated April 28, 2008 (attached here as Appendix
) that addressed the construction feasibility of the various alternatives. In June 2010,
SCE prepared a preliminary geology and geotechnical evaluation of the routes (see SCE
Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation attached here as Appendix ). A
summary of the SCE previous determinations are provided in Appendix .
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1.3 Key Siting Activities for Alternative Segment Re-route

The following represents a summary of the siting activities for the current effort to re-
route a segment around the Riverbend development:

Staff from SCE’s Corporate Environmental Health and Safety (CEHS) division and
Transmission Engineering reviewed the previous siting studies and environmental
information, and developed alternative segments that could be more compatible with
the developments in the Riverbend Area. Information collection for project team
review included previous siting studies, environmental constraints, (e.g. biological,
cultural, sensitive receptors, etc.), and mapping of existing SCE facilities, etc.

Staff from SCE’s technical groups, including Transmission Engineering, Corporate
Environmental Health and Safety, Transmission Project Delivery, and
Subtransmission, field-verified the feasibility of the proposed segments developed by
Transmission Engineering and CEHS.

SCE’s Subject Matter Experts (SMESs) evaluated the various segments against SCE’s
standard criteria for siting 220 kV facilities and provided a numeric score, consistent
with SCE’s internal siting procedures.

The SCE’s RTRP Project Team reviewed segments and SCE SME scores; team
discussions were held to identify potentially viable segments that may be more
compatible with developments in the Riverbend Area.
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Figure 1 - RTRP Route as Certified by City of Riverside EIR
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Figure 2 — Riverbend Development Location Map
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Figure 3 - RTRP Route Corridors Previously Studied
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Chapter 2: ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT RE-ROUTE SITING PROCESS

The siting process for this report included various meetings and field evaluations.
2.1 Siting Objectives
The objectives for this siting analysis included:
e Exploring segment re-routes in the vicinity of the Riverbend Area (see Figure 4).

e |dentify and evaluate potential environmental, economic, legal, social,
technological, or other issues affecting the potential above-ground RTRP routing
options.

2.2 Technical Assumptions

Certain technical assumptions made for this siting analysis included:

e The general study area for the Riverbend Area was defined as: Bain Street and
Santa Ana River on the east; the Santa Ana River on the south; I-15 on the west;
and the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line on the north.

e The right-of-way (ROW) width needed for the segment is approximately 100 feet.

e The height of the new poles would not exceed approximately 180 feet above
ground surface.

For this report, SCE utilized its standard siting procedures as outlined in SCE’s “Siting
and Licensing Guidelines,” by Transmission Project Licensing (March 2008). The goal
of the siting process is to enable a defensible decision, minimize unexpected costs,
incorporate multi-disciplinary objectives and criteria, allow for flexibility to respond to
changing requirements, and allow for meaningful involvement by the affected public.’
CEH&S facilitated this siting process for the project.

The siting process for this project included the following steps:

Step 1 — Identify the Project Study Area (the Riverbend Area);

Step 2 — Identify Opportunities, Concerns, and Constraints in the Riverbend Area;
Step 3 — Identify routing alternatives; and

Step 4 — Review/selection of the alternative segments and segment groupings.

7 Adapted from the Integrated Facility Siting Process, 1994.
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The methodology used in the screening and evaluation process by the SMEs and Project
Team includes ranking the segments and segment groupings, as well as gathering
additional data from the local stakeholders and government sources.

The team did not study or evaluate the other routes proposed in the EIR, as the scope of
this re-route was limited to the areas within and around the developments in the
Riverbend Area.
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Chapter 3: SEGMENT DESCRIPTIONS

For this study, 17 segments were identified to be independently scored and calculated to
develop the segment group to utilize in the Riverbend Area (see Figure 4). The segments
are described as follows. Those in bold type were also studied during the 2006/2007
RTRP siting/constructability studies. Therefore, the previous studies and information
regarding these segments were also reviewed and considered.

Segment A - Limonite 1 (I-15 to Flood Control Channel)

Segment B - Limonite 2 (Between Flood Control Channel and Etiwanda Avenue)
Segment C - Limonite 3 (Between Etiwanda and Ridgeview)

Segment D - Limonite 4 (Ridgeview to Troth Street)

Segment E - Limonite 5 (Troth Street to Bain Street

Segment F - Flood Control Channel (Between Limonite and Golf Course)
Segment G - Lucretia Ave (Golf Course to FC Channel)

Segment H - Existing 66 KV ROW in Golf Course

Segment | - "Golf Course North™ (Lucretia Avenue at Flood Control
Channel, north on Golf Course property to 66th Street, east on golf course
along 66th Street, north behind homes on Etiwanda, Ridgeview, to Limonite
Avenue). Previous constructability studies included portion of this segment.

Segment J - "Riverbend East and North Fringe" (modification of existing
proposed segment through Riverbend)

Segment K - “Riverbend South.” Previous constructability studies included
this segment.

Segment L - Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV ROW (in Santa Ana River)

Segment M - Bain Street (Limonite to Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley ROW above
Bellegrave Ave). Previous constructability studies included this segment.

Segment N — Bellegrave Ave (between Bain Street and proposed structure JD21
near 1-15).

Segment O - Union Pacific Rear Lot to Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV
Segment P — Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road + Existing 66 KV ROW

Segment Q - Etiwanda (Union Pacific Front Lot between Cantu-Galleano Ranch
Road and the Mira Loma-Vista 220 kV ROW).
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SCE’s RTRP team also considered two other possible segments to carry the line north
from near the Riverbend area to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line. These two
potential segments were:

e The County flood control channel, from the Goose Creek Golf Course to Cantu-
Galleano Ranch Road; and

e Etiwanda Avenue, from Limonite to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line.

However, these potential segments were primarily dismissed in light of their need to
acquire a significant amount of ROW currently occupied by commercial and/or
residential uses.

3.1 Key Directional Segments

Several segments were determined to be key directional segments, which provide the
foundation upon which to group the re-route options. These included the following:

Key East-West Segments:

Key east-west segments were defined as those that provided the east-west foundation for
multiple segment groupings to connect the RTRP’s transmission line located south and
east of Riverbend area, to a key north segment, to connect to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1
200 kV line north of the Riverbend area. For this study, key west segments included:

e Segments A, B, C, D, E — Limonite Avenue

e Segment J — “Riverbend East and North Fringe” (modification of existing
proposed segment through Riverbend)

e Segment K — “Riverbend South”

Key North-South Segments:

Key north-south segments were defined as those that provided the north-south foundation
for multiple segment groupings to connect the RTRP’s transmission line located south
and east of Riverbend area, to the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 200 kV line north of the
Riverbend area. For this study, key north segments included:

e |-15 - RTRP Preferred Project.

e Segment M — Bain Street
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Figure 4 — Riverbend Area Segments for Alternative Segment Re-Route Study

Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV line

N

Riverbend Development
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3.2 Limonite Segments

Limonite Avenue is a key east-west street. It was broken into segments, based on
individual characteristics along the road.

3.2.1 Segment A - Limonite 1 (I-15 to Flood Control Channel).

Between the Flood Control channel (the eastern segment terminus) and Wineville
Avenue (the western segment terminus), the TSPs would be set on the south side in a
vacant strip that is approximately 440 feet wide. At the intersection of Wineville Avenue

and Limonite Avenue near |-
15, the segment would need
to cross into the vacant land
on the north side of Limonite
Avenue due to the presence
of residential development on
the south side of Limonite
Avenue. Construction appears
to have proceeded in the
vacant area on the north side
of Limonite Avenue between
Wineville Avenue and [-15.
The area is zoned residential.

Limonite Avenue at Wineville Avenue, looking east

Limonite Avenue east of Wineville Avenue, looking west
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3.2.2 Segment B - Limonite 2 (Between Flood Control Channel and Etiwanda
Avenue)

This segment encompasses a four-lane roadway with a vacant section of land on the south
side, approximately 440 feet wide, that extends along Limonite Avenue, to Etiwanda
Avenue. At Etiwanda Avenue, there is a small shopping center; east of Etiwanda
Avenue, Limonite Avenue reduces to two lanes.

Limonite Avenue looking toward the intersection of Limonite
Avenue and Etiwanda Avenue

Siting Report 3-5 July 2015
RTRP - Alternative Segment Re-Route



3.2.3 Segment C - Limonite 3 (Between Etiwanda and Ridgeview)

This section is developed with low-density residential and small commercial.
Additionally, the roadway is only two lanes. Construction in this segment would impact
several existing homes and small businesses along the south side of Limonite Ave.

Limonite Avenue east of Etiwanda Avenue, looking west at
the intersection of Etiwanda Ave. and Limonite Ave.
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3.2.4 Segment D - Limonite 4 (Ridgeview to Troth)

Vacant; Santa Ana River to the south. The existing Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV line
crosses north-south at Troth Street.

Limonite Avenue east of Ridgeview, looking east toward the existing Mira
Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV line
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3.25 Segment E - Limonite 5 (Troth Street to Bain Street)

Vacant; Santa Ana River on south side.

Limonite Avenue east of Troth Street, looking east toward Bain Street
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3.3 Segment F - Flood Control Channel (Between Limonite and Golf
Course)

This segment would follow the flood control channel between the Goose Creek Golf
Course on the south end to Limonite Ave. on the north end. The main flow area of the
channel is primarily concrete-lined. Access roads exist on each side of the concrete
channel — between Limonite and Holmes Ave., the access roads are primarily dirt;
between Holmes and the Golf Course, the access roads on both sides of the channel are
paved.

Flood Control Channel from Holmes Ave., looking north toward Limonite.

Flood Control Channel from Holmes Ave., looking south toward
the Golf Course.
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3.4 Segment G - Lucretia Ave - Golf Course to Flood Control Channel

A golf course and road shoulder lie on the east side of Lucretia, while an existing
distribution line lies on the west side.

(Looking north from golf course
service entrance off Lucretia Ave)

(Looking south from the flood
control channel toward the golf
course service entrance; the golf
course is on the left side of photo;
distribution and subtransmission
lines are present in the rear left of
photo).
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3.5 Segment H - Existing 66 kV ROW in Golf Course

This segment would still use the existing proposed structure JA2/JB1 as its origination
point in the golf course, on the eastern side of the Santa Ana River. Alignment then uses
the existing Mira Loma-Corona-Pedley 66 kV ROW to 68" Street. Use of this segment
would require one of the following options: 1) relocation of Mira Loma-Corona-Pedley
66KV, two distribution circuits, and telecom to either a different alignment; 2) relocation

of existing 66 KV,
distribution and telecom
facilities to all
underground in the golf
course; or 3) use a 3-
circuit  structure  on
existing ROW for 220
kV and 66kV (relocate
distribution and telecom
either  through  Golf
Course, underground, or
somewhere else).
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3.6 Segment I - "Golf Course North*

Begins at Flood Control Channel on Lucretia Ave, along Golf Course north boundary that
follows the south side of 66" Street; continues northeast at 66" Street and Etiwanda
Avenue, following behind homes along Etiwanda Avenue to Ridgeview Avenue and
north at Ridgeview to Limonite. The portion of this segment on the corner of Etiwanda
Avenue and 66" Street is within a proximity to homes, and may pose an incompatibility
with residential uses. (Note: a portion of this segment, from Ridgeview to Limonite, was
previously studied within the April 2008 Constructability Report, attached here as

Appendix 2).

et

Homes in this area may pose an

segment

incompatibility with this portion of this
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Excerpt from the 2008 Constructability Report (Appendix 2). This portion of the current Segment |

was identified for study but dismissed due to biological issues.
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Segment | would place the line on
the south side of 66% Street,
requiring removal of the large
trees in the left side of the above
photo, as well as tree removal
along north side of golf course.
Would likely require relocation of
the distribution (right side of
photo).

Segment | would place the line within proximity to the homes near the intersection of Etiwanda and 66 Street (back of photo) such that

this portion of the segment may pose an incompatibility with residential uses. Also, Santa Ana River low flow channel is adjacent to 66"
Street, as shown in the right of the photo.
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3.7 Segment J - "Riverbend East and North Fringe" (modification of
existing segment - south side of 68" Street)

This segment crosses through the golf course using the proposed tower locations
JA2/JB1, a slightly relocated JB2, then turn north, to traverse between proposed
Riverbend development and the Golf Course, to 68" Street. This segment would then turn
west to traverse along the south side of 68" Street, as close to the road/franchise area as
possible in an effort to be more compatible to the residential uses proposed for along 68"
Street. SCE does not have survey data on the actual lot and home placement in which to
determine the number of residential lots that may be incompatible with the segment
alignment. However, placement of the TSPs within or adjacent to the franchise area
would likely result in one side of the conductor overhanging into the 68" Street traveled
way. A portion of this segment would also be approximately 120 feet from the Louis
Vandermolen Fundamental Elementary School located on 68th Street, between Carnelian
Street and Wineville Avenue. Additionally, to maintain subtransmission/transmission
separation requirements, the existing 66kV subtransmission line located on the north side
of 68th Street, also would need to be relocated to within the street (underground) or re-
routed, depending on the final design of this segment of the 230 kV line.

Segment J
School

Proposed RTRP Route

Siting Report 3-15 July 2015
RTRP - Alternative Segment Re-Route



3.8 Segment K - Riverbend South

This segment would cross the Santa Ana River at the Goose Creek Golf Club, at the
location described in the RTRP EIR. Once across the Goose Creek Golf Course at
Riverbend’s eastern edge, the 230 kV line would proceed west, southwest, and then west
again along the southern edge of Riverbend’s proposed tract homes, but north of an
undeveloped green space between Riverbend and the Santa Ana River channel. The 230
kV line then would continue until just east of I-15, where it would turn north to 68th
Street, where it would continue as the RTRP transmission line as described in the EIR.

Proposed RTRP Route

Segment K
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“Segment K” could potentially enhance RTRP’s compatibility with the Riverbend
development plan as identified in the Riverbend MND. However, Segment K may result
in increased environmental impacts, due to the proximity of the Santa Ana River to the
southern edge of the golf course where the new poles would likely be constructed. These
impacts may include but are not limited to biological, geological, and hydrologic impacts
when compared with RTRP’s proposed segment through Riverbend.

Despite any general increase in environmental impacts with Segment K, it is unknown
whether Segment K would actually result in new significant environmental impacts
and/or a substantial increase in the severity of a documented significant impact under
CEQA at this time.

Project team comments regarding Segment K included the following:

e Technical Considerations: Due to its proximity to the Santa Ana River, Segment K
would require additional geotechnical, hydrological, and engineering studies to
determine constructability and pole placement, before this segment can be validated
as technically feasible.

e Biological Considerations: The upper terraces of the bank of the Santa Ana River
abuts the Goose Creek Golf Club southern property boundary where the poles would
likely be constructed. This area contains sensitive vegetation and is home to sensitive
bird species. Due to the proximity of this portion of Segment K to the Santa Ana
River and the Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) areas,
Segment K may trigger additional permitting and impacts to biological resources
associated with the Santa Ana River.

e Aesthetics: Based on Riverbend’s development plan identified in the MND,
Riverbend proposes residential use in the northern two-thirds of the development.
Distances from the homes closest to Segment K would depend on final engineering of
both the Riverbend development and RTRP. However there are no significant
designated viewsheds in the area and other electrical line facilities are already present
in the area, suggesting that any aesthetic impacts from RTRP on adopted viewsheds
will be less than significant. As discussed in the RTRP EIR, there is the potential for
impacts to unofficial viewsheds along the Santa Ana River south of Riverbend.

e Land Use/Zoning Change Compatibility: SCE understands the southern portion of
the Riverbend development site has historically been used for agriculture. According
to Riverbend MND, the development plan authorization included a change in the land
use designation for the southern portion of Riverbend, converting it from “OS-R —
Open Space Recreation” and “OS-W - Water” to “OS-CH - Open Space
Conservation Habitat” and “OS-W — Water.” The Riverbend site plan identifies these
*OS” areas as being used for stockpile and borrow and open space. The MND does
not identify that these areas will be revegetated or utilized for sensitive species
mitigation or set-aside. Therefore, based on SCE’s current understanding of the
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Riverbend Project, SCE preliminarily considered Segment K to not significantly
impact land uses and/or zoning as identified in the MND.

e Additional ROW Acquisition: Segment K’s potential need for additional property
along Riverbend’s western edge (adjacent to the I-15 and which is proposed for
residential use) is not precluded. Preliminary mapping indicates that there is
potentially sufficient ROW to support Segment K between 1-15 and 68" Street.
However, any overlap between Segment K and the areas preliminarily identified for
residential use by Riverbend may depend on final engineering and design of both
projects.
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Excerpts from Constructability
Report (Appendix 2). This portion
of the current Segment K was
identified in the 2006/2007 but not
carried forward. “15”circled in the
left graphic is a “Land/Water
Conservancy Sensitive Area.” The
yellow arrows in the below graphic
identify where the proposed
segment could be placed in the
golf course, as reported in the
Constructability Report.

Right Photo: View of the golf course looking east, from a
point on the golf course adjacent to the Riverbend
development property boundary. The golf course and
perimeter road appear in the left and right foreground;
dense riparian vegetation trees of the Santa Ana River line
the right side of the photo, adjacent to the golf course road,
and continues along the edge of golf course from the
foreground to the background. Segment K could be placed
on the right side of the photo, within or adjacent to the
riparian vegetation.
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3.9 Segment L - Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 k ROW 1 (Santa Ana River)

This segment alignment would mirror the existing Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV line
(MLBP) alignment. Currently, lightweight steel poles carry both the MLBP and a
distribution circuit. The new 230 kV alignment would likely be placed adjacent to, on
the west side of, the MLBP alignment. In order to utilize the existing access MLBP
access roads and pad areas, the new double-circuit TSPs would be constructed adjacent to
existing pole locations to the extent possible. However, because the 230 kV spans are
greater than the 66 kV spans, there may be at least one span that would need to be greater
than 1,000 feet to avoid placing a TSP in the direct low flow area of the Santa Ana River.
As with the existing MLBP, permits from multiple resource agencies would be required,
along with mitigation to offset impacts to the river from both construction and
maintenance. Additionally, a portion of the transmission line segment is in direct
proximity of several residential properties, as well as the other subtransmission and
distribution facilities, and therefore may pose an incompatibility with those uses.

Segment L

Existing MLBP

Proposed RTRP Route
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Segment L (Continued)

Construction of towers on the
west side of the 66 kV line would Existing MLBP 66 kV line (at

impact homes along the river Santa Ana River and Mann Ave)

Construction of towers on the
west side of the 66 kV line may be

Existing MLBP 66 kV line (at Santa incompatible with nearby homes

Ana River and Ridgeview Ave)
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3.10 Segment M - Bain Street

Bain  Street, a two-lane  road
approximately 35 feet wide including
road shoulders, was identified because of
the availability of approximately 56 feet
of road shoulder on the east side. The
Jurupa Area Plan, which is part of the
Riverside County General Plan, identifies
Bain Street as a Major road, which, per
plan, would require approximately 118
feet of ROW (an  additional
approximately 30 feet). Although SCE
had no information on if, or when, such a
widening project would be scheduled, the
widening necessary to conform to the
Jurupa Area Plan designation would
conflict with the ROW needs for RTRP
line.

During the original RTRP siting study, a
segment along this same section of Bain
Street was also identified as potentially
being a suitable segment for the same
reasons identified by the current project
team. However, the original RTRP siting
study (see Appendix 1) dismissed the
Bain Street segment due to the conflict
with the County of Riverside’s
circulation designation, as well as
significant public opposition.
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(Top Photo): Bain Street is approximately 90
feet wide from the edge of pavement on the
left side to the flood control channel fence on
the right side of the photo. Ultimate width
per the Area plan is 118 feet.

(Right Photo): Currently, a trail exists along
the east side of the road, where the new TSPs
could be placed. Subtransmission lines cross
Bain near Jurupa Avenue; would require
standard protection measures. Route was
met with significant public opposition during
the original RTRP siting studies in 2006/2007.
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Figure from Jurupa Area Plan — Circulation Map designates Bain Street as a “Major” road,
with an ultimate ROW of 118 feet.

Bain Street
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3.11 Segment N — Bellegrave Ave.

The segment travels along Bellegrave Ave. between Bain Street and proposed structure
JD22. From Bain Street, the proposed 230 kV line would utilize the north side of
Bellegrave to bypass homes, then cross to the south side to bypass the school on the north
side, and then cross back onto the north side of Bellegrave continuing westerly to the
proposed structure JD22. A portion of the Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV line (MLBP)
also exists on the north side of Bellegrave Avenue, and would require relocation in order
to maintain subtransmission/transmission separation. This segment is dependent on Bain
Street as the primary north-south segment leg.

Existing MLBP 66 kV

Existing MLBP 66 kV line near
Bain Street and Bellegrave Ave
would require relocation
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3.12 Segment O - Union Pacific Rear Lot to Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV

This segment follows along the 66 kV ROWY/Bain Street, northwest through the rear
portion of the Union Pacific lot. The lot appears to be used for cargo storage. This
segment would require acquisition of property (and potentially condemnation) or a non-
standard license through the Union Pacific parking lot. Additionally, this segment is
dependent on Bain Street which would have insufficient ROW.

Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV
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3.13 Segment P - Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road + Existing 66 kV ROW

This segment, also dependent upon Bain Street, would travel between the existing Mira
Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV ROW between Bain Street and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road,
and the existing 66 kV ROW along Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, between the end of
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Etiwanda Ave. The segment would have several
potential options: 1) Potentially place new TSPs on north side of Cantu-Galleano Ranch
Road, while leaving the 66 kV on south side; 2) place the new TSPs in Union Pacific
storage lot on north side; or 3) place new TSPs in existing 66 kvV ROW on south side, and
relocate the 66 kV.

Existing 66 kV line
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3.14 Segment Q - Etiwanda (Union Pacific Front Lot)

From corner of Etiwanda Ave and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, the 230 kV line would
travel north but through the front portion of the storage lot owned by Union Pacific, to
the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1 220 kV. The segment could not use Etiwanda Avenue as its
north-south segment leg because there are existing sidewalks and not enough room
without conductor swinging over the roadway. Therefore, this segment depends on Bain
Street as the north-south segment leg.

Mira Loma-Vista No.
1220 kv
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Chapter 4: SEGMENT SCORING

SCE uses a systematic ranking method to evaluate each segment in order to develop
segment groupings for routes (or partial routes in the case of this study). This ranking
system for the Siting Process uses a set of factors that contain criteria unique to various
subject matter areas. The ranking method is based upon the principles discussed in
SCE’s Transmission Environmental Guide (attached hereto as Appendix ) which was
prepared pursuant to the CPUC Request No. 111 of June 20, 1973, requesting utilities to
develop a written set of standards for design and construction of transmission facilities.

The factors and criteria are designed to serve as “signals” of key issues that may affect a
specific location’s constructability, environmental compliance, and/or social acceptance
if developed as a transmission line.

Project team members who have expertise in the specific subject matter areas evaluate
each segment based on this standard, pre-defined system. Each evaluation uses a
combination of field observation, desktop database research, and, in the case of the
community evaluation (when applied / or where applicable), input from briefings with
local government officials.

The specific factors used and their weights for transmission lines are provided in Table 1.

4.1 Segment Scores

The designated subject matter expert assigned a numeric value to each criterion. The
numeric value ranges from 1 to 5, with 1 being best, and 5 being worst. A value of “F”
would be a fatal flaw for that criterion. Therefore, a high segment score would represent a
segment with the most concerns.

The numeric values from the SMEs are translated into a “segment score” based on the
weight of the criteria. The segment score summary for the RTRP re-route is provided in
Table 2. Scores and comments from the SMEs are located in Appendix - Segment
Scores and SME Comments.
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Table 1 Segment Scoring Factors and Weights

[]= Low Weight (.25) [J= Med Weight (.50)

[J= Med-High Weight (.75)

[ = High Weight (1.00)

Aesthetics

EMF

Visual Character / Quality

Setbacks from Prioritized Land Uses

Locally-Valued Places

Geology / Geotechnical

Impacts to Scenic Vistas

Adverse Soil Conditions

Scenic Highways

Erosion Potential

Biology

Flooding Potential

Wildlife Corridors

Slope Stability / Landslide Hazards

Avian Collision

Liquefaction Potential

Permitting Time Required

Fault Rupture Hazard Zones

Water Bodies

Soil Contamination

Special Status Species

Transmission Project Delivery (construction and operations)

Civil Engineering — Access Roads

Slope of Segment for Access Roads

Access to the Segment for Construction / Operations

Remove / Replace Existing Structures

Overall Terrain

Constructability-Pole/Tower Design for Transmission

Access Roads Needed for Construction

Constructability - Permits and Restrictions

Permits & Restrictions

Surface and Subsurface Obstacles (Visual Observation Only)

Surface and Subsurface Obstacles

Difficulty Scheduling Outages on Existing Lines to Proceed with
Construction

Transmission Engineering

Access to the Segment for Construction

Slope of Segment

Access Roads Needed for Construction

Pole / Tower Design

Availability of ROW for Construction

Availability of ROW for Operations & Maintenance

Land Acquisition/Government Lands

Terrain along Segment

Ownership Type

Access to Segment for Operations & Maintenance

Property Rights (Existing or Need to Acquire)

Community

Land Use

Potential Site-Specific Stakeholders (schools, churches, etc.)

Zoning / General Plan Land Use on the Site

Community Development Guidelines

Zoning / General Plan Land Use(s) Surrounding the Site

Current / Past Controversy At or Near the Site

Existing Land Use(s) on the Site

Planned Future Development Near the Site

Existing Land Use(s) Surrounding the Site

Local Gov't. Attitude toward Infrastructure Projects

Special Districts, Specific Plans, Re-development Project Area

Cultural Resources

Farmland / Agricultural Conservation

Paleontological Resources

Airport Land Use Plan

Cultural Resources

Grading Permit & Additional Improvements

Cultural Resources Permitting Time

Subtransmission

Native American Resource Issues

Difficulty in Scheduling Outage

Remove/Relocate/Reconfigure Existing
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4.2 Segment Elimination

To develop a top pool of segments, the project team discussed all segments to determine
if they should be eliminated or retained for consideration. This section describes the
segments that were eliminated through team review of the scores and team discussion.

4.2.1 Segment A — Limonite 1 (flood control channel to 1-15)

In this segment, an approximately 440-foot-wide vacant strip exists on the south side
between the flood control channel and Wineville Avenue. However, between Wineville
Avenue and the 1-15, the south side contains a residential development. The north side of
the street is vacant, and the 230 kV line could cross from the south to the north side of the
street. Construction appears to have proceeded on the vacant north parcel. SCE verified
that the parcel is zoned for residential. SCE distribution planning also reported an active
service application for a residential tract at this location. Therefore, the project team
eliminated this segment because of the advanced stages of construction for the observed
residential development.

4.2.2 Segment F — Flood Control Channel between Lucretia Avenue and Limonite
Avenue

Segment F scored relatively well for most criteria, except for transmission and property
acquisition. The flood control channel in this section is concrete-lined and contains a
mixture of unimproved access roads and paved access roads. Low-density rural
residential exists on both the east side and west side of the channel; the homes were
generally closer to the streets while the back lots abutted the flood control channel. The
back lots generally had small pens for animals such as goats and horses. For high-voltage
lines SCE prefers to obtain full ownership, and it was unlikely that the County of
Riverside’s flood control administration would give up ownership of the flood control
channel. Additionally, pole placement to completely avoid overhang into back yards may
not be possible. The pole placement would also likely interfere with the maintenance of
the flood control channel. Therefore, the project team eliminated Segment F from further
consideration.

4.2.3 Segment J -Modification of Existing RTRP Segment through Riverbend

This proposed segment was an attempt to modify the segment of the proposed 230 kV
route that overlaps with a portion of the Riverbend development. However, this
alignment would result in the relocation of the existing subtransmission line, at least one
side of conductor hanging over the traveled way of 68" Street, and likely needing to
position the TSPs in, or immediately adjacent to, franchise - all of which still may not
improve the compatibility between this RTRP segment and Riverbend. Therefore, the
project team eliminated it from further consideration.

4.2.4 Segment L — Mira Loma-Bain-Pedley 66 kV ROW in Santa Ana River

The project team eliminated this segment for a variety of reasons. First, transmission
engineering expressed significant concerns of exposing the TSP footings of a 230 kV line
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to the erosional forces of the Santa Ana River. They noted that to avoid placement of
footings directly in the more active low-flow channel would require a span of over 1,000
feet, which is not preferred for technical and engineering reasons. SCE noted that
although the existing 66 kV line is located within the Santa Ana River, the operations and
maintenance personnel have reported often losing the maintenance roads and
subtransmission pole footings due to the erosional forces of the Santa Ana River. Species
permits and mitigation would likely be necessary for construction and maintenance of the
TSPs due to their location being in a biologically sensitive area of the Santa Ana River.
The team also noted that a portion of the segment along Ridgeview would be in direct
proximity to existing homes and new rights-of-way would be required, which would
cause an incompatibility between this portion of this segment and residential uses.

4.25 Segment M — Bain Street

Bain Street, an approximate 2-mile segment, was considered a key segment as it provides
a key north-south alignment alternative to the proposed RTRP I-15 route. A route using
Bain Street was also studied in the 2006/2007 RTRP siting efforts. From the scores of
this current siting effort and apart from the RTRP EIR preferred route, Bain Street would
likely have the least environmental impacts. Aesthetically, the area is low-density rural
residential, and does not afford significant views. The flood control channel already
divides that area of the community. Mira Loma Middle School exists approximately 150
feet east of the proposed line, just north of Jurupa Road.

From a transmission design perspective, there were two locations where a natural gas
pipeline and an existing 66 kV line would cross perpendicular to a new transmission line.
These crossings would require that protection measures be included in the 230 kV
tower/conductor design to ensure safety and compatibility between the transmission
conductor and the other utilities. SCE utilizes standard engineering protection methods
for crossings with other utilities and subtransmission, so these crossings would be
technically possible. There was concern however relative to designing the line to avoid a
water pumping station at the corner of Limonite Avenue and Bain Street.

Because Bain Street was a critical segment and was reviewed during the previous siting
effort, the team reviewed the conclusions of the past reports and available newspaper
clippings, in order to compare those concerns with the current conditions. Highlights
from the previous siting efforts included opposition from the Bain Street residents, citing
EMF and aesthetic concerns. During this siting effort, SCE’s EMF specialist stated that
EMF was not a significant concern. To evaluate aesthetics, the team considered the Bain
Street viewshed and the 1-15 viewshed. During the past siting effort, residents indicated
that the 1-15 in the Jurupa Valley afforded expansive views of agricultural fields and
other landforms. The team discussed that transmission lines along freeways and
interstates are very common, and may be more accepted than if they exist within a low-
density residential neighborhood.

Additional concerns expressed included the protection measures for the crossing of the
two utilities would likely mean taller towers in those two locations. Also, the use of Bain
Street would likely conflict with the Jurupa Area Plan, which is part of the Riverside
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County General Plan. The Jurupa Area Plan identifies Bain Street as a “Major,” road
with an ultimate width of approximately 118 feet. Because the current roadway and dirt
shoulder on the east side is only approximately 90 feet wide, Bain Street’s planned
ultimate width (as described in the Jurupa Area Plan) would conflict with the ROW needs
for the RTRP 230 kV transmission line. In light of these considerations, the RTRP
project team eliminated this segment from further consideration.
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Table 2 - -Segment Scores

AESTHETICS 575 [ 4.75 4.75 5.75 5.75 5.75 6.25 7.25 8.00 5.50 10.00 8.50 5.25 4.50 3.25 3.25 | 3.25
BIOLOGY 3.00 [ 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.00 3.50 5.25 5.25 3.00 10.00 | 12.25 | 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 [ 3.00
CIVIL ENGINEERING

- ACCESS ROADS 10.00 | 8.50 8.50 4.50 10.50 7.50 4.50 6.50 4.50 8.50 13.00 | 14.00 [ 4.50 8.50 8.50 6.50 | 6.50
COMMUNITY 8.25 [ 8.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 | 7.25
CULTURAL

RESOURCES 275 [ 3.25 2.25 3.25 4.25 2.75 2.75 3.75 4.25 3.75 3.75 4.25 2.25 1.75 1.75 1.75 | 1.75
EMF 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.75 0.50 1.00 1.25 0.50 0.50 1.25 1.00 0.75 1.25 [ 0.75
GEOLOGY /

GEOTECH 5.00 [ 5.00 5.00 5.00 9.50 9.00 5.00 7.00 9.50 7.00 11.00 | 13.00 [ 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 [ 5.00
GOVERNMENT

LANDS 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 | 1.00
LAND ACQUISITION 3.00 | 3.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 2.00 3.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 5.00 | 3.00
LAND USE 8.00 [ 8.00 5.75 6.75 7.75 8.50 8.50 9.00 8.00 6.25 9.00 9.00 9.25 4.75 4.25 6.50 [ 3.75
SUBTRANSMISSION | 25.75 | 25.75 | 25.75 | 5.00 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 | 100.00 | 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.75 1.00 | 28.75 | 4.00
TRANSMISSION

ENGINEERING 10.00 | 11.00 | 14.00 | 11.00 | 11.00 | 13.25 | 14.00 | 13.00 | 11.00 | 13.25 | 16.50 [ 11.00 | 14.00 | 11.00 | 14.00 | 11.00 | 14.00
TRANSMISSION

PROJECT

DELIVERY 16.00 | 15.25 | 15.25 | 14.75 | 14.75 | 17.00 | 17.50 | 24.50 | 18.50 | 23.25 | 25.50 | 24.50 | 17.00 { 14.75 | 0.00 | 17.25 | 14.75

Totals:

70.25

80.00

87.25

185.00 110.50 109.25
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Chapter 5: SEGMENT GROUP RE-ROUTE DEVELOPMENT

5.1 Segment Grouping

Irrespective of the individual segment elimination, all segments were grouped to form a
potential re-route to improve potential compatibility in the Riverbend area. The team
then reviewed this information to determine if, when viewed together, a previously
eliminated segment should return to the pool for reconsideration.

Table 3 provides the possible segment groupings to form a re-route around the Riverbend
development. Segment groupings were constructed beginning from the easternmost
point, which were segments, K, J, H, and L, then configured directionally to connect to a
RTRP proposed 230 kV tower location either along I-15 or at the Mira Loma-Vista No. 1
220 kV tap point.

The overall segment group scores are based on the individual segment scores, not
considering the team’s selection of individual segment elimination. The lower the score,
the fewer the potential impacts, based solely on individual SME scores. Alternatively,
the higher the score, the greater the potential impacts, based solely on individual SME
scores. Segment Group 2 received the highest, or worst score; Segment Group 8 was the
best scoring segment group.

After review of the various segment group configurations, the RTRP project team’s
review did not support the return of any previously eliminated segments to the pool for
reconsideration.

Table 3 — Segment Group Configuration Scores

Overall Score Segment
Segment based on Group
Group Segment Length
ID Segment Group Scores (miles)
1 K 110.50 1.49
2 J 185.00 1.24
3 HGFA 90.49 1.93
4 HGFBCDEMDO 76.54 5.90
5 HGFBCDEMN 78.17 6.87
6 HGFBCDEMPQ 82.80 6.71
7 HGICBA 93.17 3.33
8 HGIDEMO 75.13 5.61
9 HGIDEMN 77.04 6.57
10 HGIDEMPQ 81.85 6.41
11 LEMN 81.11 6.09
12 LEMO 79.79 5.13
13 LEMPOQ 86.42 5.93
14 LDCBA 102.19 3.07
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5.2 Segment Group Elimination

After confirming the segment elimination and the segment grouping scores, the project
team reviewed the segment groupings that could be carried forward (Table 4). The only
segment group the team could carry forward was Segment Group 1 (Segment K), which
would skirt the southern boundaries of the Golf Course and the adjacent Riverbend
development. The rest of the segment groups were eliminated due to their dependency
on key directional segments that were eliminated.

Table 4 — Segment Group Configurations Based on Segment Elimination

Segment Segments Eliminated Making
Group Overall Eliminated/ Segment Group Configuration
ID Segment Group Score Retained Not Feasible
1 K 110.50 Retained
2 J 185.00 Eliminated J — Modified Riverbend
3 HGFA 90.49 Eliminated A — Limonite, F — Flood Channel
4 HGFBCDEMO 76.54 Eliminated M — Bain, F — Flood Channel
5 HGFBCDEMN 78.17 Eliminated M — Bain, F — Flood Channel
6 HGFBCDEMPQ 82.80 Eliminated M — Bain, F — Flood Channel
7 HGICBA 93.17 Eliminated A — Limonite
8 HGIDEMO 75.13 Eliminated M - Bain
9 HGIDEMN 77.04 Eliminated M - Bain
10 HGIDEMPQ 81.85 Eliminated M - Bain
11 LEMN 81.11 Eliminated L- Santa Ana River, M - Bain
12 LEMDO 79.79 Eliminated L- Santa Ana River, M - Bain
13 LEMPAQ 86.42 Eliminated L- Santa Ana River, M - Bain
14 LDCBA 102.19 Eliminated L- Santa Ana River, A — Limonite

5.3 Segment Group Selection

And though Segment Group 1 (Segment K) was the only one that was retained, the
project team identified several environmental and engineering challenges that
contributed to its relatively high score. Comments regarding Segment K included the

following:

e Technical Considerations: Due to its proximity to the Santa Ana River,

Segment K would require additional geotechnical, hydrological, and
engineering studies to determine constructability and pole placement, before

this segment can be validated as technically feasible.

e Biological Considerations: The upper terraces of the bank of the Santa Ana

River abuts the Goose Creek Golf Club southern property boundary where the
poles would likely be constructed. This area contains sensitive vegetation and
is home to sensitive bird species (see Figure 5, Least Bell’s Vireo Critical
Habitat). Due to the proximity of this portion of Segment K to the Santa Ana
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River and Riverside MSHCP areas, Segment K may trigger additional
permitting and impacts to biological resources associated with the Santa Ana
River.

Aesthetics: Based on Riverbend’s development plan identified in the MND,
Riverbend proposes residential use only on the northern two-thirds of the
development. Distances from the homes closest to Segment K would depend
on final engineering of both the Riverbend development and RTRP. However
there are no significant designated viewsheds in the area and other electrical
line facilities are already present in the area, suggesting that any aesthetic
impacts from RTRP on adopted viewsheds will be less than significant. As
discussed in the RTRP EIR, there is the potential for impacts to unofficial
viewsheds along the Santa Ana River south of Riverbend.

Land Use/Zoning Change Compatibility: The southern portion of the
Riverbend development site is currently being used for farming. According to
Riverbend MND, the development plan authorization included a change in the
land use designation for the southern portion of Riverbend, converting it from
“OS-R — Open Space Recreation” and “OS-W — Water” to “OS-CH - Open
Space Conservation Habitat” and “OS-W — Water.” The Riverbend site plan
identifies these “OS” areas as being used for stockpile and borrow and open
space. The MND does not identify that these areas will be revegetated or
utilized for sensitive species mitigation or set-aside. Therefore, based on
SCE’s current understanding of the Riverbend Project, SCE preliminarily
considered Segment K to not significantly impact land uses and/or zoning as
identified in the MND.

Additional ROW_Acaquisition: Segment K’s potential need for additional
property along Riverbend’s western edge (adjacent to the 1-15 and which is
proposed for residential use) is not precluded. Preliminary mapping indicates
that there is potentially sufficient ROW to support Segment K between 1-15
and 68™ Street. However, any overlap between Segment K and the areas
preliminarily identified for residential use by Riverbend may depend on final
engineering and design of both projects.
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Figure 5 — Least Bell’s Vireo Critical Habitat

Existing
Route

Segment K

LBV Critical Habitat
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Chapter 6: COMPARISON OF SELECTED SEGMENT RE-ROUTE TO
PROPOSED RTRP SEGMENT NEAR RIVERBEND

The project team reviewed the segment of the Riverbend segment as proposed in the
RTRP EIR against the team’s selected Segment Group 1 (Segment K). The team re-
affirmed that despite the intervening approvals of Riverbend and the Vernola Apartment
projects, the approximately 1.5 mile of RTRP’s 230 kV transmission route that occupies
portions of these developments remains the environmentally superior alternative under
CEQA. None of the alternative segments considered in this analysis would have less
environmental impacts than RTRP’s currently proposed transmission segment in the
Riverbend Area.

Segment K, more fully described in Section 3.8, could potentially enhance RTRP’s
compatibility with the Riverbend and Vernola Apartment developments. However,
Segment K may result in increased environmental impacts, due to the proximity of the
Santa Ana River to the southern edge of the golf course where the new poles would likely
be constructed. These impacts may include, but are not limited to, biological, geological,
and hydrologic impacts when compared with RTRP’s proposed segment through the
Riverbend and Vernola Apartment developments which are unoccupied and in very early
stages of construction (SCE is informed that the Vernola Apartments project, while
entitled, has not yet broken ground).

Despite any general increase in environmental impacts with Segment K, it is unknown
whether Segment K would actually result in new significant environmental impacts
and/or a substantial increase in the severity of a documented significant impact under
CEQA at this time.
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Siting Study,
August 31, 2006
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The City of Riverside is undergoing a plan revision, which is currently in draft form (Draft Riverside
General Plan 2005). The existing General Plan, adopted in 1994, identifies specific Goals and Policies
regarding the management of visual resources.

“Goal OS1” was established to “create a system of open space areas and linkages throughout the General
Plan Area that protects the natural and visual character of the community and provide for appropriate
active and passive recreational uses.” Policies for the implementation of Goal OS 1 include:

o Identification and location of open space arcas and “scenic roadways™ for the city (OS 1.1);

e The provision that the City should recognize the value of major institutional passive open spaces,
particularly cemeteries, as important components of the total open space system and protect their
visual character.

The City of Riverside established 14 concepts as a means to implement the Vision Statement that
describes Riverside as a cify “that builds on its past and present character to creafe a diverse and
distinctive community of quality for the future.” One of these concepts states that “distinctive gateways
should clearly identify entrances into this City and help define” the boundaries. The Gateway is defined
as a point along a roadway entering a city or a county at which a motorist gains a sense of having entered

the city or county.

Goal CC 1 OF Section IV (Community Enhancement) seeks to use urban design policies to maintain and

strengthen the identity of the City of Riverside as a community of character, quality, and diversity. Policy
CC 1.1 identifies a series of key gateways into the City. These gateways include entrances from the north
at the northerly City limits/County line on North Main Street, west via Highway 60, northeast via.
Highway 215 and Van Buren Boulevard, east via Highway 60 and Alessandro Boulevard, southeast via

Trautwein Road, south via Mockingbird Canyon Road and La Sierra Avenue, southwest via Highway 91,

and west via Arlington Avenue. These entry points define the physical boundaries of the community and
emphasize its distinctive character to residents and visitors alike. General Plan policies and
implementation measures related to City gateways shall apply o the gateways defined in this policy.

31.3 Culturat Resources

The results of the review show that 146 archaeological and historical surveys have been conducted within the-
project area. These surveys were performed by many ' different professionals using various methods.and
probably vary in the intensity and quality of survey coverage. Further review of these studies will be
necessary to evaluate which portions of the project area have been surveyed for cultural resources according
to modern standards. Some previously surveyed locations may require additional survey to confirm the
absence of cultural resources.

As a tesult of the technical studies, 118 cultural resources are recorded with the California Historical
Resources Information System (CHRIS). Of these, 28 are historic (usually Euro-American) and the
remaining 90 are prehistoric (Native American). The histotic sites include remnants of historic buildings
(i.c., residences, a chapel, and a winery), irrigation facilities (i.c., canals and ditches), a quarry, roadways,
historic town sites, and at least 11 historic refuse deposits or surface scatters. The 90 prehistoric sites
include 61 bedrock milling stations and 20 lithic scatters containing stone flakes and tools (10 of the sites
are both milling stations and lithic scatters). There are also four locations containing pictographs or
petroglyphs. The majority of the prehistoric sites are located along the Santa Ana river drainage and in the
Jurupa Mountains in the northern part of the project area.

Various historic structures within the project area have been determined eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. Most of these structures occur in the older portions of downtown Riverside; many
are within the City of Riverside’s Historic Presetvation Districts. Others consist of linear features, primarily
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RPU- RTRP Constructability Considerations Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At the request of Riverside Public Utilities (RPU), multiple alternate routes were
identified and evaluated by SCE Engineers for the Riverside Public Utilities — Riverside
Transmission Reliability Project (RPU-RTRP). These were in addition to the original
route along Van Buren discussed in Section E.

This report contains the results of these route investigations relative to potential
constructability issues that may result during construction of these routes.

Four potential alternate routes were identified. These are referred to in this report as:

Van Buren Offset route Reference: Report Section A and Appendix A
Bain Street route Reference: Report Section B and Appendix B
West Route — Paralleling 115 Reference: Report Section C and Appendix C
East route Reference: Report Section D and Appendix D
Results

Van Buren Offset Route

The Van Buren Offset route was found to have the greatest physical impact on
developed, privately own properties. Numerous residential and commercial properties
were impacted including at least one church property. A critical choke point exists at the
Orco Block complex requiring poles to be located on their property. Construction of this
route will be more complex as a result of numerous turns in the route and multiple
crossings of both railroad right-of-way and Van Buren blvd.

Bain Street Route

The Bain Street route was found to have the least physical impact on developed, privately
owned properties. The design and construction of this route was determined to be straight
forward using conventional steel pole structures. A few poles were required to be located
on privately owned ‘green-belt’ areas and a behind a parking lot.

West Route — Paralleling 115

The West route was found to have limited physical impact on developed, privately owned
properties. However, this route has potentially significant impact on future development
of private properties particularly for the segment of this route paralleling the 115. In
addition, this segment contains a choke point at the shopping center at Limonite Ave. At
this location, some poles must be located in the existing parking lot. This will result in
displacing parking spaces in a parking lot already lacking sufficient parking reserves.

East Route
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The East route requires poles to be placed in the Santa Ana River area flood plain. Based
upon prior SCE experience in similar conditions, this route was determined to be non-
constructible per SCE standards.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

In November 2004, the RPU Board authorized RPU to enter an agreement with Southern
California Edison (SCE) for completion of a System Impact Study and a Facilities Study.
The results of these studies were submitted to RPU in June and October of 2005, and
indicated the need for construction of a double-circuited 230 kV transmission line in the
City of Riverside, as well as a 230-69 kV substation.

The System Impact Study identified the existing SCE Mira Loma-Vista 230 kV
transmission line (Mira Loma-Vista #1) as the tap point for interconnecting the proposed
new substation to the existing SCE electrical grid. This new substation site is located near
the northeast corner of Wilderness Avenue and Ed Perkic Street.

RPU retained POWER Engineers, Inc. (POWER) to complete the RTRP Feasibility
Study and assist RPU to identify transmission line routes for RTRP. Eventually RPU
identified their environmentally preferred route along VVan Buren Blvd on Union Pacific
Railroad Right-of-Way.

In 2007, RPU requested SCE to provide additional alternate routes to the aforementioned
Van Buren Blvd route. Four potential additional routes were identified. These are
referred to in this report as: (1) Van Buren Offset route , (2) Bain Street route , (3) West
Route — Paralleling 115, and (4) East route.

METHODOLOGY

In order to identify alternate routes, numerous support activities were required. Initially,
detailed reviews of aerial survey data and numerous trial and error transmission line right
of way routings were performed. However, due to the dynamically changing nature of
this region of Riverside County, numerous field-surveys and field walk-downs were also
required to confirm the current status of development of the land and the feasibility of the
proposed routes. Once a candidate route was identified, a significant effort was next
required to determine land use data particularly related to land use restrictions, land
ownership, future land use and land development plans. This involved numerous
investigations with City, County, State and Federal representatives and agencies.

Once all the related data was compiled for the candidate transmission line locations, a
minimum impact solution was selected for the each of the four routes. This report
compares these solutions for each of these routes from the perspective of construction
related issues.
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SECTION A

VAN BUREN OFFSET ROUTE
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Van Buren Offset Route — Northernmost Section From Pomona Freeway to
Bain Street

Description

The Van Buren offset route essentially parallels Van Buren Blvd. and extends in a
southerly direction from the Pomona freeway to past Limonite, crossing the Santa Ana
river, and bearing eastward toward the proposed new substation at Wilderness Ave. A
graphical summary of field observations and related constructability concerns is
contained in Appendix A. Excerpts of Appendix A are provided in the following Figures
of this report with additional narrative and pictures for clarification.

The upper portion of this route begins at the tie-in to the Mira Loma 220 kV transmission
line, north of the Pomona Freeway and extends south and southeast toward Bain Street as
shown in Figure 1A.

Figure 1A — Northernmost segment of the VVan Buren Offset route.

Future Planned Development

Identified in the upper left corner of Figure 1A is an apparent ‘green-belt’ labeled “1°. It
is adjacent to the location of the tie-in to the existing 220 kV line going to the Mira Loma
substation. This designation Item 1 indicates that during investigations, it was determined
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that the apparently open area shown has already been planned for future development.
Figure 2A is a field photo of this area. As a result of this planned development, the
construction of the tie-in to the 220 kV line was pushed east alongside the existing flood
control channel. This flood control is in the distance and not visible from the angle at
which this photograph was taken. It is noted that all the pictures in Section A were taken
in the September and October 2007 timeframe.

Figure 2A — This Shows a View of the Existing 220 kV Line From Mira Loma Near The
Tie-In For RPU-RTRP. The Actual Tie-in Is Toward The Distant Tower in the Center of
the Picture. The Area In The Foreground Has Been Planned For Future Development

Pomona Freeway Crossing

The line continues south along the west side of the flood control channel and spans across
the Pomona freeway at the location labeled ‘2. The design of this freeway crossing will
be in accordance with the requirements of current standards. This crossing will require
suitably higher steel support structures to provide required clearances than the support
structures in other portions of the line, but otherwise should be a straight forward design.

Figure 3A is a field photo taken from the approximate location of the support tower at the
Pomona Freeway crossing looking across the Pomona freeway and toward the 220 kV
line from Mira Loma substation. The new line runs parallel to the existing flood control
which is slightly east of where this picture was taken. As a result, the flood control
channel is not visible. The temporary concrete and plywood barricades on the Pomona
freeway are apparent in the foreground.

10
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Figure 3A— This Photograph Is Looking North Across The Pomona Freeway Toward The
Tie-in Location With the 220 kV Mira Loma Line, From The Approximate Location Of
The Support Structure Adjacent To The Pomona Freeway Crossing

Support Structures in Private Property Parking Lots & Flood Control Crossings
The supporting structure will be founded on private property and is labeled ‘4’ in Figure
1A. From this point, the line continues south and crosses the flood control channel at the
locations labeled ‘3’ in Figure 1A. The transmission structures will be located off the
Flood Control Right of Way (ROW) and provide adequate clearance for Flood Control
Maintenance and related activities. The three locations in this area where structures will
be needed were spotted on currently open land except at one location. This location will
require spotting the structure in or adjacent to a warehouse parking lot. Closer inspection
of the warehouse area indicated that locating a pole structure in this area is feasible.

Saint Sevaine Way to Bain Street

The proposed transmission line will cross Saint Sevaine Way toward Bain Street
approximately paralleling the Flood Control channel on the east side. This area is
currently undeveloped and open. Figure 4A shows an approximate location for a support
structure at the point of crossing Saint Sevaine.

11
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Figure 4A — This Picture Shows The Approximate Structure Location In The Green Belt
Before Crossing Saint Sevaine Street

Figure 5A shows the open area east of the Flood Control Channel through which the
proposed Transmission Line will be routed toward Main Street. This segment will pass
slightly west of the Bain Street Substation. Portions of this route will cross leased areas
presently used for temporary parking of vehicles. The proposed 220 kV Transmission
Line will cross an existing transmission line as it approaches Bain Street. Some
modifications to this existing line will be required.

12
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Figure 5A — This Picture Shows The Open Area East of the Flood Control Toward Bain
Street After the Saint Sevaine Street Crossing. An Existing Transmission Line Is Visible
in the Distance Which Will Require Some Modifications.

13
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Van Buren Offset Route — Bain Street To Orco Block Complex

Description
The following describes the routing of the proposed Transmission Line from Bain Street
south to and around the Orco Block complex.

Figure 6A graphically portrays this area. This portion contains three items of concern
identified as 6, 7 & 8 in Figure 6A.

Figure 6A — Proposed Van Buren Offset route from Bain Street to the Orco Block
Complex..

Private Land Takes and Transmission Line Crossing

Identified in Figure 6A are locations where private land takes are necessary. These are
shown in Figure 6A as point 6. Improvements on these properties typically consist of
single story metal warehouse type structures, some of which will likely be impacted by
the proposed Transmission Line location. In this area, the proposed line is paralleling the
Union Pacific railroad and the centerline of the proposed Transmission Line was located
150 feet from the edge of the railroad ROW. This spacing is consistent with current SCE
standards. Point 8 shows the existing 66 kV line that also needs to be crossed.

Figure 7A shows a photograph of this area taken from Bellegrave Avenue looking west.

Property improvements on the private property that will be impacted and the transmission
lines that must be crossed are apparent in the photograph.

14
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Figure 7A — This Photograph Was Taken Looking West From Bellegrave Avenue
Toward The Location of The Proposed Transmission Line. This Section Parallels The UP
ROW. In The Center Of The Picture Are Seen Improvements On The Private Property
That Will Be Impacted By The Proposed Transmission Line. The 66 kV Transmission
Line That Will Be Crossed is Also Apparent in the Photograph.

ORCO Block Complex

On the proposed Van Buren Offset route, the largest potential choke point is at the ORCO
Block Complex. This is identified as point 7 in Figure 6A. To maintain adequate
clearance from the UP ROW and avoid cutting directly through new Orco manufacturing
buildings, the transmission line must be routed around the ORCO complex. Continuing
the run of the proposed transmission line parallel to the UP ROW would route the line
directly through two new ORCO processing facilities that are located adjacent to UP
ROW. Figure 8A is a photograph showing the northernmost new ORCO processing
facility under construction.

Routing around the ORCO Complex will require locating the transmission support

structures in the greenbelt strips adjacent to the ORCO property and Bellegrave, Rutile
and Galena streets. Photographs in Figures 9A, 10A and 11A show these locations.

15
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Figure 8A — This Photograph Shows The Northernmost New Processing Facility on The
ORCO Block Complex.

16
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Figure 9A — This Picture Was Taken Looking Northeast on Bellegrave. The ORCO
Block Property Is Shown On The Right Side of the Picture. The Proposed Location of the
proposed Transmission Line Structures Is On The Future Greenbelt of The ORCO Block
Property Adjacent to Bellegrave.

17
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Figure 10A - This Picture Was Taken Looking South on Rutile Street. The ORCO Block
Property Is Shown On The Right Side of the Picture. The Proposed Location of the
proposed Transmission Line Structure Is On The Future Greenbelt (Center of Picture) on
ORCO Block Property Adjacent to Rutile. The Line Will Route To Galena Which is 0.5
Miles South of Where This Picture Was Taken. The Line Will Cross Over Rutile and
Continue West on Galena. Figure 11A Shows This Location on Galena. The Distribution
Line Shown Will Be Required To Be Relocated.

18



RPU-RTRP CONSTRUCTABILITY REPORT Rev.1 — APRIL 28, 2008
Jim Day PAX 28983

Figure 11A — This Picture Was Taken Looking Northwest on Galena Street. The ORCO
Block Property Is Shown On The Right Side of the Picture. The Proposed Location of the
Transmission Line Structures Is On The Existing Greenbelt or Inside the ORCO Block
Property Adjacent to Rutile. For Either Location, Operations Within The ORCO
Complex Will Be Impacted and Will Require Significant Cooperation With The ORCO
Company. The Existing Distribution Lines Will Need To Be Relocated.

19
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Van Buren Offset Route — Orco Block Complex to Felspar and Jurupa Road

Description
The following describes the routing of the proposed Transmission Line from the Orco
Block complex to Felspar and Jurupa Roads.

Figure 12A graphically portrays this area. This portion contains three items of concern
identified as 6, 9 & 10 in Figure 12A.

Figure 12A — Proposed Van Buren Offset route from the Orco Block Complex to Felspar
and Jurupa Roads.

Private Land Takes

Identified in Figure 12A are locations where private land (future development) takes are
necessary and are indicated as point 6. The proposed route continues west on Galena
Street from the Orco property (see Figure 11A) and turns south onto private property as
shown in Figure 12A. This land is currently under development. Improvements made so
far include the installation of main sewer lines and laterals and staking for street
construction. Figure 13A includes a photograph of this area.

20
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Figure 13A — This Photograph Was Taken From A Location On Private Property
Identified in Figure 12A Near The UP ROW Looking North Toward Galena Street. The
Proposed Transmission Line Will Run Parallel To The Existing Commercial Facilities
and Side-rail Spurs. The Civil Improvements On The Private Property Are Not Readily
Apparent In This Photo.

Union Pacific Right of Way and Van Buren Street Crossings

In Figure 12A it can be seen that the proposed Transmission Line crosses the main UP
rail line and Van Buren streets twice and a secondary UP spur ( Jurupa Road) once.
These crossings are identified in Figure 12A as points 9 and 10. The area of the first
crossing is shown in Figure 14A.

The potential location of the tower across Van Buren Blvd. was spotted on undeveloped
land. Figure 15A contains a photograph of this open, undeveloped area. The proposed
location is set back from Van Buren Blvd. sufficiently to accommodate widening of Van
Buren in the future.

From the area illustrated in Figure 15A, the proposed transmission line spans to the
location shown in Figure 16A. It crosses the UP ROW and Van Buren Blvd. the second
time in this span. The location shown in Figure 15A is located on private property. This
property is seasonally used for selling holiday-related items.

21
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Jurupa Road Crossings

From the support tower located in Figure 16A, the proposed Transmission Line spans
southeast across Jurupa Road. The next support tower is proposed to be located adjacent
to a green-belt of trees on private property. This location is shown in Figure 17A. In this
crossing of Jurupa Road, a secondary UP rail spur is crossed as well as existing
distribution and transmission lines. These lines will be required to be reworked.

Figure 14A — This Photograph Was Taken Looking South Showing The First Crossing of
the Union Pacific Main Rail-line and VVan Buren Blvd. In The Foreground Of This
Picture is Approximately Where a Transmission Support Structure Will Be Located. The
Background of This Picture Shows An Open Area Across Van Buren Street Where
Another Structure Will Be Located.

22
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Figure 15A - This Picture Was Taken Looking In a Northerly Direction Toward The
Location Where Figure 14A Was Taken. The Center of the Pictures Is Approximately
The Location Where The First Crossing of the UP ROW and Van Buren Street Is
proposed. The Transmission Support Tower Would Be Located In The Undeveloped
Area In The Left of This Photograph, Sufficiently Set Back From Van Buren street.

23
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Figure 16A — This Picture Was Taken Looking West Toward The Transmission Support
Structure Located Across Van Buren Blvd At The Approximate Location Shown in

Figure 15A. The Proposed Transmission Line Will Span From That Tower To The Next
Support Tower. This ‘Next” Tower Will Be Located Approximately In The Bottom Left

Of This Picture.

24
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Figure 17A — This Picture Was Taken Looking Southeast To An Area Across Jurupa
Road From The Area Where The Photograph in Figure 15A Was Taken. The Proposed
Transmission Line Would Span From The Tower Located In Figure 15A to The Next
Tower Located Adjacent To The Green-belt Tree Area Shown Slightly To The Left Of
The Center of This Figure. This proposed Span Would Cross Jurupa Road and a
Secondary UP Rail Spur. Existing Distribution Lines and Transmission Lines Would
Need To Be Reworked.

25
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Van Buren Offset Route — Felspar & Jurupa Roads to Limonite & Pedley
Roads

Description
The following describes the routing of the proposed Transmission Line from just south of
the Felspar and Jurupa Road area to slightly north of Limonite and Pedley Road.

Figure 18A graphically portrays this area. This portion contains two items of concern
identified as 4 & 6 in Figure 18A.

Figure 18A — Proposed Van Buren Offset Route From Just South of The Felspar and
Jurupa Road area to Slightly North of Limonite and Pedley Road.

Private Land Takes — Southerly Routing

Identified in Figure 18A are locations where private land takes are necessary and are
indicated as point 6. The proposed route parallels the UP ROW and the centerline is
approximately 150 feet from the edge of the UP ROW as shown in Figure 18A.

26
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In the portion of the proposed route segment shown at the top of Figure 18A, some
private land takes are necessary. Figures 19A through 20A show private properties
‘takes’ in this area.

South of this, in general, the private properties adjoin the east side of the UP ROW and
the improvements are limited typically to occasional out-structures or similar temporary
facilities. At least one dwelling, however, located in the area just north of the railroad
parking lot will be impacted by the Transmission Line. Figures 21A through 24A show
private properties takes north and south of Avenue 56 at the UP ROW.

The referenced parking lot is shown in Figure 18A at the area where Pedley Road curves
east to intersect Limonite. In this area, Transmission support structures will be placed in
this existing parking lot. This is indicated in Figure 18A as point 4. Observations made in
the field indicated that the parking lot would likely accommaodate the placement of two
tubular pole structures without significant impact. Some accommodations for the
displaced parking would be required.

Figure 19A — This Photograph Was Taken From A Location South of Jurupa Road
Looking North Toward Jurupa Road. The Proposed Transmission Line Will Run East Of
(right hand side of picture) and Parallel To The Existing UP ROW. South of Jurupa Road
Portions of The Land Are For Sale. Currently These Portions Appear To Be Used For
Raising Small Livestock.

27
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Figure 20A — This Photograph Was Taken Further South From Figure 19A Looking East.
The Proposed Transmission Line Would Be Located East of the UP ROW (UP Rail Is In
The Center of the Picture). The Land East of the UP ROW Intermittently Contained Out-
Structures and Similar Temporary Facilities and Is Used For Raising Livestock.

28
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Figure 21A — This Photograph Was Taken About 2 Miles South From Where Figure 20A
Was Taken And Is Looking North. The Proposed Transmission Line Would Be Located
East (Right) of the UP ROW (UP ROW Is In The Center of the Picture). The Land East
of the UP ROW In This Area Is Undeveloped The Transmission Line Crossing Will Be

Accommodated in The Design.

29
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Figure 22A — This Photograph Was Taken Further South From Figure 21A Looking
North. The Proposed Transmission Line Would Be Located East of the UP ROW (right-
hand side of picture). The Land East of the UP ROW Intermittently Contained Out-
Structures and Similar Temporary Facilities and Is Used For Raising Livestock As Is

Apparent In This Picture.
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Figure 23A — This Photograph Was Taken Further South From Figure 22A Looking East.
The Proposed Transmission Line Would Be Located In The Center Of This Picture
Impacting The Temporary Facilities and Potentially a Residential Structure (the roof of
the residential structure is partially visible in the middle, right-hand side of the picture).
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Figure 24A — This Photograph Was Taken Further South From Figure 23A Looking
South. The Proposed Transmission Line Would Be Located East of the UP ROW (left-
hand side of the picture). The Land East of the UP ROW Intermittently Contained Out-
Structures and Similar Temporary Facilities and Is Used For Raising Livestock. In
Greenbelt Area in the Distance Contains a Residential Structure and the Railroad Parking
Lot.

Once the proposed Transmission Line passes through the parking lot, it bears east about a
mile through privately owned open land, and then turns south to Limonite.

Continued Southerly Routing Past Railroad Parking Lot Rejected

Investigations into continuing the southerly routing of the proposed Transmission Line
past the parking lot area discovered that numerous private/commercial properties would
be impacted. This included private dwellings, commercial properties and church
buildings. Figures 25A & 26A show some commercial structures impacted by this;
Figure 27A shows an impacted residential structure; and Figure 28A shows an impacted
church structure. As a result, this southerly routing beyond the railroad parking lot was
rejected and the proposed line was instead routed in an easterly direction.
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Figure 25A — This Photograph Shows A Small Commercial Structure Impacted By
Continuing The Proposed Transmission Line Adjacent to the UP ROW And South of the
Railroad Parking Lot

33
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Figure 26A — This Photograph Shows A Private and Commercial Structure (in the
Distance) Impacted By Continuing The Proposed Transmission Line Adjacent to the UP
ROW And South of the Railroad Parking Lot

34
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Figure 27A — The Right Hand Side of This Photograph Shows A Residential Structure
Impacted By Continuing The Proposed Transmission Line Adjacent to the UP ROW And
South of the Railroad Parking Lot
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Figure 28A —This Photograph Shows A Church Structure Impacted By Continuing The
Proposed Transmission Line Adjacent to the UP ROW And South of the Railroad
Parking Lot

Private Land Takes — Alternate Easterly Routing Around Existing Dwellings and
Parking Area

Identified approximately in the middle of Figure 18A is an eastern alternate to the
southern routing of the proposed Transmission line. To avoid impacting residential
structures and the railroad parking lot, the alternate routing turns ninety degrees, bearing
east. After a little more than a mile, the route then turns back to a southerly direction
toward Limonite. Presently, this land was observed to be open and undeveloped with
portions for sale. This alternate routing would avoid displacing existing residential
structures north of the parking lot, as well as avoiding disturbing the parking lot. In
addition, this would avoid continuing the southerly routing of the Transmission line past
Limonite.

Planned Future Developments — Alternate Easterly Routing

Further investigations into this ‘presently’” open land determined that in fact numerous
plans for developing these areas have been made. This easterly alternate routing would
extend through a number of proposed future developments for senior citizen housing,
private dwellings and commercial property developments.
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Van Buren Offset Route — Limonite and Pedley Road To New Substation At
Wilderness Avenue

Description

The following describes the routing of the proposed Transmission Line from the
Limonite and Pedley Road area to the location of the new substation at the north end of
Wilderness Avenue.

Figure 29A graphically portrays this area. This portion contains numerous items of
concern identified as 4, 6, 11, and 12 through 16.

East and West Routes Extending From Limonite To The Span Across The Union
Pacific Right Of Way and Van Buren Blvd

Two potential routes south from Limonite are shown. These two routes converge upon
crossing the Union Pacific Railroad at VVan Buren Blvd. This point of convergence is
located behind the future site for an animal shelter facility. This is identified as point 14
in Figure 29A. The proposed line is routed west of this facility and east of the residential
structures.

Figure 29A — Proposed Van Buren Offset Route From The Limonite and Pedley Road
Area To The New Substation At Wilderness Avenue.
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Private Land Takes — West Route South From Limonite To 63 Street And On To
The Animal Shelter Area South of Limonite

The west route extending south from Limonite to 63" street passes through commercial
property identified as point 12 in Figure 29A. Figure 30A shows the commercial
property impacted looking north from 63" street. The impacted commercial property is in
the distance. Figure 31A shows a zoom-in of this view.

Figure 30A — This Photograph Was Taken From 63" Street Looking North At The
Impacted Commercial Property. The Proposed Transmission Line Is Routed Through The
Commercial Property in The Distance And Through This Open Area.
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Figure 31A — This Photograph Is A Zoom-in Of Figure 30. The Impacted Commercial
Property Storage Area Is Visible In The Center of the Picture.

Once the west route crosses 63" street, it continues southwest through

residential/commercial property toward the Union Pacific ROW. Figure 32A shows the
residential and commercial structures impacted by extended the route in this area.
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Figure 32A — This Photograph Shows The Residential/Commercial Structures Impacted
By Continuing The Proposed Transmission Line Across 63" Street Toward The Union
Pacific ROW.

Once the line approaches the Union Pacific ROW, it turns easterly and passes through
residential properties. The sections of these properties are open, except for the location at
which the line spans over the UP ROW and Van Buren street (point 9 in Figure 29A). At
this point, a residential structure is impacted (point 6 in Figure 29A). The line spans
across the Union Pacific ROW and Van Buren Blvd. to a location west of the new animal
shelter compound (point 14 in Figure 29A). Conventional support structures designs and
spans are expected for this crossing.

Private Land Takes — East Route South From Limonite, Parallel To Pedley Road
And On To The Animal Shelter Area South of Limonite

The east route extending south from Limonite passes parallel to Pedley Road, crossing
the northwest corner of a shopping center complex and across Gas Company lines. This
is indicated as point 11 in Figure 29A. The corner of the shopping center complex is
presently undeveloped but future development is planned. Figure 33A shows gas
company valving in this area.
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The line continues southward through a site that was previously used to manufacture pipe
products. This site is shown in Figures 34A and 35A. There is some environmental
concern for spotting support structures in this open property.

Figure 33A — This Photograph Shows Gas Company Valving In The Area Of The West
Route From Limonite South Toward Van Buren Street.

The line continues southward toward the southwest corner of the prior pipe
manufacturing property. From there it spans across the Union Pacific ROW and Van
Buren Blvd. to a location west of the new animal shelter compound (point 14 in Figure
29A). This is the same location as that for the west route. Conventional tower support
structures designs and spans are anticipated for this crossing.
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Figure 34A — This Photograph Shows A Stake Identifying The Location Of A Gas Line
in The Foreground, and The Former Site of the Pipe Manufacturing Company In The Left
Middle Of The Figure. Pedley Road Is Visible On The Right Side of The Figure. Figure
35A Shows A Zoom-in Of The Open Property On The Left. Some Environmental
Concerns Exist For Using This Site.
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Figure 35A — This Photograph Was Taken From Pedley Road Looking East Toward The
Former Site of the Pipe Manufacturing Company. As Mentioned Previously, Some
Environmental Concerns Exist For Using This Site.

Routing From The New Animal Shelter To The New Substation

From the new animal shelter, two routes were identified as possible routes to the new
substation. These are shown in Figure 29A. In this area, each route crosses the Santa Ana
River (indicated by point 16). The northern branch crosses Van Buren Blvd, and through
private properties that are planned for future development (indicated by point 6 in Figure
29A) before crossing the river. The southern branch first crosses the river and then Van
Buren Blvd. Eventually both branches run along the north boundary of the water
treatment facilities. At the northeast corner of the water treatment facility, two additional
route extensions to the future location of the proposed substation at Wilderness Avenue
are indicated. The northern extension continues east along the Santa Ana River to the
substation location. The other continues south of this, through a parking lot area, to
Wilderness Avenue and north to the proposed substation.

Convention transmission structures designs and spans are expected for these routes. No
particular technical issues are anticipated. However, some concerns exist regarding
locating structures on Land/water conservancy sensitive areas. These areas are identified
as point 15 in Figure 29A.
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SECTION B

BAIN STREET ROUTE
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RPU- RTRP Constructability Considerations Report

Bain Street Route — General Description — Overall Bain Street Route

The northern portion of the Bain Street route is essentially the same as that for the offset
Van Buren route until the route reaches Bain Street. At that point, the route progresses
south following Bain Street. It extends in a southerly direction past Limonite, and then
proceeds in an easterly direction on the north side of the Santa Ana river area. As the
route approaches the location where Van Buren crosses the Santa Ana River, the route
has two potential branches. One branch proceeds south and crosses the Santa Ana River.
Once it has crossed the Santa Ana river, it spans east across Van Buren Blvd. and
continues east along the northern boundary of the water treatment facilities. For this area,
the route continues east to the proposed new substation location following the same path
as that for the Van Buren offset route.

The other branch remains north of the Santa Ana River, crosses Van Buren Blvd.
continues a short distance east, and then proceeds across the Santa Ana River. At this
point, the route spans across the Santa Ana River to a location north of the water
treatment facilities. At this point, the route turns and continues east along the northern
boundary of the water treatment facilities. For this area, the route also continues east to
the proposed new substation location following the same path as that for the VVan Buren
offset route.

A graphical summary of field observations and related constructability concerns is
contained in Appendix B. Excerpts of Appendix B are provided in the following Figures
of this report with additional narrative and pictures for clarification. The pictures were
taken during field walk-down surveys performed in September and October of 2007.
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Bain Street Route — Northernmost Section From Pomona Freeway to Bain Street

The upper portion of the Bain Street route begins at the tie-in to the Mira Loma 220 kV
transmission line, north of the Pomona Freeway and extends south and southeast toward
Bain Street as shown in Figure 1B.

Figure 1B — Northernmost segment of the Bain route.

Future Planned Development

Identified in the upper left corner of Figure 1B is an apparent ‘green-belt’ labeled ‘1. It
is adjacent to the location of the tie-in to the existing 220 kV line going to the Mira Loma
substation. This designation Item 1 indicates that during investigations, it was determined
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that the apparently open area shown has already been planned for future development.
Figure 2B is a field photo of this area. As a result of this planned development, the
construction of the tie-in to the 220 kV line was pushed east alongside the existing flood
control channel. This flood control is in the distance and not visible from the angle at
which this photograph was taken.

Figure 2B — This Shows a View of the Existing 220 kV Line From Mira Loma Near The
Tie-In For RPU-RTRP. The Actual Tie-in Is Toward The Distant Tower in the Center of
the Picture. The Area In The Foreground Has Been Planned For Future Development

Pomona Freeway Crossing

The line continues south along the west side of the flood control channel and spans across
the Pomona freeway at the location labeled ‘2’. The design of this freeway crossing will
be in accordance with the requirements of current standards. This crossing will require
suitably higher steel support structures to provide required clearances than the support
structures in other portions of the line, but otherwise should be a straight forward design.

Figure 3A is a field photo taken from the approximate location of the support tower at the
Pomona Freeway crossing looking across the Pomona freeway and toward the 220 kV
line from Mira Loma substation. The new line runs parallel to the existing flood control
which is slightly east of where this picture was taken. As a result, the flood control
channel is not visible. The temporary concrete and plywood barricades on the Pomona
freeway are apparent in the foreground.
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Figure 3B — This Photograph Is Looking North Across The Pomona Freeway Toward
The Tie-in Location With the 220 kV Mira Loma Line From The Approximate Location
Of The Support Tower Adjacent To The Pomona Freeway Crossing

Support Structures in Private Property Parking Lots & Flood Control Crossings
The supporting tower will be founded on private property and is labeled ‘4’ in Figure 1B.
From this point, the line continues south and crosses the flood control channel at the
locations labeled “3’ in Figure 1B. The transmission structures will be located off the
Flood Control Right of Way (ROW) and provide adequate clearance for Flood Control
Maintenance and related activities. The three locations in this area where structures will
be needed were spotted on currently open land except at one location. This location will
require spotting the structure in or adjacent to a warehouse parking lot. Closer inspection
of the warehouse area indicated that locating a pole structure in this area is feasible.

Saint Sevaine Way to Bain Street North of Van Buren Blvd.

The proposed transmission line will cross Saint Sevaine Way toward Bain Street
approximately paralleling the Flood Control channel on its east side. This area is
currently undeveloped and open. Figure 4B shows an approximate location for a support
structure at the point of crossing Saint Sevaine.
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Figure 4B — This Picture Shows The Approximate Structure Location In The Green Belt
Before Crossing Saint Sevaine Street

Figure 5B shows the open area east of the Flood Control Channel through which the
proposed Transmission Line will be routed toward Main Street. This segment will pass
slightly west of the Bain Street Substation. Portions of this route will cross leased areas
presently used for temporary parking of vehicles. The proposed 220 kV Transmission
Line will cross an existing 66 kV line as it approaches Bain Street. Modifications to the
existing transmission line will likely be required at this crossing..
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Figure 5B — This Picture Shows The Open Area East of the Flood Control Toward Bain
Street After the Saint Sevaine Street Crossing. An Existing Transmission Line Is Visible
in the Distance Which Will Require Some Modifications.

Bain Street North of VVan Buren Blvd. to South of Van Buren Blvd.

The proposed route spans from north to south across Van Buren Blvd and continues south
along the Riverside County Flood Control right-of-way. As indicated in Figure 1B, this
crossing span will cross the Union Pacific ROW (indicated as point 9), Van Buren Blvd
(indicated as point 10), and a gasline (indicated as point 5). Typical transmission line
support structures and spans are anticipated for use in this area with corresponding care
taken to provide for adequate gasline construction clearances.

Route Proceeding South Along Bain Street

The proposed route continues along Bain Street from the Bellegrave Avenue area to
Limonite. As indicated in Figure 6A, there are three items of concern in this segment.
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Riverside County Flood Control Right-of-Way

The first item of concern is the availability of the Riverside County Flood Control
District property on Bain Street (designed as 17 in Figure 6B ). The routing along Bain
Street presumes this open land west of the flood control channel can be made available
for use in routing this transmission line. A photograph shown in Figure 7B was taken
along Bain Street and more clearly shows this open land.

This land belongs to the Riverside County Flood Control District and appears to be an
extension to the typical Flood Channel area. Preliminary evaluations indicated that
sufficient clearance for Flood Control maintenance activities can be included in the
Transmission Line design without adversely impacting Flood Control maintenance
operations. Land use evaluations and negotiations for this land are continuing.

Figure 6B — This Picture Shows The Routing Along Bain Street Between Bellegrave Ave
and Limonite.
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Figure 7B — This Picture Is Looking North Along Bain Street (Bain Street Is On The Left
Hand Side of The Picture). In The Foreground Is The Open Area Adjacent To The Flood
Control (The Flood Control Channel Is The Fenced Area On The Right Hand Side Of
The Picture). The Bain Street Route Will Extend Along The Open Area Parallel To Bain
Street.

Gas Line Crossings and EMF Sensitive Area

Other items of interest along Bain Street include gas-line crossings (designated as 5 in
Figure 6B) and an EMF Sensitive area (designated as 18 in Figure 6B). Gas-line crossing
considerations are accommodated for in normal SCE Design and Construction practices.

The EMF Sensitive area requirements are a result of the proximity of school grounds to
the transmission line right of way. Preliminary investigations have indicated that EMF
risks can be satisfactorily mitigated in the Design of the Transmission line and supporting
structures.
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Bain Street South of Limonite — East Toward Van Buren Blvd.

Southern California Gas Company Facilities And Flood Control ROW

The proposed route spans across Limonite Avenue to an area just north of the Santa Ana
river. To accomplish this, a Custody Transfer Valve (Pedley Fuel Gas pipeline) will need
to be crossed, indicated as 5 in Figure 8B and shown in more detail in Figure 9B.
Accommodations for this crossing will be made in the Transmission Line design and
possible modifications in the transfer valve facilities. A distribution line along Limonite
Avenue will also be modified as required to accommodate crossing requirements with the
proposed transmission line.

Crossing of the Flood Control ROW (designated 17 in Figure 8B) will also be
accommodated for in the Transmission Line design and construction.

Figure 8B — This Figure Shows The Bain Route Crossing Limonite and Extending East
On The North Side of The Santa Ana River Area Toward Van Buren Blvd
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Figure 9B — This Photograph Is Looking South Toward Limonite Avenue and The Santa
Ana River Area (in the background). It Shows A Gas Company Custody Transfer Valve
(Pedley Fuel Gas Pipeline) on Limonite Avenue and Bain Street. Accommodations for
Crossing This Will Need To Be Made. The Distribution Line (Visible In This Photo)
Along Limonite Avenue Will Also Need To Be Modified To Accommodate For The
Proposed Transmission Line.

East Routing Along North Side Of Santa Ana River Area Toward The New Animal
Shelter Area At Van Buren Blvd

Once the line arrives at the north side of the Santa Ana River area, it extends in an
easterly direction toward the new Animal Shelter compound at VVan Buren Blvd. In
Figure 8B, it can be seen that this route is adjacent to the Land/Water Conservancy
sensitive area (designated as 15 in Figure 8B). To lessen this impact, the proposed line
crosses onto the existing golf course property. The extent of this crossing will be
minimized as much as possible. Figure 10B shows a typical southern portion of the golf
course impacted. The proposed transmission line would be located adjacent to the
reinforced embankment near the Santa Ana River.
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Figure 10B — This Photograph Is Looking West Adjacent To The Santa Ana River area.
The Santa Ana River Is On The Left Hand Side Of This Figure and The Golf Course Is
Apparent On The Right Hand Side Of This Picture. The Proposed Transmission Line
Would Extend East And West And Be Located On The Golf Course Adjacent To The
Area of The Reinforced Embankment in The Center of The Picture.
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Figure 11B — This Photograph Is Looking Southeast Toward The Santa Ana River Over
The Santa Ana Regional Park Area. The Proposed Transmission Line Would Route In
The Backside Of This Area, Staying North of The River And Extend To The Area Of
The New Animal Shelter On Van Buren Blvd.

Routing From The New Animal Shelter To The New Substation

From the new Animal Shelter area (indicated as 14 in Figure 12B ), two routes were
identified as possible routes to the new substation. These are shown in Figure 12B. In this
area, each route crosses the Santa Ana River (indicated by point 16). The northern branch
crosses Van Buren Blvd, and through planned private properties (indicated by point 6
Figure 12B) before crossing the river. The southern branch first crosses the river and then
Van Buren Blvd. Eventually both branches run along the north boundary of the water
treatment facilities. At the northeast corner of the water treatment compound, two
additional route extensions to the location of the future substation at Wilderness Avenue
are indicated. The northern extension continues east along the Santa Ana River to the
substation location. The other continues south of this, through a parking lot area, to
Wilderness Avenue and north to the proposed substation.

Conventional transmission structures designs and spans are expected for these routes. No
particular technical issues are anticipated. However, some concerns exist regarding
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locating structures on Land/water conservancy sensitive areas. These areas are identified
as point 15 in Figure 12B.

Figure 12B - This Figure Shows The Potential Routing Of The Bain Street Alternative
From The Area Of The New Animal Shelter At Van Buren Blvd. To The New
Substation. Multiple Routings Are Possible In This Area, As Seen In The Figure.

Bain Street Alternate Route To The New Substation Area

As shown in Figure 8B, once the route south on Bain Street reaches the Santa Ana River,
it turns east toward VVan Buren Blvd. An alternate routing is available at this point.

Instead of turning east, the route turns west and ultimately crosses the Santa Ana River as
shown in Figure 13B and indicated as 16. At this point it converges with the West Route
that parallels 115. The details of the West Route are contained in the following Section C.

The main items of concern in this alternate route are private property takes (indicated as 6
in Figure 13B) and potential interface land/water conservancy issues (indicated as 15 in
Figure 13B).

There will also be some impact to the golf course on which a steel transmission support

structure will be placed. This will support the span across the Santa Ana River.
Conventional structural designs and conductor spans are anticipated for this span.
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There will also be some crossings of lower voltage transmission lines and distribution
lines in this alternate. Some modifications to these existing lines are anticipated.

Figure 13B — This Figure Shows An Alternate Route To The Proposed New Substation
Location (indicated as a dotted blue line in the figure). From Bain Street, The Route
Turns West And Goes Along Limonite. After Approximately 1 Mile It Turns Southwest,
Passing Private Residential Structures, And Onto A Golf Course. At This Point It Spans
Across The Santa Ana River and Merges With The West Route. More Details Of The

West Route Are Contained In Section C.
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SECTION C

WEST ROUTE
- Paralleling 115
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WEST Route — Paralleling 115

Description

The West Route extends essentially due west from the location of the proposed new
substation at Wilderness Avenue and continues along the southern side of the Santa Ana
River. It continues in this westerly direction until it approaches the 115 highway. At this
point, the route turns north. It continues north paralleling the 115 until it reaches the tie-in
point with the Mira Loma lines. A graphical summary of field observations and related
constructability concerns is contained in Appendix C. Excerpts of Appendix C are
provided in the following Figures of this report with additional narrative and pictures for
clarification. The pictures contained in this section were taken in the October 2007 time
frame.

Route Exiting The Area Of The Proposed Substation at Wilderness Avenue

Figure 1C shows the beginning portion of the West route. Two branches are possible out
of the proposed substation. One is shown as a dotted red line in Figure 1C, and the other
as a solid red line in Figure 1C. The first runs north and then west along the Santa Ana
River. In crosses over an existing gas line in Figure 2C (shown as 11 in Figure 1C).

Figure 1C — Beginning Segment of the West Route Proceeding Out From The Proposed
New Substation.

From that point the route continues west to an area at the northern edge of the water
treatment facility. The second branch out of the new substation area proceeds first south
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along Wilderness Avenue, then west across a parking lot (indicated as 4 in Figure 1C).
From there it also continues west until it reaches the same area at the northern edge of the
water treatment facility. From here the route continues in a westerly direction crossing
Van Buren Blvd.

Typical construction is anticipated in this area with the only items of significance being
the crossing of the gas pipe line and the interface considerations with the Land/Water
Conservancy Properties (indicated as 15 in Figure 1C).

Figure 2C — The Proposed New Transmission Line Will Cross This Existing Gas Line
After Existing The New Substation And Turning West Toward 115. The EXxisting
Distribution Line Will Also Be Modified As Required.

Potential Environmental Issues East of VVan Buren Blvd

The route continues west across VVan Buren Blvd into an open area indicated as 13 in
Figure 1C. Investigations have determined that this open area may have some
environmental clean-up issues associated with it. Foundation designs and line routing
could be potentially impacted by these issues.

64



RPU-RTRP CONSTRUCTABILITY REPORT Rev.1 — APRIL 28, 2008
Jim Day PAX 28983

West Route Continuing Toward Pedley Substation

From this area west of VVan Buren Blvd. , the proposed new line continues west toward
Pedley substation following the existing La Sierra line. This is shown in Figure 3C. The
La Sierra line was designed as a 66 kV line on a 40 foot wide right-of-way (ROW). It is
currently operating at 12 kV.

Figure 3C — The Proposed New Transmission Line Will Approximately Parallel The
Existing La Sierra Line In The Area Shown In This Figure.

The existing line route was investigated initially as a possible location for the proposed
new 230 kV line. The ROW was determined to be too small to make it practicable to
reuse for a 230 kV line. As a result, the new line is routed parallel to the existing La
Sierra line but on new ROW (approximately 150 feet south of La Sierra).

Figure 4C shows a photograph of typical portion of the line this area.
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Figure 4C — This Photo Was Taken Looking West Toward Pedley Substation. The
Existing La Sierra Line Is Shown On The Right Hand Side of This Picture. The Proposed
New Transmission Line Will Be Located Approximately In The Center Of This Picture
And Running Toward Pedley Substation.

Typical transmission tower design and construction should be satisfactory for use in this
area. The major item of concern is the potential interface with the Land/Water
Conservancy Properties which will be minimized wherever possible.

66



RPU-RTRP CONSTRUCTABILITY REPORT Rev.1 — APRIL 28, 2008
Jim Day PAX 28983

Approaching Pedley Substation

As the proposed new line continues west toward Pedley substation, two options are
possible approaching Pedley as shown in Figure 5C.

Figure 5C — Two Approaches To The Pedley Substation Are Possible.

On the right hand side of Figure 5C, the proposed route separates into two possible
branches. The first continues along the southern side of the Santa Ana River area,
proceeding directly into the Pedley area. The second branch turns south to and proceeds
along Arlington Avenue a distance before turning back north. After proceeding north a
distance, the route turns west and passes through the Pedley Substation area. This second
branch configuration was included to lessen potential adverse impacts to future land-
usage. This second branch will impact private land ownership and is indicated by 6 in
Figure 5C.
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Existing Transmission / Distribution Line Crossings in The Pedley Substation Area

Numerous existing power lines are located in the Pedley substation area. The routing of
the proposed route will reduce some of these lines to be reworked and modified. These
are indicated as 8 in Figure 5C. Figures 6C, through 9C and 10C show the area around
Pedley and the various lines coming in and out of the substation that may be impacted by
the proposed new line and require rework.

Figure 6C — This Picture Was Taken Northwest of Pedley Substation And Is Looking
East (Pedley Substation Is Shown In The Right Hand Side of This Picture). Various
Transmission / Distribution Lines Come Into And Out of Pedley Substation.

With the exception of the major span across the Santa Ana River, typical Transmission
structure designs and conductor spans will be adequate for the proposed transmission line
construction in this area. The major span across the Santa Ana River will require dead-
end, latticed steel tower strain structures.
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Figure 7C — This Picture Was Taken Northwest of Pedley Substation And Is Looking
Southeast Toward Pedley Substation. Various Transmission / Distribution Lines That
Come Into, Out-of And Around Pedley Sub Are Apparent in This Picture. The Proposed
New Line Will Require Some of These Existing Lines To Be Reworked And Modified.
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Figure 8C — This Picture Was Taken At The Southwest Corner of Pedley Substation And
Is Looking South. Various Transmission / Distribution Lines That Come Into, Out-of
And Around Pedley Sub Are Apparent in This Picture. The Proposed New Line Will
Require These Existing Lines To Be Reworked And Modified.
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Figure 9C — This Picture Was Taken Northwest of Pedley Substation And Is Looking
Southwest. Various Transmission / Distribution Lines That Come Into, Out-of And
Around Pedley Sub Are Apparent in This Picture. These Existing Lines Will Be
Reworked And Modified. The Hill Shown In The Center Of The Picture Will Be The
Location Of A Major Transmission Support Tower That Supports The South End Of The
Span Across The Santa Ana River.
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Figure 10C — This Picture Was Taken Northwest of Pedley Substation And Is Looking
West. These Existing Lines Into And Around Pedley Substation Will Be Reworked And
Modified To Accommodate The Proposed Transmission Line. The New Line Will Span
Across The Lines Shown In This Figure, Across The Santa Ana River and Onto A Golf-
Course Area North of The Santa Ana River (Shown in Figure 5C). The Santa Ana River
Crossing is Indicated by 16 in Figure 5C.
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Figure 11C — This Picture Was Taken West of Pedley Substation And Is Looking
Northeast. The Proposed New Line Will Cross The Santa Ana River In This Area
Between The Existing Lines. The New Line Will Span Across The River Onto An Area
Adjacent To A Golf Course On The North Side Of The River. The Golf Course Is
Slightly Visible In The Middle Left Hand Side Of This Picture.

North Of The Santa Ana River Adjacent To The Existing Golf Course

Once across the Santa Ana River, the proposed line will continue in a westerly direction
and route around the Golf Course as shown in Figure 5C. It continues west to Interstate
115 through land previously used for dairy farming (see Figure 12C). This dairy land was
recently sold and is currently under consideration for redevelopment and future
construction. This is indicated as 1 and 6 in Figure 12C. As shown in Figure 14C, once
the route reaches 115, it turns north paralleling 115 and passes alongside other land that is
planned for future development. This land is shown in Figure 13C. In Figure 14C, this
land is designated by 1 and 6 indicating it is privately owned land that is planned for
future development and will need to be acquired for the proposed route.
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Typical Transmission structure designs and conductor spans will be adequate for the
proposed transmission line construction in this area.

Figure 12C — This Picture Was Taken Northwest of The Golf Course And Is Looking
Southwest. The Proposed New Line Will Cross Through The South End of This Dairy
Land.
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Figure 13C — This Picture Was Taken Alongside 115 And Is Looking North. The
Proposed New Line Will Cross Through This Area Extending Northward. The Shopping
Center Complex At Limonite Blvd Is Visible In The Middle Right Hand Side Of This
Picture.

Shopping Center Complex At Limonite and 115

As the route extends northward alongside the 115, it approaches a shopping center
complex at Limonite and 115 designated as 4 and 12 in Figure 14C. This a crucial ‘choke’
point along this route. At this point, the route cannot proceed northward along the 115
behind the complex as shown in Figure 15C, since CALTRANS is planning to expand
the Limonite off-ramp from 115 into this area. As a result, the proposed line was rerouted
through the parking lot area of the shopping center as shown in Figures 14C and16C.
Approximately three transmission support pole structures will be placed in the parking
area displacing approximately 16-20 parking spaces. Accommodations will need to be
arranged to replace these displaced parking spaces.
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Figure 14C — The Proposed New Transmission Line Will Approximately Parallel 115
And Extend North To The Tie-In Point With The Existing Transmission Lines From
Mira Loma Substation.
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Figure 15C — This Picture Was Taken Behind The Shopping Center At Limonite and 115
Looking South. The Lowe’s Facility Is Shown In The Distance. 115 is on The Right Hand
Side of This Picture as is Not Visible From This Angle. It Was Determined That The
Proposed New Line Cannot Continue Northward Behind The Shopping Center Since
CALTRANS is Planning To Expand The Off-ramp From 115 Onto Limonite In This
Area. As a Result, The Line Was Rerouted Through The Shopping Center Parking Area.
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Figure 16C — This Picture Was Taken In The Middle Of The Lowe’s Facility Parking Lot
Looking North. The Lowe’s Facility Is Not Shown, But Is Left Of This Picture. The
Proposed Transmission Line Is Routed Through The Middle Of This Area To Limonite
Blvd. Approximately 16-20 Parking Spaces Will Be Displaced By Three Pole Support
Structures. Accommodations To Replace These Displaced Parking Spaces Will Need To
Be Made.

Continuing Northward Along 115 To The Tie-In Location

Once though the shopping center complex, the route crosses Limonite and approaches
115. It continues northward toward the ‘tie-in’ location paralleling the 115 as shown in
Figure 14C. As the route approaches the “tie-in’, it turns east before the UPS Industrial
Complex and extends on open private to Wineville Road. At Wineville Road the line
turns north to the “tie-in’ location as shown in Figures 14C and 17C.

Typical Transmission structure designs and conductor spans will be adequate for the
proposed transmission line construction in this area. High ground water tables may
increase the foundation designs and constructions.
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Figure 17C — This Picture Was Taken on Wineville Road At The “Tie-In Location With
The Transmission Lines From Mira Loma Substation. The Picture Was Taken Looking In
The Direction Of The Mira Loma Substation.
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SECTION D

EAST ROUTE
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EAST Route

Description

The East Route begins by extending due east from the location of the proposed new
substation at Wilderness Avenue and continues along the southern side of the Santa Ana
River. It continues in this easterly direction until it approaches a railroad bridge. At this
point, the route branches two directions. One branch goes north across the Santa Ana
River. It then continues northeast staying on the north side of the Santa Ana River area.
The second branch continues eastward a short distance and then turns south to avoid
crossing into a Railroad (RR) imposed exclusion zone around the end of the bridge.
Union Pacific (UP) requires that any crossings of a railroad bridge must be a controlled
minimum distance away from the end of the bridge. This exclusion zone requirement
forced the route to branch north and south around this area. This second branch continues
through the Auto-Auction parking lot, and then turns eastward crossing the UP ROW. It
continues up the river in a northeast direction, staying within the southern portion of the
Santa Ana River 100 year flood plane. This portion of the East route is shown in Figure
1D.

Routing in The First Section of The East Route

Figure 1D shows the beginning portion of the East route. As mentioned previously, two
branches are necessitated a short distance out of the proposed substation as a result of a
RR exclusion area around the end of the railroad bridge. This was discussed earlier.

As indicated in Figure 1D, the route exits from the proposed substation location into a
land/water conservancy sensitive area indicated in Figure 1D as 15. Further upstream, the
north branch crosses the Santa Ana River at the area designated 16, and the south branch
traverses the Auto-Auction parking lot area designated 4. These two branches were
necessitated to avoid the RR exclusion zones also shown in Figure 1D. Both routes then
continue upstream in a northeasterly direction, essentially straddling the Santa Ana River
area.

Constructability Concerns For The First Section Of The East Route

Review of the proposed routings in this first section of the East route identified serious
concerns for Southern California Edison (SCE). Based upon prior experience, SCE will
not build a transmission line within a 100 year flood plane. Unfortunately, the two
branches shown in Figure 1D are both either within or in very close proximity to the 100
year flood plane.

Experience has shown that during such a flood event, access to the Transmission support
structure has been cut off due to flooding and erosion of the access roads from 4-6 weeks.
This will not allow servicing of the Transmission lines during this extended period which
IS unacceptable.
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Figure 1D — This Figure Shows The Beginning Segment of the East Route Proceeding
East Out From The Proposed New Substation.

Routing in The Middle Section of The East Route

Figure 2D shows the middle portion of the East route. The previously discussed two
branches merge into one of the south side of the Santa Ana River below the location
where Mission Blvd crosses the river. The route then continues northeasterly past
Mission Blvd, and then crosses the river indicated as 16 in Figure 2D. From that point
the route continues up the river remaining on the north side.

Constructability Concerns For The Middle Section Of The East Route

Review of the proposed routings in this middle section of the East route also identified
serious concerns. As shown in Figure 2D, there are potential conflicts with constructing
the proposed transmission line on the levee. There is some concern that installing
transmission structure may impact the structural integrity of the levee, which would be
unacceptable. Relocating the transmission structure far enough away to not impact the
levee integrity does not appear to be practicable.
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The major concern, however, is when the route approaches the commercial properties at
Fleetwood Drive. This is indicated as 12 in Figure 2D and Figure 3D. The transmission
support structures cannot be constructed within the river proper or the 100 year flood
plane for the reasons discussed previously. As a result, these structures must be placed
outside these areas. When approaching Fleetwood Drive, this forces the structures to be
placed on the high ground which presently contain the Fleetwood manufacturing
complex.

Portions of this property would need to be removed to accommodate the placement of the
Transmission support structures.

Figure 2D — This Figure Shows The Middle Segment of the East Route Proceeding To
The Fleetwood Avenue Area.
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Figure 3D — This Figure Shows The ‘Choke’ Point Of The East Route At Fleetwood
Avenue. The Fleetwood Manufacturing Facilities (right hand side of the picture) Are
Located On The High Ground Above The Santa Ana River area (left hand side of the
picture). The Transmission Support Structures Cannot Be Constructed Within The Santa
Ana River area proper, or on The Slopes (Which Are Within The 100 Year Flood Plane).
Facilities For Fleetwood Manufacturing Would Need To Be Removed To Accommodate
The Placement Of Transmission Support Structures. A Support Structure, For Example,
Would Need To Be Placed In The Area Where The White Building Is Shown In This
Picture. This Photograph Was Taken In November 2007.
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Routing in The Upper Section of The East Route

Figure 4D shows the upper portion of the East route. From the middle section, the route
continues northeasterly toward the tie-in point while remaining on the north side of the
Santa Ana River area.

Constructability Concerns For The Upper Section Of The East Route

Constructability concerns identified previously in other segments of the East route are
repeated here. As shown in Figure 4D, there is significant concern about flooding and
erosion risks for the route situated adjacent to the river potentially within the 100 year
flood area. To avoid this area, the route would need to be extended north a significant
amount and cause displacement of some residential and commercial properties.

An additional concern in this area is environmental risk indicated as 13 in Figure 4D.
Disturbance of the existing soils in this area during construction has a risk of impacting
environmentally sensitive species. In addition, construction disturbances may trigger
environmental cleanup issues that would be to be addressed in some portions of this
segment of the route.
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Figure 4D — This Figure Shows The Upper Segment of the East Route Proceeding To
The Tie-in Area To The Mira Loma Transmission Lines.
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SECTION E

ORIGINAL VAN BUREN ROUTE

89



RPU-RTRP CONSTRUCTABILITY REPORT Rev.1 — APRIL 28, 2008
Jim Day PAX 28983

THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

90



RPU-RTRP CONSTRUCTABILITY REPORT Rev.1 — APRIL 28, 2008
Jim Day PAX 28983

Original Van Buren Route

Original Van Buren Route — Along Union Pacific Right Of Way

The original VVan Buren route was spotted on the Union Pacific (UP) Right-of-Way for
the majority of its length and thus paralleled VVan Buren Blvd. until it spanned across the
Santa Ana River.

Notification from the Union Pacific officials dated September 5, 2006 (Appendix E)
indicated that Union Pacific would not allow the placement of an electrical transmission
line on their ROW.

Upon further evaluation of safety, costs for protecting UP control systems from induced
interference effects, discussions with staff attorneys from the Surface Transportation
Board in Washington D.C., and review of prior experiences with transmission lines on
railroad company properties, SCE concluded that placement of the transmission line on
the railroad right-of-way should be avoided. This route was therefore dropped. It is also
noted that current SCE standards do not allow the placement of bulk power transmission
lines on railroad right-of-way.

Bulk Power Transmission Lines on VVan Buren Right-of-Way

An alternative for placing the bulk power transmission lines on the Van Buren ROW was
looked at briefly, as well as, exploring a paralleling alternative west of VVan Buren. These
were determined to not be practicable. VVan Buren is a major transportation corridor for
traffic in that area. Trying to route a transmission line along any boundary of the Van
Buren right-of-way would result in disruptive choke points and relocation of the traffic
lanes that would inevitably impact the traffic flow.

Placing the transmission line on the west side of VVan Buren was also looked at. It was
determined that the west side already is planned for future expansion of Van Buren. To
extend along this side would therefore require the transmission line to be located further
west. This would result in requiring larger numbers of residential property takes.

As a result, this route was also dropped.
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APPENDIX C

West Route
- Paralleling 115
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East Route
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Revision 1 June 10, 2010

Subject: Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Double Circuit 230 kV T/L
Eastern, Western and Van Buren Suggested Routes
Mira Loma - Vista #1 230 kV to Wildlife Substation
Riverside County, California

OVERVIEW SUMMARY

In order to meet the increased electrical demand associated with the growth within the
Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) service area, the construction of double-circuit 230 kV
transmission line is needed from the existing Mira Loma-Vista #1 230 kV line to a
proposed City of Riverside substation called Wildlife. Three alignment alternatives are
currently under consideration. These include Western, Eastern and Van Buren
Alignments. This evaluation provides preliminary assessment of geologic and
geotechnical constraints likely to be encountered during design, construction, and on
going maintenance.

Placing the structure locations and access in or near the river is problematic from a
structure and transmission line integrity point of view. Structure access during
rains/floods would not be possible. Any road established in the floodplains of the river
could be washed away at various times during the year and any road maintenance
would be problematic.

Overall the Eastern route places 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 are 43 structures with erosion and 6 structures with slope
stability potential. Maintenance access could be non existent 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 may not be able to perform
the function intended, to serve the public with reliable transmission service.

Overall the Western route places 5 structures in flood zone location conditions that
could jeopardize the foundation and structure integrity of the double circuit 230 kV
transmission line. Also, there are 13 structures with erosion and 13 structures with slope
stability potential. Maintenance access could be non existent for up to 5 structures
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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.

Overall the Van Buren route places 9 structures in flood zone location conditions that
could jeopardize the foundation and structure integrity of the double circuit 230 kV
transmission line. Also, there are 3 structures with erosion and 3 structures with slope
stability potential. Maintenance access could be non existent for up to 9 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.

Based on this preliminary evaluation and the literature reviewed, it appears that from the
perspective of foundation, and structure integrity, access, and long term maintenance,
the Western and Van Buren Alignment alternatives both are clearly more favorable than
the Eastern Alignment Alternative.

For clarification purposes, Revision 1 of this report includes an addendum dated May 17,
2010 which itemizes the number of structures for each route that are subject to
liquefaction, erosion, slope instability or are within the 100 year flood zone.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In order to meet the increased electrical demand associated with the growth within the
Riverside Public Utilities (RPU) service area, the construction of double-circuit 230 kV
transmission line is needed from the existing Mira Loma — Vista #1 230 kV Line to a
proposed City of Riverside substation called Wildlife. Several alignment alternatives are
currently under consideration. These include a “Western Alignment”, an “Eastern
Alignment” and a “Van Buren Alignment or Van Buren”.

Based on reviews conducted for this assessment, the proposed alignment alternatives
include towers at dead end and angle points with Tubular Steel Poles (TSP) constructed
between the towers spaced at approximate distances of about 750 feet. Within the
River corridor, the Eastern Alignment includes 4 towers and 64 monopoles based on the
available staking table. The Western Alignment includes 57 structures (approximately
15 towers and 42 monopoles), and the Van Buren Alignment includes 15 structures
(approximately 4 towers and 11 monopoles).

The data and recommendations included in this report are based on desktop study,
helicopter tour was conducted on March 18, 2010 and the review of available literature
& maps pertinent to the project. No subsurface exploration has been conducted.
Structure locations were not staked and structure locations were not firm. The report
does not contain sufficient information for the design of foundations for towers or the
Tubular Steel Poles.

2.0 ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS

2.1 Eastern Route

The Eastern Route will tap into Mira Loma—Vista#l 230 kV just west of the Colton
landfill, and extend westerly in the immediate river corridor approximately eight miles to
the proposed Wildlife Substation. Much of this alignment is located in the river corridor
within the floodplain of the Santa Ana River. The route is shown on Figure (1a & 1b),
Eastern Route Layout Map.

2.2 Western Route

The Western Route will tap into Mira Loma—Vista#1 230 kV northwest of the intersection
of Galena Street with Wineville Avenue, extend south along Wineville Avenue and
Interstate 15 to 68" Street where it will turn east into the river corridor. The line will
cross to the south bank of the Santa Ana River at the Mira Loma Golf course, and then
continue easterly largely across vacant land on a low bluff above the south bank of the
river. At Tyler Street the line will pass along the top of a granitic bluff north of a
residential development, cross Van Buren Boulevard, extend along the south side of a
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sewage treatment plant and then through industrial/commercial properties to the
proposed Wildlife Substation. The total length of this alignment is approximately 10
miles with approximately 6.5 miles within the immediate river corridor. The route is
shown on Figure (2a & 2b), Western Route Layout Map.

2.3 Van Buren Route

The Van Buren Route will tap into Mira Loma—Vista#1 near the railroad easement east
of Etiwanda Street and just north of the Pomona Freeway (CA 60), extend southerly
generally along the railroad alignment and Van Buren Boulevard to Pedley Road and
then westerly on the granitic ridges above the north bank of the Santa Ana River to a
point just opposite the proposed Wildlife Substation. The line will cross the river to the
proposed Wildlife Substation a few hundred feet east of the alignment of the existing
gas line crossing. The total length of this alignment is approximately 7.25 miles with a
little more than 1.5 miles within the immediate river corridor. The route is shown on
Figure (3a & 3b), Van Buren Route Layout Map.

3.0 VICINITY GEOLOGIC SETTING

The project site is located in the northeast portion of the Peninsular Ranges
Geomorphic Province of California. The Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province
consists of a series of northwest-trending mountain ranges and valleys and similarly-
oriented earthquake faults, and extends southward from the San Gabriel Mountain in
the Transverse Ranges to several hundred miles into Baja California. The alignments
are located within the northern portion of a large structural block of land known as the
Perris Block which is part of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of California.
This block is bounded by the San Jacinto Fault on the northeast and Chino and Whittier-
Elsinore Faults on the southwest. See Figure (4), Regional Geologic Map With
Proposed Eastern, Western and Van Buren Routes.

4.0 PROJECT GEOLOGIC SETTING

The majority of the alignments are underlain by alluvium and older alluvium overlying
granitic bedrock. Sediments are likely to be mixtures of clay, silt, sand and gravel.
Alluvium in the active stream channel is likely to be poorly consolidated. Older alluvium
typically occurs as elevated terraces along the banks of the river, and is likely to be
better consolidated than the younger materials. Granitic bedrock is medium to coarse-
grained and generally slightly foliated. Although weathered near the surface, granitic
bedrock should be expected to be quite hard at shallow depth. Groundwater could be
encounted in order of 15 to 35 feet below ground surface within the Santa Ana River
corridor.
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5.0 FAULTING & LOCAL SEISMICITY

There are no active faults that cross the three 230 kV routes. However, the routes are
located in the seismically active southern California region, as shown on Figure (5)
Faulting & Local Seismicity Map. An active fault is defined as a fault that has had
surface displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years). According to
California Geological Survey CGS, and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Open
File Report 2008-1128, At the east end, the alignments extend to within about 4 miles of
the San Jacinto fault - San Bernardino segment. At the west end, the alignments extend
to within about 6.5 miles of the Chino-Elsinore fault and within about 9 miles of the
Whittier-Elsinore  fault. The San Andreas fault trends along a roughly
northwest/southeast alignment and is located approximately 16.2 miles northeast of the
northeastern-most 230 kV study area. The San Andreas fault zone delineates the
boundary between two global tectonic plates known as the North American Plate and
Pacific Plate.

6.0 LIQUEFACTION

Liguefaction is defined as the phenomenon of sudden decrease and loss of soil shear
strength in a soil mass due to the development of excess pore pressures during an
earthquake. Soil liquefaction may occur in submerged loose to medium-dense granular
soils at the upper 50 feet during or after strong ground shaking. Ground motion must be
intense with duration of shaking sufficient for the soils to lose shear resistance. The
generation of excess pore pressure under un-drained loading conditions is a
distinguishing characteristic of all liquefaction phenomena. The tendency for dry
cohesionless soils to densify under both static and cyclic loading is well known. The
tendency for densification occurs when saturated cohesionless soils under un-drained
conditions are subjected to cyclic shaking typically caused by an earthquake. The
densification in turn causes the soil mass to deform, and transfer the stress from the
sand grains to the pore water thus causing excess pore pressure. The excess pore
pressure will reduce the effective stress, which is the key to trigger liquefaction. The soil
will liguefy when the effective stress is reduced to zero.

When the soil becomes liquefied and looses its shear strength, ground failures such as
lateral spreading, flow failure and loss of bearing capacity occurs. The change of the
soils volume will be seen at the ground level as surface settlement. The soils may be
non-homogeneous which will cause the settlement to be non-uniform resulting in large
differential settlement.

The potential for liquefaction at structure locations was evaluated on a preliminary
basis. The various potentials for liqguefaction were assigned primarily on the basis of the
susceptibility of the general underlying material type. Risk Categories where defined as
follows:
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NA  Not Applicable: Materials underlying the proposed structure location are not
susceptible to liquefaction. No analysis is required.

L Low: Materials underlying the proposed structure location are expected to be
moderately consolidated and to have a relatively low potential for liquefaction.
Analyses of representative areas should be considered.

E Evaluate: Materials underlying the proposed structure location are expected to
include fine-grained granular material that is poorly consolidated. A potential for
liquefaction during seismic loading under high groundwater conditions is
considered likely. Specific analyses of each proposed tower location should be
considered.

G Graded: The structure is proposed within or near an area that has been graded
or otherwise improved. Evaluation/mitigation of liquefaction may not be necessary
or feasible.

Based on this classification, structures along the various alignments were assigned
liquefaction risk potentials as follows:

Liquefaction Number of Structures & [ Structure Numbers |
Rating Eastern Route Western Route Van Buren Route
NA 20 73 57
L 11 9 0
E 24 0 3
[68,18-29, 56-59, 62- [BX11- BX13]
66, & 69-70]
G 15 0 0
[38-39, 67,40-49, &
60-61]

Mitigation of shallow liquefaction hazards can be achieved by using deeper foundations
that extend below the liquefiable zone as shown on Figure (8), Liquefaction Sites.
Liguefaction can occur at depths of 50 feet or greater.
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7.0 FLOODING

Based on the review of FEMA Maps on Figures (11-14), FEMA Map Eastern and
Western Routes, the flood potential for each structure has been assessed. The two
floodplain conditions for 100 and 500 years floodplain are considered during the study.
The 100 years or the 500 years refers to the recurrence interval. Structures along the
alignments occur in defined flood hazard zones as follows:

Flood Zone Number of Structures & [ Structure Numbers |

Eastern Route Western Route Van Buren Route

100 Year Flood 40 5 9
[15-29, 32, 35, [AX15, & JB1-JB4 ] | [BX1, BX3-5, BX7-

41-42, 49-53, 55- 10, & BX13]
70]
500 Year Flood 7 0 2
Outside 500 Year Flood 23 77 49

Along both the Western and Van Buren Alignments most of the structures are proposed
well above the main river channel and are not likely to be subject to flooding hazards.
Exceptions occur on the Van Buren Alignment where 9 structures are located in the
100-year floodplain along Pedley Road west of Van Buren Boulevard, and 5 structures
on the Western Alignment.

Although precise survey of the tower locations is not currently available, comparison of
flood elevations indicated on FEMA maps with rough tower elevations determined using
publicly available references suggest that flooding along the Eastern Alignment could
occur to depths exceeding ten feet at some of the tower locations and that flood depths
of five to six feet are likely to be quite common. An elevated access road design above
the 100 year flood level may not be feasible due to potential instability during flood
conditions. In addition, mitigation of these flood levels in a manner that would assure
24/7 access to tower locations during flood periods would require extensive modification
of the floodplain to construct appropriate access roads and tower pads. Allowing
vehicles and individuals on the road during flood conditions may be restricted due to
safety concerns. Such extensive construction in a major floodplain would likely require
permitting through numerous local state and federal agencies.

The foundations and the towers have to be protected from the flood debris impact. Risk
of such impact can be reduced by building a rip-rap or concrete protection system
around the foundation. Failure to protect the foundation may jeopardize the stability of
the structure. Soil washout plays a major role in the stability of structures that are placed
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in flood or river areas. Based on experience, the repair of such damage is very costly
and is usually completed in a very tight window and most probably requires outage.
These situations must be considered during the design phase.

8.0 EROSION

In addition to inundation, other hazards associated with flooding include scour and
debris impact. Some examples are shown on Figure (15-17), Erosion. These hazards
are included along with surface erosion not directly related to river flood stages to
assign a relative risk of erosion-related hazard at the structure locations. Risk
categories were loosely defined as follows:

NA  Structure locations are not susceptible to erosion.

L Materials underlying the proposed structure location are expected to be generally
non-erodible, given proper drainage control or the site is elevated with limited
upslope catchment area.

M Materials underlying the proposed structure location are expected to include
materials readily susceptible to erosion; drainage in the surrounding area is poor,
the site is located within either the 100-year or 500-year flood plain, but near the
margins of the drainage channel.

H The structure is proposed within or near the main floodway; site observations
noted evidence of periodic flooding (existing damage that appears to be flood
related, past repairs, piles of flood debris in the vicinity.

Based on this classification, structures along the various routes were assigned erosion
risks as follows:

Erosion Number of Structures & [ Structure Numbers |

Rating Eastern Route Western Route Van Buren Route
NA 0 27 48
L 27 42 9
M 25 13 0

[6-7, 10, 14-16, 26- | [AX14- AX21, D6-D10]
30, 32, 52, 54, 55, &
61-70]

H 18 0 3
[17-25, 49-51, 53, & [BX11 - BX13]
56-60]




Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Double Circuit 230 kV T/L

Eastern, Western and Van Buren Suggested Routes
Mira Loma - Vista #1 230 kV to Wildlife Substation
Riverside County, California

April 2, 2010 Rev. 0

June 10, 2010 Rev. 1

Access roads will also be under a high potential of erosion. An erosion control plan for
construction sites may be required. The surface water from all sources must be
conveyed off the roadway at frequent locations to control roadbed soil erosion. These
roads will require routine erosion monitoring. The foundation of the structures located
within the 100 year flood zone should be designed with additional scour that could be in
range of 10 feet in addition to the design depth as shown in Figure (7), Rip-Rap Erosion
Protection System. In general, risks associated with erosion might be mitigated using
drainage control on building pads and along access routes. These mitigation measures
can include berms and concrete swales to control normal surface runoff. Where
structures will be located in areas subject to severe flooding, access routes and pads
may require some combination of extensive rip-rap, shotcrete, hydro-seed and other
measures to help protect the structures against serious undermining along with other
damages, and to maintain appropriate access to the structures during flooding as
shown in Figure (18), Erosion Repair.

9.0 SLOPE STABILITY

Potential risks associated with slope stability at proposed structure locations were
assessed in terms of the height, gradient and proximity of nearby slopes taking into
consideration the nature of the underlying materials. Slope stability issues in granitic
terrain may be related to adversely oriented foliation or joins, excessive slope gradient
of or height, rockfall from upslope areas, or surficial slumping in overlying soil and highly
weathered rock. Some examples are shown in Figures (19 & 20), Slope Instability. Most
of the hazards in granitic terrain are considered largely nuisance-level, limited in extent
and/or readily mitigated.

Slope stability issues in sedimentary terrain (alluvium and older alluvium) are primarily
related to the potential for erosion, slumping and bluff collapse either above or below
the proposed structures. These hazards can be mitigated to a large degree by providing
some combination of proper drainage control, judicious relocation, and the use of
deepened foundations. Where structures are proposed near the base of steep slopes in
alluvium, consideration should be given to increasing the distance between the structure
and the slope or relocating the structure above deepened foundations at the top of the
slope. The stability of access route must be considered as well.

Slope stability hazard categories were defined as follows:
NA  Structure locations are not susceptible to slope instability.
L Little or no slope stability risk anticipated. Primarily identified for structures

proposed on flat sites, at significant distances from slopes, or where underlying
conditions are such that no significant risk is expected associated with nearby

7
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slopes. Specific slope stability analyses are not considered warranted.

M Some element of slope stability risk is anticipated; however, the risk is
considered either primarily nuisance level, easily mitigated, or not of immediate
concern. The potential for some slope stability risk should be considered in the
design and planning process, possibly supported by specific slope stability
analysis. The need for mitigation measures is considered low.

H Conditions at the structure locations require careful analysis of slope stability
issues. Some degree of mitigation is anticipated.

Based on this classification, structures along the various routes were assigned slope
stability risks as follows:

Slope Number of Structures & [ Structure Numbers |
Stability Eastern Route Western Route Van Buren Route
Rating
NA 0 27 51
L 64 42 6
M 2 13 3
[9-10] [AX14- AX21, & D6- [BX8 - BX10]
D10]
H 4 0 0
[52-55]

Most of the identified slope stability issues concern structures located close to either the
top or toe of a steep slope. Most commonly these issues can be mitigated using
deepened foundations (for structures located too close to the tops of slopes) or by
moving the structure a greater distance from the slope, see Figures (9 & 10), Slope
Stability Repair. Where concerns involve slopes in granitic terrain, in most cases, the
mitigation will require assurance that foundations extend into firm lightly weathered
bedrock. This typically might involve deepening foundations three to five feet beyond
typical design depths. Where concerns involve slopes in sedimentary terrain, or on
higher, steeper granitic slopes greater embedment depths — perhaps as much as fifteen
to twenty feet beyond typical design depths might be required. In cases where greater
depths might be indicated, it might prove more practical to relocate the structure.

10.0 BLUFF RETREAT

A series of structures (seven structures) included in the Western Alignment (D5 through
D11) are proposed on a bluff elevated about 60 to 80 feet above the south bank of the
Santa Ana River. Along the length of most of the bluff the main floodway defined for the
100-year flood extends essentially to the base of the bluff. This bluff can be expected to

8
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retreat from the shoreline similar to sea cliff retreat. Erosion likely continues almost
barely on a yearly basis with periods of more accelerated erosion and bluff collapse.
These periods of accelerated erosion are likely to occur primarily during major floods.
East of roughly structure D5, the bluff is underlain by granite at the river flow level. The
granite slope is inclined at nearly vertical in places and at some locations appears to
have been degraded by past grading. Although some consideration should be given to
retreat of these granite bluffs, the potential for significant retreat in these areas over the
anticipated lifetime of the structure is considered low.

West of Structure D5, the bluff is underlain by older alluvium. Structures in this location
are proposed at distances ranging from about 120 feet to 400 feet from the edge of the
bluff. The older alluvium is far less resistant to weathering than the nearby granite.
Careful consideration should be given to structures propose along this section of bluff.
A systematic assessment of bluff top retreat based on a more detailed assessment of
site geology and analysis of historic stereoscopic aerial photographs as these structures
move through the planning and design phase.

11.0 CONSTRUCTION

Proposed structure locations were assessed in terms of difficulty of construction and
maintaining access routes and level pads appropriate to accommodate vehicles/trucks
normally anticipated to be needed during construction. Access was assessed in terms
of the proximity of the proposed structure to existing through street and the level of
grading judged necessary to establish access from existing through street to the
proposed structure location. Along most of the Western and Van Buren routes,
acceptable access appears to be available in the river corridor segments at relatively
short distances from existing roads. Improvements including light paving and drainage
control may be required in some areas.

12.0 ACCESS ROADS BEING AVAILABLE 24/7

Access roads are required for maintenance purposes and emergency situations over
the lifetime of the structures. It is always desired to facilitate access to any site location
because access for maintenance or repair can be needed at any time. The Engineering
standards do not address the 24/7 requirement due to this being an operational need
and not a technical need.

Much of the eastern Alignment is located within or near the 100-year flood plain
segment of the Santa Ana River. Establishing appropriate access along this corridor will
require extensive grading and modification of the river channel to construct an
appropriately wide access road (approximately 16 feet) for SCE 40 tons maintenance
truck. Engineering made an assumption that to maintain 24/7 access during a 100-year

9
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flood event, a road being two feet above the flood plane would be required. A severe
flood impacting part or all of the access road may result in washing the access road
away. In order to meet the above requirements there could be a great need for berms
and retaining wall protection. The road would require importing earth fill probably
exceeding 50,000 cubic yards per each linear mile of the proposed access road. The
road embankments would require rip-rap or concrete (shotcrete) as protection from
flood erosion. Placement of this system will have an effect on the river flow.
Construction of such a project in the river channel would be expected to alter flood
heights and would require careful hydrologic evaluation to ensure that properties
adjacent to the floodplain are not compromised. Permitting such a structure would be a
complicated process involving numerous agencies including the City and County of
Riverside, the California Department of Fish and Game, the Department of
Transportation, the Army Corp of Engineers, the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, and probably several others. There would be many levels of technical reviews
by official agencies. The project may also be challenged by independent consultants
hired by nearby property owners and environmental groups to oppose the project as
well as utility structures in existing easements such as the Gas Company and the Union
Pacific Railroad. Therefore, the elevated road may not be feasible.

13.0 FOUNDATION TOP ELEVATION WITHIN THE 100 YEAR FLOOD
ZONE

When locating structures, every attempt should be made to keep structures located out
of river beds and other known flood hazard areas, in the Eastern route, several
structures will either be located in the riverbed or adjacent to riverbeds with unprotected
banks and within the 100 year flood zone. Foundations to be located in the flood zone
or river beds shall be designed to accommodate an appropriate scour depth. The top of
the foundation being two feet above the flood plane may reduce the trash impact on the
foundation and eliminate the steel structure members from being underwater during the
flood period as shown in Figures (6 & 16), Concrete Impact and Erosion System Within
Santa Ana River R/W and Erosion. The foundations in such areas shall be designed
based on the submerged condition and add a “trash” load at the maximum flood level
which will be two feet below the top of the foundation. The “trash” load shall account for
debris and tree sections or branches. The pressure of the water velocity of the river
plays a major role in the dynamic impact.

14.0 CONCLUSION

This preliminary study has been prepared to aid in the evaluation of three alternative
proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project alignments with particular emphasis on
those sections of the alignments in the immediate vicinity of the Santa Ana River Corridor.
The conclusions and recommendations of this report were prepared in accordance with the
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generally accepted professional engineering and engineering geologic principles and
practice within our profession in effect at this time in Southern California for studies of this
magnitude.

Placing the structure locations and access in or near the river is problematic from a
structure and transmission line integrity point of view. Structure access during rains/floods
would not be possible. Any road established would be washed away at various times
during the year and any road maintenance would be problematic.

A summary of the preliminary evaluation relating to the river flood zone is provided below.

Eastern Route

There are 24 structures (3.5 miles) with liquefaction potential which could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

There are 40 structures (5.5 miles) within a 100 year flood hazard zones which could
jeopardize foundation and structure integrity. Special foundation and structure base
elevations will be required to minimize, but not eliminate, integrity of the structures.

There are 25 structures in erosion potential areas at the edge of the flood zone and 18
structures in erosion potential areas in the flood zone. This situation could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

There are 6 structures in medium or high slope stability issues which could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

The access for the 40 structures in the 100 year flood zone could be limited or non-existent
during flood conditions. If access was required for foundation or structure integrity
stabilization access would need to be delayed until flood conditions subsided. The concept
of elevated roads above a 100 year flood condition is considered infeasible due to the
following:

A. Stability of an elevated berm road would be problematic during and after a flood
condition,

B. Road berms in the flood zone may divert water in an undesirable way,

C. Permitting for elevated road berms would be very complex,

D. Maintenance personnel and equipment would not be able to use the roads during flood
conditions due to personal safety concerns.

Overall the Eastern route places 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 are 43 structures with erosion and 6 structures with slope stability potential.

11
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Maintenance access could be non existent 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 may not be able to perform the function intended, to
serve the public with reliable transmission service.

Western Route

There are 0 structures with liquefaction potential which could jeopardize foundation and
structure integrity.

There are 5 structures within a 100 year flood hazard zones which could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity. Special foundation and structure base elevations will be
required to minimize, but not eliminate, integrity of the structures.

There are 13 structures in erosion potential areas at the edge of the flood zone and 0
structures in erosion potential areas in the flood zone. This situation could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

There are 13 structures in medium or high slope stability issues which could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

The access for the 5 structures in the 100 year flood zone could be limited or non-existent
during flood conditions. If access was required for foundation or structure integrity,
stabilization access would need to be delayed until flood conditions subsided. The concept
of elevated roads above a 100 year flood condition is considered infeasible due to the
following:

A. Stability of an elevated berm road would be problematic during and after a flood
condition,

B. Road berms in the flood zone may divert water in an undesirable way,

C. Permitting for elevated road berms would be very complex,

D. Maintenance personnel and equipment would not be able to use the roads during flood
conditions due to personal safety concerns.

Overall the Western route places 5 structures in flood zone location conditions that could
jeopardize the foundation and structure integrity of the double circuit 230 kV transmission
line. Also, there are 13 structures with erosion and 13 structures with slope stability
potential. Maintenance access could be non existent for up to 13 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.
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Van Buren Route

There are 3 structures with liquefaction potential which could jeopardize foundation and
structure integrity.

There are 9 structures (approximately one mile) within a 100 year flood hazard zones
which could jeopardize foundation and structure integrity. Special foundation and structure
base elevations will be required to minimize, but not eliminate, integrity of the structures.

There are 0 structures in erosion potential areas at the edge of the flood zone and 3
structures in erosion potential areas in the flood zone. This situation could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

There are 3 structures in medium or high slope stability issues which could jeopardize
foundation and structure integrity.

The access for the 9 structures in the 100 year flood zone could be limited or non-existent
during flood conditions. If access was required for foundation or structure integrity,
stabilization access would need to be delayed until flood conditions subsided. The concept
of elevated roads above a 100 year flood condition is considered infeasible due to the
following:

A. Stability of an elevated berm road would be problematic during and after a flood
condition,

B. Road berms in the flood zone may divert water in an undesirable way,

C. Permitting for elevated road berms would be very complex,

D. Maintenance personnel and equipment would not be able to use the roads during flood
conditions due to personal safety concerns.

Overall the Van Buren route places 9 structures in flood zone location conditions that could
jeopardize the foundation and structure integrity of the double circuit 230 kV transmission
line. Also, there are 3 structures with erosion and 3 structures with slope stability potential.
Maintenance access could be non existent for up to 9 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.

Route Summary

Based on this preliminary evaluation and the literature reviewed, it appears that from the
perspective of foundation, and structure integrity, access, and long term maintenance, the
Western and Van Buren Alignment alternatives both are clearly more favorable than the
Eastern Alignment Alternative.
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Eastern Route Layout Map
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Van Buren Route Layout Map
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Van Buren Route Layout Map

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 230kV (RTRP), Van Buren Route

Location: Riverside County, CA

Source: Google Earth
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Regional Geologic Map With Proposed Eastern, Western and Van Buren Routes

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Source:

JLocation: Riverside County, CA
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Faulting & Local Seismicity Map

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
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Source: SCE
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Concrete Impact and Erosion System Within Santa Ana River R/W

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Source: SCE drawing
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Rip-Rap Erosion Potection System

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Source: SCE drawing

JLocation: Riverside County, CA
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Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Source: SCE drawing
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Slope Stability Repair

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Source: SCE drawing

JLocation: Riverside County, CA
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Slope Stability Mitigation

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Source: SCE drawing

JLocation: Riverside County, CA
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FEMA Map Eastern Route

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 230kV (RTRP)
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FEMA Map Eastern Route

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 230kV (RTRP)
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Source: FEMA
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FEMA Map Eastern and Western Route

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 230kV (RTRP)
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FEMA Map Western Route

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 230kV (RTRP)
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Slope Instability

Project Name: Riverside Transmission Reliability Project 230kV (RTRP) Source: SCE

Location: Riverside County, CA

Figure No.

TDBU Civil/Structural & Geotechnical Engineering Group 20




69

68

[Eastern Route

Photo 1



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

collenjm
Text Box
70

collenjm
Text Box
69

collenjm
Text Box
68

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 1


57

56

55

54

|[Eastern Route

Photo 2


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

collenjm
Text Box
56

collenjm
Text Box
55

collenjm
Text Box
54

collenjm
Text Box
57

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 2


56

[Eastern Route

Photo 3


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

collenjm
Text Box
56

collenjm
Text Box
54

collenjm
Text Box
53

collenjm
Text Box
52

collenjm
Text Box
55

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 3


55

54

[Eastern Route

53

52

51

Photo 4


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
52

collenjm
Text Box
53

collenjm
Text Box
55

collenjm
Text Box
54

collenjm
Text Box
51

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 4


53

52

|[Eastern Route

51

Photo 5


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

collenjm
Text Box
51

collenjm
Text Box
52

collenjm
Text Box
53

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 5


51

50

|[Eastern Route

Photo 6


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
51

collenjm
Text Box
50

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 6


51

50

49

[Eastern Route

48

Photo 7


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
51

collenjm
Text Box
50

collenjm
Text Box
49

collenjm
Text Box
48

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 7


50

[Eastern Route

Photo 8


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
49

collenjm
Text Box
50

collenjm
Text Box
47

collenjm
Text Box
48

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 8


49

48

|[Eastern Route

47

Photo 9


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
49

collenjm
Text Box
48

collenjm
Text Box
47

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 9


48

a7

[Eastern Route

46

Photo 10


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
48

collenjm
Text Box
47

collenjm
Text Box
46

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 10


46

45

|[Eastern Route

Photo 11


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
46

collenjm
Text Box
45

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 11


|[Eastern Route

43

Photo 12


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
43

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 12


28

27

26

25

24

[Eastern Route

Photo 13


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Text Box
26

collenjm
Text Box
27

collenjm
Text Box
28

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 13


28

27

25

|[Eastern Route

Photo 14


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
27

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Text Box
26

collenjm
Text Box
28

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 14


26

25

24

23

Eastern Route

Photo 15



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Text Box
26

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Text Box
23

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 15


26

25

24

23

|[Eastern Route

Photo 16


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
26

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Text Box
23

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 16


25

24

23

22

|[Eastern Route

Photo 17



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Text Box
23

collenjm
Text Box
22

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 17


25

24

23

22

[Eastern Route

Photo 18


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Text Box
23

collenjm
Text Box
22

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 18


24

23

22

21

|[Eastern Route

Photo 19


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
22

collenjm
Text Box
23

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Text Box
21

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 19


25

24

23

22

20

|[Eastern Route

21

Photo 20



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
24

collenjm
Text Box
23

collenjm
Text Box
22

collenjm
Text Box
21

collenjm
Text Box
20

collenjm
Text Box
25

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 20


11

[Eastern Route

10

Photo 21


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
11

collenjm
Text Box
10

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 21


10

|[Eastern Route

Photo 22



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
10

collenjm
Text Box
9

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 22


10

[Eastern Route

Photo 23


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
10

collenjm
Text Box
9

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 23


|[Eastern Route

Photo 24


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
9

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 24


|[Eastern Route

Photo 25



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
8

collenjm
Text Box
9

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 25


[Eastern Route

Photo 26


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
8

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 26


[Eastern Route

Photo 27



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
8

collenjm
Text Box
7

collenjm
Text Box
6

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 27


[Eastern Route

Photo 28


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
6

collenjm
Text Box
5

collenjm
Text Box
7

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 28


|[Eastern Route

Photo 29


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
5

collenjm
Text Box
4

collenjm
Text Box
3

collenjm
Text Box
2

collenjm
Text Box
1

collenjm
Text Box
6

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 29


|[Eastern Route

Photo 30


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
5

collenjm
Text Box
4

collenjm
Text Box
3

collenjm
Text Box
2

collenjm
Text Box
1

collenjm
Text Box
6

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 30


[Eastern Route

Wildlife Sub

[Van Buren Route |

AX4

\Western Route

Photo 31


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
4

collenjm
Text Box
3

collenjm
Text Box
2

collenjm
Text Box
1

collenjm
Text Box
5

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
AX1

collenjm
Text Box
AX3

collenjm
Text Box
AX4

collenjm
Text Box
AX5

collenjm
Text Box
AX2

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

collenjm
Callout
Wildlife Sub

collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
BX1

collenjm
Callout
Van Buren Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 31


2
3 A\ A
4 AX1

\Western Route

[Wildlife Sub |

[Eastern Route

[Van Buren Route |

Photo 32


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
4

collenjm
Text Box
3

collenjm
Text Box
2

collenjm
Text Box
1

collenjm
Text Box
5

collenjm
Callout
Eastern Route

collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

collenjm
Callout
Wildlife Sub

collenjm
Text Box
AX1

collenjm
Text Box
AX4

collenjm
Text Box
AX3

collenjm
Text Box
AX2

collenjm
Text Box
AX5

collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
BX1

collenjm
Callout
Van Buren Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 32


\Western Route |

Photo 33


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
AX12

collenjm
Text Box
AX11

collenjm
Text Box
AX15

collenjm
Text Box
AX14

collenjm
Text Box
AX13

collenjm
Text Box
AX16

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 33


AX14

Western Route

Photo 34


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
AX13

collenjm
Text Box
AX10

collenjm
Text Box
AX11

collenjm
Text Box
AX12

collenjm
Text Box
AX16

collenjm
Text Box
AX15

collenjm
Text Box
AX14

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 34


AX21
/D1

\Western Route

Photo 35


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
AX19

collenjm
Text Box
AX20

collenjm
Text Box
AX21/D1

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 35


'Western Route

Photo 36


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
AX21/D1

collenjm
Text Box
D2

collenjm
Text Box
AX20

collenjm
Text Box
AX17

collenjm
Text Box
AX19

collenjm
Text Box
AX18

collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 36


\Western Route

Photo 37


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D4

collenjm
Text Box
D5

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 37


Western Route

Photo 38


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D7

collenjm
Text Box
D6

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 38


'Western Route

Photo 39


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D5

collenjm
Text Box
D6

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 39


\Western Route

Photo 40


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D8

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 40


\Western Route

Photo 41


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D9

collenjm
Text Box
D8

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 41


'Western Route

Photo 42


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D5

collenjm
Text Box
D6

collenjm
Text Box
D7

collenjm
Text Box
D4

collenjm
Text Box
D3

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 42


\Western Route

Photo 43


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D11

collenjm
Text Box
D10

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 43


D12

\Western Route

Photo 44


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D12

collenjm
Text Box
D14

collenjm
Text Box
D13

collenjm
Text Box
D15

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 44


D15

\Western Route

H4

D17

H3

H5

H2

Photo 45

D18
/H1



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
D15

collenjm
Text Box
D17

collenjm
Text Box
H2

collenjm
Text Box
D18/H1

collenjm
Text Box
D16

collenjm
Text Box
H5

collenjm
Text Box
H4

collenjm
Text Box
H3

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 45


H10

\Western Route

Photo 46


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
H10

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 46


H10

\Western Route

Photo 47


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
H10

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 47


Ha4

NE

H6

H7

H8

H9

H10

H11/
JA1

\Western Route

Photo 48


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
H7

collenjm
Text Box
H6

collenjm
Text Box
H5

collenjm
Text Box
H4

collenjm
Text Box
H9

collenjm
Text Box
H8

collenjm
Text Box
H11/JA1

collenjm
Text Box
H10

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 48


\Western Route |

Photo 49


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 49


\Western Route |

Photo 50


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 50


JB2

JA2/
JB1

JB3

\Western Route

JB4

Photo 51


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
JB2

collenjm
Text Box
JA2/JB1

collenjm
Text Box
JB4

collenjm
Text Box
JB3

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 51


JB1

JB2

JB3

\Western Route

Photo 52


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
JB2

collenjm
Text Box
JB4

collenjm
Text Box
JB3

collenjm
Text Box
JB1

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 52


Western Route

JB3

JB4

JB2

JB5

Photo 53


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
JB2

collenjm
Text Box
JB4

collenjm
Text Box
JB3

collenjm
Text Box
JB5

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 53


JB6

\Western Route

JBS5

JB4

Photo 54


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
JB4

collenjm
Text Box
JB5

collenjm
Text Box
JB6

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 54


JB7

JB8/
JD1

JD2

'Western Route

JD8

JD9

Photo 55

JD10



collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
JB8/JD1

collenjm
Text Box
JB7

collenjm
Text Box
JB6

collenjm
Text Box
JD4

collenjm
Text Box
JD3

collenjm
Text Box
JD2

collenjm
Text Box
JD7

collenjm
Text Box
JD6

collenjm
Text Box
JD5

collenjm
Text Box
JD9

collenjm
Text Box
JD8

collenjm
Text Box
JD10

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 55


JD5

JD6

JD4

JD7

JD8

JD9

'Western Route

Photo 56


collenjm
Polygonal Line

collenjm
Text Box
JD4

collenjm
Text Box
JD6

collenjm
Text Box
JD5

collenjm
Text Box
JD9

collenjm
Text Box
JD8

collenjm
Text Box
JD7

collenjm
Text Box
JD10

collenjm
Text Box
JD11

collenjm
Callout
Western Route

yanjm
Text Box
Photo 56


May 17, 2010

Subject: Addendum to the Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation Report
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)

Reference: Preliminary Geology and Geotechnical Evaluation Report
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP)
Double Circuit 230kV T/L
Eastern, Western and Van Buren Suggested Routes
Mira Loma - Vista #1 230kV to Wildlife Substation
Riverside County, California.
Dated April 2, 2010

Project No. 10-037

This addendum was prepared to summarize the findings provided in the reference report. A master
table that includes the outcome of the evaluation is included in this addendum. The referenced report
only included towers that are located in and or within Santa Ana River and its premises. The attached
table includes all the towers included in each route to provide a more comprehensive comparison.

The route evaluation is only based on a desktop study as no subsurface exploration has been
conducted. The route description is provided in section 2 of the reference report. The number of
impacted towers is approximate and is used as a guidance to provide data to select the appropriate
route from the licensing, construction and maintenance standpoint. The assessment only considers
four critical geotechnical and geology concerns that are common to occur within this geological
formation as addressed in sections 3, 4 and 5 of the referenced report. These four concerns are
Liguefaction, Flood potential, Erosion and Slope instability impact (refer to sections 6, 7, 8 and 9 for
more details.)

The attached master table indicates that approximately 23 out of 70 towers are unaffected in the
Eastern route (33%). The Western and Van Buren include 65 out of 82 (79%) and 49 out of 60 (82%)
respectively. Some of the impacted towers have single impact others have dual or triple impact. For
instance, the 57 impacted towers in the eastern include 8 single, 12 dual and 27 triple impacts. On the
other hand, there are 24 towers impacted by liquefaction. Also there are 40, 43 and 6 towers impacted
by flood, erosion and slope instability respectively. The master table includes details regarding the
impacted towers in the Western and Van Buren routes.

The liquefaction impact is categorized into four categories - Not Applicable, Low, Evaluate and
Graded. We only considered the category Evaluate as the impacted towers for liqguefaction potential.
The other geology/geotechnical impact considered only the 100 year flood zone category and medium
& high ratings in case of erosion and slope instability.

The construction, Access Roads and Foundation Top Elevation within the 100 year flood zone
concerns are discussed in sections 11, 12, and 13. Proposed structure locations were assessed in
terms of difficulty of construction, maintaining access routes and level pads appropriate to
accommodate vehicles/trucks normally anticipated to be needed during construction. Access roads
are required for maintenance purposes and emergency situations over the lifetime of the structures.
The available options were addressed. Several structures will either be located in the riverbed or
adjacent to the riverbed with unprotected banks and within the 100 year flood zone. The master table
provides the same tables that were included in the referenced report but updated to address all the
towers in the entire alignment not just the riverbed.

A “100 year flood event” measure was used as one of the basis of the data impacts. Some if not all of
these impacts could be of concern at lower flood return periods.
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Appendix 4

Original RTRP Route Evaluation Matrix — 2009

Siting Report APPX 4 July 2015
RTRP - Alternative Segment Re-Route



RPU-RTRP
ROUTE EVALUATION PROCESS

SCE management, engineers, and subject matter experts evaluated the following proposed routes for
the Riverside Public Utility - Riverside Transmission Reliability Project RPU-RTRP (Project):

Van Buren Offset Route
Western (I-15) Route
Bain Street Route

Eastern Route

Original Van Buren Route

The main Project Objectives considered during the route evaluation process were:

System Reliability and Operational Flexibility: Maintenance of adequate voltage levels along
the T/L; providing a secondary source of connection to the grid which allows transfer of load
between lines and substations in response to demand in order to reduce potential interruptions in
service to customers; accessibility of structures for emergency repair and maintenance work
Constructability: Includes factors such as the length of route; number and height of structures;
civil work and engineering design requirement related to flooding and drainage patterns, soil
conditions, and topography; accessibility of T/L structures during construction and
maintenance; crossings of the T/L over various structures including existing utility lines, flood
control channels, freeways, high pressure pipelines, and the Union Pacific Right of Way
Impact to Private and Public Property: Mimimizing impact to existing property, structures, and
buildings, by strategically locating the T/L structures

Environmental Impacts: Utilizing existing ROWSs, previously disturbed land, the shortest
feasible routes, and/or the strategic placement of structures in areas that minimize impact to
biological and cultural resources, aesthetics, air quality, land use, recreation, transportation/
traffic, and population and housing

Project Cost and Time: Minimizing cost and construction time

The Routes were further evaluated for the following factors:

Aesthetics (line route distance, route location, number and height of poles)

Hazards and hazardous materials

Public services and utilities

Current and planned local Land Use issues (recreation, transportation)

Population and Housing issues (location of sensitive receptors such as senior centers, licensed
child care centers, and hospitals)

Public acceptance (community assessments, previous community outreach issues)

Land availability (acquisition of public, commercial, residential property for structure placement)
Accessibility for construction and maintenance of structures

Number of crossings of highways, creeks, Union Pacific ROW, and existing electric lines
Relocation of existing utility structures

Telecommumcations facilities

Permitting time (biological)

A comparison of the five routes is presented in Table 1- Route Comparison. A comparison of the
routes as related to meeting the project objectives is provided in Table 2- Project Objectives.



Following evaluation, SCE eliminated the Original Van Buren Route and the Eastern Routes due to
incompatible land use issues, construction infeasibility and/or the potential for substantial environmental
impact. The remaining three routes were ranked as follow, in order of preference (1 being most preferred
and 3 being least preferred):

1- Bain Street Route

2- Yan Buren Offset Route

3- Western (I-15) Route
























Appendix 5

Transmission Environmental Guide, SCE

Siting Report APPX 5 July 2015
RTRP - Alternative Segment Re-Route





















FIGURE 2.5 — 220 kV Aesthetic Double Circuit Structure.

FIGURE 2.6 FIGURE 2.7
220 kV Double Circuit Steel Pole. [Model] 220 kV Single Circuit Steel Pole. [Model]












































































FIGURE 6.4 — Gabion During Rock Fill Operation.
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Appendix 6

Segment Scores and SME Comments

Siting Report APPX 6 July 2015
RTRP - Alternative Segment Re-Route



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Aesthetics

Visual Locally- | Impacts to
Character / | Valued Scenic  [Scenic
Segment Quality Places Vistas Highways Comments
Existing residential development on the north side of Limonite, and is currently ongoing on the north near the I-15. Viewshed is from the |-15 and Limonite in that the landforms are
A 3 1 2 1 generally uniform with expansive views.
Residential on the north side is close to the roadway with soundwall and trail. Residential on the south side is farther south. This segment cannot be seen from the I-15 and Limonite;
B 3 1 1 1 Well developed intersection at Etiwanda and Limonite, which includes commercial uses.
Residential on the north side is close to the roadway with soundwall and trail. Residential on the south side is farther south. This segment cannot be seen from the I-15 and Limonite.
C 3 1 1 1 Corner of Etiwanda and Limonite has updated commercial uses. East of the intersection, there are some small businesses in older structures.
D 3 1 2 1 Nice view of the SAR from this segment.
E 3 1 2 1 Residential on north side - sparse large lots, rural uses. Clear view of the SAR on the south side.
Rural residential adjacent to the flood control channel. Low-income neighborhood. While there are no scenic viewsheds, the flood control channel provides a sense of separation in the
F 3 1 2 1 neighborhood, and a feel of openness.
This small section abuts the gof course on the east and rural residential on the west. Utilities come in from the golf course on the south end, and turn east, while distribution continues up
G 3 2 2 1 the street. Golf course on east also host to flood control channel and nice wooden bridge. This element provides an upscale element to this neighborhood.
H 3 2 3 1 This section is on the golf course and is designed to utilize the existing alignment in the Golf Course.
The section would go behind homes, hugging the SAR and residential interface. Existing distribution currently in this area. Residences and ends of several streets offer expansive views
of the SAR - however, view includes existing 66/distribution poles in the SAR. Adding 220 kV structures would be a significant change in the currently relatively "low-key but developed"
| 4 2 3 1 viewshed.
This segment will bisect the golf course in an additional alignment, and then on the south side of 68th Street. Would eliminate the developer's proposed trail. The street is wide, and
J 4 1 1 1 contains 66 kV on the north side, where there is a school. The 220 kV poles would
This segment abuts the golf course, future homes and the SAR. The pristine nature of the area would represent a change. However, given the golf course and the proposed housing
development, it would not be inconsitent with fuure development. The golf course is nice and peacful - not sure if corona noise and the presence of the poles in the Golf Course would bq
compatible. Recommend putting poles immediately on the other side of the golf course, more on the SAR side, and shurbs to visually hid the bases. This may provide a "visual
separation” between the golf course and the towers. In the area of the proposed development, residences are proposed for several hundred feet away from the proposed route. The
K 4 4 4 1 towers may blend into the landscape. Perhaps use of lattice in this area would help retain the visual affect.
L 4 3 3 1 SAR is scenic area, but existing 66/distribution poles are present.
Bain Street is relatively wide and open due to a flood control channel running north-south. A trail is on the west side; a school is located on the east side. The lots are rural residential in
M 3 2 1 1 nature, but are relatively small.
N 2 2 1 1 Bellgrave is relatively light-industrial in nature, with a school and a sports park; residential on the south side. Heavy ag on the north side past Etiwanda.
(o] 1 1 1 1 The parking lot of Union Pacific provides no aesthetic value
P 1 1 1 1 The area is industrial in nature and has existing 66 kV lattice towers on south side. The street is wide and open.
Q 1 1 1 1 The parking lot of Union Pacific provides no aesthetic value




FACTORS

Route Scoring Worksheet - Aesthetics

Visual Character / Quality

1

Heavy industrial structures, existing above-ground utilities, and / or visually-cluttered landscape.

2 Light industrial area or intensive agricultural landscape character. Existing above-ground utilities.
Route segment is on a local roadway and/or through a residential area with above-ground utilities. Or, segment is in an area with a mix of residential and commercial uses. Or, segment is in an area that has a rural landscape
3 character.
City / County Architectural Development Standards apply to the properties surrounding the segment; segment is within a residential area; or, segment is in an urban / rural interface area (e.g. wildland urban interface), or an area with a
4 pastoral landscape character.
Route segment is within a pristine environment with view corridors or naturally evolving landscape character; or residential area with lots of existing or future vantage points. Segment is in an area with no above-ground utility
5 structures.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Scoring SME: Sources include field visit; Review City Planning site for Architectural Development Standards; Review Zoning Code for landscape ordinances - would indicate aesthetics as a priority.

Locally-Valued Places

1

Proposed route segment is not visible from an identified or eligible place, landmark or structure in CRHR or identified in the City / County General Plans as a place of relevance.

There is an identified or eligible place, landmark or structure in the CRHR, or identified in the City / County General Plans as a place of relevance within the vicinity of the proposed route segment but but man-made visual clutter and / or

2 natural terrain would completely block or obscure view of the site from the place of relevance.

There is an identified or eligible place, landmark or structure in CRHR or identified in the City / County General Plans as a place of relevance within the vicinity of the route segment, but not directly adjacent to the segment. The view of
3 the segment from the place is partially or largely (but not completely) obscured by man-made visual clutter and / or natural terrain.

Proposed route segment is in the vicinity of and partially to wholy visible from an identified or eligible place, landmark or structure in CRHR or identified in the City / County General Plans as a place of relevance. While visible from the
4 place, the segment is not directly adjacent to the place of note.
5 Proposed route segment would directly impact or is within 100 feet of an identified or eligible place, landmark or structure in CRHR or identified in the City / County General Plans as a place of relevance.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Impacts to Scenic Vistas

1

No impacts to any viewsheds or scenic vistas.

2 Minor change to undesignated scenic vistas or viewsheds.
3 Minor change to designated scenic vista or viewshed or moderate change to undesignated scenic vista or viewshed. Consider number of residential or recreational viewers of the project.
4 Site would partially block view of officially designated scenic vista or viewshed. (list the specific designation and designating agency). Consider number of residential or recreational viewers of the project.
Blocks or markedly impedes officially designated scenic vista or viewshed (list the specific designation and designating agency). Site is in the foreground view of large number of viewers who would otherwise / also be viewing tt
5 scenic vista.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Scenic Highways

There is no scenic highway or corridor w/in the project area or the route segment is not in the viewshed / is fully obscured from view of a locally-designated scenic corridor or road.

There is a scenic highway (eligible or designated State, County or Federal) within or adjacent to the project area, but man-made visual clutter and / or natural terrain would completely block or obscure view of the route segment from tt

The route segment can be seen from an eligible (but not designated) scenic highway, but existing visual clutter, built environment, or natural terrain would partially obscure views of the segment from the scenic highway. Segment

The route segment is located along or is adjacent to and fully visible from a locally designated scenic corridor or road, or an eligible but not designated State scenic highway; or, it is present and visible (but not adjacent to) and can be

Route segment can be seen from or is along a scenic corridor, or along a Caltrans Designated Scenic Highway, and/or a highway that is proposed for listing, or is listed, on the National Register of Historic Places, or California Register

S0 B [N e ] B

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Biology

Special
Wildlife Avian Permit Time |Water Status
Segment Corridors Collision Required |Bodies Species Comments
A 1 1 1 1 1
B 1 1 1 1 1
C 1 1 1 1 1
D 1 1 1 1 1
E 1 2 1 1 2
F 1 1 1 1 1
G 1 2 1 1 1
H 1 2 1 2 2
| 1 2 1 2 2
J 1 1 1 1 1
(assume30 ft disturbed between golf course and terrace) Nesting season restriction. Critical habitat for Santa Ana Sucker and Least Bell's vireo. Potential for Santa Ana woollystar.
K 3 4 2 3 4 Permits needed via MSHCP participation
Presence of Santa Ana sucker, Least Bell's Vireo, riparian nesting birds, Santa Ana woollystar. Critical habitat for Santa Ana sucker and Least Bell's vireo. Potential need for riparian

L 4 5 2 5 4 vegetation removal. Nesting season restricitons, Permits needed via MSHCP participation
M 1 1 1 1 1
N 1 1 1 1 1
O 1 1 1 1 1
P 1 1 1 1 1
Q 1 1 1 1 1




FACTORS

Route Scoring Worksheet - Biology

Wildlife Corridors

1 No wildlife movement; (Project surrounded by developed areas with no habitat, project area does not connect habitat or open space areas)

2 Low potential for wildlife movement. (eg. Disturbed or low quality habitat in project area with limited connection to other habitat areas)

3 Moderate potential for wildlife movement (e.g. Project area provides connection to other habitat areas)

4 Moderate potential for wildlife movement and project will not significantly impede movement (eg. Project area connects native habitat and project will not significantly impede wildlife movement project area is in known or designated wildlife
5 High potential for wildlife movement and project will impede wildlife movement; (eg. Project area connects native habitat and project will impede wildlife movement, project area is in known or designated wildlife corridor)

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

No collision risk (eg. Developed areas; not in bird flight path or critical habitats)

Low potential for collision risk (eg. Low use by birds, habitat quality low)

Moderate potential for collision risk (Line will be placed in existing ROW; Line is in proximity to where birds are landing and taking off. Other transmission lines already exist in proximity to proposed line with no known issues).

Moderate potential for avian collision (Line divides roosting and feeding habitats; Line is in close proxilmity to where birds are landing and taking off. No other transmission lines in area.)

High Potential for avian collision (eg. Line divides roosting and feeding habitats; Line is in proximity to where a high concentration of birds aree landing and taking off. No other transmission lines in area)

TR |WIN]|—~

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Permitting Time Required

Approx. 1 year or less permitting required

Approx. 2 years or less permitting required

Approx. 3 years or less permitting required

Approx. 4 years or less permitting required

Approx. 5 years or less permitting required

Mo lw[N| -~

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Water Bodies

No known water body within 500' of site

Waterbody within 500' of site, no vegetation or habitat for listed species, potential indirect impact

Water body within 500' of site, riparian vegetation present, no/low potential for listed species

Within jurisdictional waterway. No/low potential for listed species. Potential direct impacts.

Within a jurisdictional waterway, has listed species, potential direct impacts

M| B|WIN|—

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Special Status Species

No known biological sensitivities, disturbed land (e.g. No T&E or sensitive species (sp. of concern or CNPS list, wetlands)

Some potential biological sensitivities, potential for permit (e.g. Potential for sensitive species, no T&E species, lower quality habitat)

T&E species likely to be in general area, medium to good quality habitat (e.g. Potentially suitable habitat, no T&E species from CNDDB in project area, but T&E species in adjacent areas)

Has T&E species, requires species specific surveys.Permit likely with mitigation (e.g. T&E species present, species specific surveys, permits likely and mitigation)

T&E species, extensive mitigation, likely opposition; alternative site recommended (e.g. T&E species, extensive mitigation, permit difficult to aquire)

MO B|WIN|—

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Civil Engineering

Access and
Access/Grading for Overall Grading for Permits and Surface /Subsurface Obstacles
Segment o&M Terrain Construction Restrictions (Visual Only) Comments
Some disturbed areas along route north of Limonte, but new permanent roads needed. Over-ex/scarify most likely needed. 1/10 in parking
lot has good construction access. Storm drain inlet? Midspan on north side of Limonite. Cover needs to be adequate if there is
underground pipe. Sout side of Limonite will require new ingress/egress location as well as new through road. Terrain is flat.
A 3 1 3 1 3 Approximately 1500' of new road.
Some disturbed areas along route, but new ingress/egress needed. Over-ex/scarify most likely needed. Terrain is flat, but has vegetation.
B 3 1 3 1 1 Area is not graded, so possible standing water. 1/4 is in parking lot. Good construction access. Approximately 2500' of new road
Depending on pole locations, acquisition of access rights will be needed from private owners. If lot is developed, permanent access road
C 3 1 3 1 1 will be difficult. Based on Google Earth imagery (6/7/12) approximately 1000' of new road may be needed.
Exising disturbed access road paralells proposed route. May only require stub road at pole locations. Existing road may need to be over-
D 1 1 1 1 1 ex/scarified.
Some existing unpaved roads in the area. May be possible to have only stub roads (pending easement info and final pole locations).
E 4 1 4 1 1 Existing roads may need to be widened, improved, over-ex/scarified. Some drainage concerns due to proximity to river.
Flood control channel access road. Depending on pole location, drilling may be an issue. If pole foundation encroaches on access road,
F 1 1 1 3 3 access road will need to be widened/re-routed and could be a concern due to the proximity of residential properties.
Depending on pole locations, existing access may be adequate. In franchise? Construction may not have adequate room for crane pad. If
G 1 1 1 1 1 poles are on golf course property, access would be limited to outside of the fence )
LARUTTY all Uau
will be necessary to protect the golf course surface Permanent access erI be through the golf course. Frrst portron will be inside the golf
H 2 1 2 1 1 course, but access would be from outside of the fence. Over-ex/scarify may be required for existing road prior to project completion.
| 1 1 1 1 1 If poles are in franchise, construction and O&M access is good. May require some grading/clearing for pad locations. Wildlife preserve?
Road surface may not be adequate for construction equipment within the golf course propoerty. Plating or some other type of mitigation
will be necessary to protect the golf course surface. Permanent access will be through the golf course. New access roads needed with
minimal grading depending on final pole locations. Ingress/egress locations will be needed for thru access. Possibly 5000' of new
J 3 1 3 1 1 permanent access roads.
Road surface may not be adequate for construction equipment within the golf course propoerty. Plating or some other type of mitigation
will be necessary to protect the golf course surface. Permanent access will be through the golf course. Possibly 4000' of new permanent
K 4 2 4 3 1 access road in river area.
Extensive network of existing access roads. Depending on road condition, roads may need to be over-ex/scarified, widened, improvemed,
L 4 3 4 3 1 etc. If pole is placed in river, construction and o&m access will be very difficult.
Previously disturbed ROW. Access road looks like it is in good condition. Depending on final pole placement, construction pads may be
needed with minimal grading. If poles are in franchise, and accessible from main road, no new stub roads will be needed. If poles placed
M 1 1 1 1 1 too far from main road, stub roads will be needed.
Park area will require permanent poles unless close enough to be access from main road. Possibly 5500' of new permanent access road.
N 3 1 3 1 1 Terrain is not difficult. Some existing access roads in the vicinity and possible access from main road.
Terrain is not difficult. Poles through parking lot will not be tough on access, as long as permanent access is granted. Some new
O 3 1 3 1 1 permanent roads will be needed on south eastern portion of line in railroad property?
Proposed route traverses parking lot, parks, and open area. Parks and open areas will require new permanent access roads. Surface will
P 3 1 1 1 1 need to be over-ex/scarified.
Mostly developed area (parking lot) but some previously disturbed ROW. Blading of existing roads will be required. Depending on pole
Q 2 1 2 1 1 location, southern area may require new ingress/egress.




Route Scoring Worksheet - Civil Engineering

FACTORS
1 Existing roads/streets to the segment; sufficient turning space for large vehicles and loads.
2 Existing access to the segment. Minimal additional grading / construction would be required.
3 Some existing and some new roads required to access segment. Spur roads may be necessary. (Please indicate approximate percent of segment for which new road would be required).
4 Maijority of segment will require new access roads and/or spur roads.
5 Lengthy, level, relatively straight road has to be built to get to the segment. Segment is not accessible.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Overall Terrain (CE)

1 Segment has completely flat terrain with good / safe construction and maintenance access.

Terrain is moderately sloped or curved (slopes greater than 3%, less than 5%). Good / safe construction and maintenance access.

Terrain is steep and/or rugged for a portion of the segment. Average access for construction and maintenance.

Maijority of segment is very steep and/or rugged terrain (slope greater than 5%, less than 8%). Poor access for construction and maintenance.
Entire segment slope greater than 8.0%. Entire segment is hilly with minimal opportunities to work around the slopes

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

TO|B|WIN

Access and Grading for Construction (CE)

1 Existing roads and ROWs acceptable. No access concerns at this time.

Existing roads and ROWs require some minor grading.

Existing roads and ROWSs require minor grading and tree trimming. If possible, document approximate location and length of access roads needed.

Existing roads and ROWs require major grading, tree trimming and removal (permits required). If possible, document approximate location and length of access roads needed.
No existing access. Requires new roads. Major grading and tree trimming and removal. Potential fly-in location.

Does Not Meet Project Objectives (Provide detailed explanation)

T B|WIN

Low-impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment. Based on anticipated permit type(s), permits would not be anticipated to add significant time or cost to the project.

Medium-impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment anticipated to add minimal time or cost to the project.

Multiple medium and low impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment. Permitting process could add time and/or moderate costs to the project.

Multiple permits likely, including at least one of a more time consuming / costly nature (e.g. airport, flood control crossing, caltrans ROW, etc.) and/or large amount of unknown information about required permits.
Multiple permits required with a degree of complexity expected to add time and cost to the project.

Does Not Meet Project Objectives (Provide detailed explanation)

M| B|WIN|—=

Surface and Subsurface Obstacles (Visual Observation Only) (CE)

1 No apparent overhead or underground obstacles (pipes, trees, etc.)

A few known overhead or underground obstacles which can be avoided with little effort.

Multiple underground and/or overhead obstacles. Can be mitgated.

Multiple underground and/or overhead obstacles. Requires extensive effort to mitigate.

Extensively known underground or overhead obstacles which negate any possibility of mitigation in route segment.
Does Not Meet Project Objectives (Provide detailed explanation)

TO|B|WIN




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Community

Community Controversy Along or |[Planned Future
Potential Development Near the Route Development Near the
Segment Stakeholders Guidelines Segment Route Segment Comments
A 5 3 3 3 "Gateway to the city" is the phrase that the city officals use
B 5 3 3 3 "Gateway to the city" is the phrase that the city officals use. Part of this area was going to be a community park about five years back.
C 5 3 3 1
D 5 3 3 1
E 5 3 3 1
F 5 3 3 1 Construction on Flood Control Channel is complete
G 5 3 3 1
H 5 3 3 1
I 5 3 3 1 Opposition dependent on how close to homes
J 5 3 3 1
K 5 3 3 1 City may ask Why not go south on [-15 and east on this segment
L 5 3 3 1
Underground gas and water lines prevented this from being an option when first considered in 2005 or '06, plus easement issues. Will be heavily
M 5 3 3 1 opposed by residents and city council.
N 5 3 3 1 Close to high school
®) 5 3 3 1
P 5 3 3 1 Close to high school
Q 5 3 3 1




FACTORS
Potential Route Segment-Specific Stakeholders (schools, churches, community centers, etc.)

Route Scoring Worksheet - Community

There are no groups that would likely intervene with project siting.

2 Low likelihood of groups with an interest in the route segment or lands directly adjacent to intervene with project siting.
3 Potential for groups with an interest in the route segment or lands direclty adjacent to organize and intervene. Potential route segment ROW is not owned by groups with potential interest.
4 Route segment or lands directly adjacent are the subject of interest of an existing organized group and/or is owned by a stakeholder group (i.e. Land Trust, Conservation Agency, church, school district, etc.).
Existing, organized groups are very likely to actively intervene in the siting process if this route segment is carried forward. Groups have expressed intent to intervene and/or have intervened with prior proposed projects along the route
5 segment.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Community Development Guidelines

1 Area has no established guidelines for development design standards.
2 Some guidelines exist but have not been implemented (e.g. existing development pattern includes a mix of styles and/or is incohesive).
3 Some guidelines exist but do not specifically address utility or infrastructure development. Guidelines are not fully implemented in vicinity of the route segment.
4 Design guidelines exist and are fully implemented in the vicinity of the site, but do not specifically address utility or infrastructure development.
Local development guidelines and / or community plans specifically constrain or prohibit new infrastructure or infrastructure upgrades (e.g. segment is located in an underground district). Formal design guidelines are in place and evident in
5 existing development.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Current / Past Controversy Along or Near the Route Segment

1

No prior controversy along or near the route segment.

(Not applicable)

Any prior controversy at or near the route segment (regardless of project type involved in the controversy).

(Not Applicable)

Prior organized community opposition to related industrial development(s) at or near the route segment.

MmO BN

Does Not Meet Project Objectives (e.g. there is evidence of past or current controversy involving the route segment to such a degree that development of the segment with a subtrans line would be very unlikely).

Planned Future Development Near the Route Segment

1

No known development planned or in progress in the area. Easement or ROW for route segment is part of a developer's plan (e.g. would be included in the developer's EIR / EIS).

(Not applicable)

Route segment is located in an undeveloped area and / or redevelopment zone but there are no pending plans for the area.

(Not Applicable)

Planned future development potentially incompatible with subtransmission line.

2
3
4
5
F

Does Not Meet Project Objectives (e.g. City, County and / or current ROW owner has an approved plan for development of a school, church, community center, etc. on or along the route segment).




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Cultural Resources

Paleo Cultural Cultural Resources [Native American
Segment | Resources Resources Permitting Time Resource Issues Comments
A 1 2 3
B 1 3 3
C 1 1 3
D 1 3 3
E 1 4 4
F 1 1 4
G 1 1 4
H 1 3 4
I 1 4 4
J 1 3 4
K 1 3 4
L 1 4 4
M 1 1 3
N 1 1 2
O] 1 1 2
P 1 1 2
Q 1 1 2




Route Scoring Worksheet - Cultural Resources

FACTORS
1 Low probability of encountering sensitive paleontological resources.
2 Moderate probability of encountering sensitive paleontological resources.
3 High probability of encountering sensitive paleontological resources.
4 (Not Applicable)
5 (Not Applicable)

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: If conditions are present that are not captured by the criteria for a score of "1", "2", or "3", please score a "4" or "5" as appropriate and document the rationale for the higher score in the comments field.

Cultural Resources

1 Low probability of encountering significant archaeological / historical resources.

2 Moderately low probability of encountering significant archaeological / historical resources.
3 Moderate probability of encountering significant archaeological / historical resources.

4 Moderately high probability of encountering significant archaeological / historical resources.
5 High probability of encountering significant archaeological / historical resources.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Cite which regulatory approvals may be required. In your comments, please provide additional information regarding your assumptions or additional data that will be needed.

Cultural Resources Permitting Time
1 Routine public land survey permits (e.g., BLM, USFS, ACOE) and unlikely resource issues.
Routine public land survey permits (e.g., BLM, USFS, ACOE) and minimal/insignificant resource issues.
Resource issues requiring NRHP/CRHR assessment, possible SHPO consultation, PA and HPMP.
Probable NRHP/CRHR eligible properties requiring SHPO consultation and development of PA and HPMP.
NRHP/CRHR eligible properties of critical agency concern. Succussful development of acceptable PA and HPMP questionable.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Examples: SCORE 1: 6 months to 1 year, any federal resource issues addressed by existing no-effect PA; SCORE 2: 6 months to 1 year, any federal resource issues addressed by existing no-effect PA; SCORE 3: 1 to 2 years depending on results of NRHP/CRHR assessment, extent of SHPO

consultation, project effects, and scope of PA and HPMP; SCORE 4: 2 years plus depending on number of NRHP/CRHR elegible properties, difficulty of SHPO, public or Native American consultation, project effects, and difficulty reaching agreement on acceptable PA and HPMP. SCORE 5: 2
years to never. Expect agency insistence on coplete avoidance, project re-route, or project denial. Extensive and difficult SHPO, public or Native American consultation. Low probability of reaching agreement on acceptanble PA and HPMP.

(2] £ (48] |\

Native American Resource Issues

No known or potential for Native American or other ethnic issues.

Low potential for Native American or other ethnic issues, inactive or dispursed NA or other ethnic community.

Some potential for Native American or other ethnic issues due to presence of active NA or ethnic community in project area.

Possible resources perceived important to the Native American community, and active Native American or other ethnic community in project area.

Likely resources perceived important to the Native American Community, Native American reservation lands, and active and likely vehemently opposed Native American or other ethnic community in project area.
Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

M| |WwIN|—~




Route Scoring Worksheet - EMF

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Setbacks from Prioritized

Segment Land Uses Comments
A 4 4- Residential
B 4 4- Residential
C 4 4- Residential
D 4 4- Residential
E 3 3- Commercial / Industrial
F 4 4- Residential
G 3 3- Commercial / Industrial / Agric. Homes
H 2 2- Recreational
| 4 4- Residential
J 3) 5- Van Der Molen Elementary School (setback is 150 feet)
K 2 2- Agricultural / Recreational & Parks
L 2 2- Agricultural / Recreational & Parks
M 3) 5- Mira Loma Middle School (setback-150 feet)
N 4 4- Residential
0 3 3- Industrial
P 5 5- Jurupa Valley High School (setback 150 feet)
Q 3 3- Industrial




Route Scoring Worksheet - EMF

FACTORS
1 Near undeveloped or US Forest Service land
2 Near recreational (parks) or agricultural land
3 Route segment is located near commercial, industrial or agricultural residence land uses
4 Near more densely populated residential areas
5 Near schools, licensed daycare facilities, or hospitals

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Scoring criteria based on the CPUC's EMF prioritized land uses.




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Geology-Geotech

Adverse Soil Erosion Flooding zlt(;gﬁity/Lan Liquefaction Fault Rupture
Segment Conditions Potential Potential |dslide Potential Hazard Zones | Soil Contamination |Comment
A 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
B 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
C 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
D 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
E 2 2 5 1 5 1 2
F 2 5 5 1 1 1 2 Erosion potential along flood control channel which leads to slope instability.
G 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
H 2 1 1 1 5 1 2
| 2 2 5 1 5 1 2
J 2 1 1 1 5 1 2
K 2 5 5 1 5 1 2 Adjacent to/near high erosion areas of Santa Ana River
L 2 5 5 5 5 1 2 Crosses large span on Santa Ana River-Potential Erosion, Scour, & Slope Instability
M 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
N 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
O 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
P 2 1 1 1 1 1 2
Q 2 1 1 1 1 1 2




Route Scoring Worksheet - Geology-Geotech

FACTORS
1 No known adverse soil conditions along segment.
2 Low likelihood for adverse soil conditions along segment.
3 (Not Applicable)
4 (Not Applicable)
5 Documented adverse soil conditions along segment.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Erosion Potential

1 No problem

Low likelihood of erosion potential

(Not Applicable)

(Not Applicable)

High

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Flooding Potential

1 No visible watercourse or natural drainage on or near the segment.
(Not Applicable)

(Not Applicable)

(Not Applicable)

Serious documented flood hazards associated with the segment.
Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Slope Stability/Landslide Hazards

1 No documented landslides at or surrounding the segment.

2 (Not Applicable)

3 (Not Applicable)

4 (Not Applicable)

5 Major, documented landslide at or directly above the segment.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Based on the extent or percentage of a parcel underlain by mapped landslides

Liguefaction Potential

1 Very low or no liquefaction potential.

mMo|BlWwIN
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2 (Not Applicable)

3 (Not Applicable)

4 (Not Applicable)

5 Very high liquefaction potential.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Fault Rupture Hazard Zones
1 No active or potentially active documented faults crossing adjacent to or beneath the segment.

2 (Not Applicable)

3 (Not Applicable)

4 (Not Applicable)

5 Presence of documented active fault (or A-P Fault Rupture Hazard Zone) crossing adjacent to or beneath the segment.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
1 No or very low likelihood of soil contamination.

2 Low likelihood of soil contamination.

3 Moderate likelihood of soil contamination.

4 (Not Applicable)

5 High likelihood of soil contamination.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Transmission Engineering

Slope of |Pole/ Tower| Permits and Availablty of | Terrain along
Segment Segment Design Restrictions | ROW for O&M Segment Access for O&M [Comment

A 1 4 1 4 1 1

B 1 4 1 5 1 1 Parking lot spots will be impacted through parking lot on Etiwanda and Limonite

C 1 4 5 5 1 1 Residential properties will need to be condemned.

D 1 4 1 5 1 1

E 1 4 1 5 1 1

F 1 4 4 5 1 1

G 1 4 1 5 4 1

H 1 4 1 5 1 3 Special roads may need to be planned in order for maintenance to be able to access sites without damaging golf course terrain.

| 1 4 1 3 1 3
For the portiono f this segment that traverses the golf course special roads may need to be planned in order for maintenance to be able to

J 1 4 4 4 1 2 access sites without damaging golf course terrain.
Segment impacts several environementally sensistive areas. New access road would need to be graded throughout south side of route
prallaeling the Santa Ana River. For the portiono f this segment that traverses the golf course special roads may need to be planned in order for

K 1 4 3 5 1 5 maintenance to be able to access sites without damaging golf course terrain.

L 1 4 1 2 2 3

M 1 4 5 5 1 1 There is an existing gas pipeline running along Bain St which would need to be relocated.

N 1 4 1 5 1 1

®) 1 4 1 5 1 4

P 1 4 1 5 1 1 May require condenming a few residentail properties.

Q 1 4 1 5 1 4




FACTORS

Route Scoring Worksheet - Transmission Engineering

Slope of Segment (TE)

Segment has completely flat terrain with good / safe construction and maintenance access.

Terrain is moderately sloped or curved (slopes greater than 3%, less than 5%). Good / safe construction and maintenance access.

Terrain is steep and/or rugged for a portion of the segment. Average access for construction and maintenance.

Majority of segment is very steep and/or rugged terrain (slope greater than 5%, less than 8%). Poor access for construction and maintenance.

Entire segment slope greater than 8.0%. Entire segment is hilly with minimal opportunities to work around the slopes.

T WIN|—~

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

PoIe/Tower Design (TE)

Standard SCE overhead construction throughout.

2 Standard SCE overhead construction with minimal custom or specialized engineering necessary.
3 Mixed standard and non-standard design towers.

4 Multiple engineered TSP or tower using non-standard structures with complicated design factors.
5 Unique structures require high level of engineering. Non-standard design

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Scoring SME: Scoring of this factor will be based on preliminary field determinations only and will not be based on precise engineering.

Permits and Restrictions (TE)

Low-impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment. Based on anticipated permit type(s), permits would not be anticipated to add significant time or cost to the project.

Medium-impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment anticipated to add minimal time or cost to the project.

Multiple medium and low impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment. Permitting process could add time and/or moderate costs to the project.

Multiple permits likely, including at least one of a more time consuming / costly nature (e.g. airport, flood control crossing, caltrans ROW, etc.) and/or large amount of unknown information about required permits.

TR |WIN|—~

Multiple permits required with a degree of complexity expected to add time and cost to the project.

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Avallab|l|ty of ROW for O&M (TE)

Likely no new ROW required.

Possible existing ROW of sufficient width. Likely able to use existing ROW pending Rights Check information.

Existing distribution route along segment. Upgraded rights likely required.

ROW width slightly deficient. Special and / or more numerous structures required.

T WIN|—~

All new ROW required. Extremely steep and/or rugged terrain. Poor access for maintenance.

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Terram along Segment (TE)

Terrain flat with good maintenance access.

Terrain moderately sloped/curved. Good maintenance access.

Very steep and/or rugged terrain. Average access for maintenance.

Special and/or more numerous structures required. Very steep and/or rugged terrain. Poor access for maintenance.

T |wIN|=

Special and/or more numerous structures required. Extremely steep and/or rugged terrain. Poor access for maintenance.

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Access to the Segment for Operations & Maintenance (TE)

Existing roads/streets to the segment; sufficient turning space for large vehicles and loads.

2 Existing access to the segment. Minimal additional grading / construction would be required.

3 Some existing and some new roads required to access segment. Spur roads may be necessary. (Please indicate approximate percent of segment for which new road would be required).
4 Maijority of segment will require new access roads and/or spur roads.

5 Lengthy, level, relatively straight road has to be built to get to the segment. Segment is not accessible.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Scoring SME: Please indicate approximate distance of new roads required, where applicable.



Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Transmission Project Delivery

Slope Remove / Pole/ Tower Surface and Access
Access Replace Design for Permits and Subsurface Scheduling Access for Roads Avail. of
Segment Roads Existing Transm Restrictions Obstacles Outages Constn Needed ROW Comments

No existing subtransmission on street. Existing overhead distribution lines. Not

A 1 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 sure about underground utilities. Assuming upgraded rights.
No existing subtransmission on street. Existing overhead distribution lines. Not

B 1 4 3 2 1 3 2 2 3 sure about underground utilities. Assuming upgraded rights.
No existing subtransmission on street. Existing overhead distribution lines. Not

C 1 4 3 2 1 3 2 2 3 sure about underground utilities. Assuming upgraded rights.
Distribution for only on small portion of segment. Not sure about underground

D 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 1 4 utilities. Assuming mostly new ROW.
Distribution for only on small portion of segment. Not sure about underground

E 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 1 4 utilities. Assuming mostly new ROW.
No existing subtransmission. Not sure about underground utilities. Assuming new

F 1 3 3 4 1 1 2 2 5 ROW needed.

G 1 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 Existing distribution. Assuming upgraded rights.
Removal of existing 66 kV. Not sure about underground utilities. Assuming wider
ROW and upgraded rights. Nothing definitive about proposed structure type being
feasible for this Project. New routes would need to be identified for existing 66 or

H 3 5 5 4 3 5 2 2 5 distribution lines.

I 1 1 3 2 3 1 3 3 5 Tree trimming and vegetation removal. New ROW

J 1 4 3 4 S S 2 2 S kﬁgyﬁsuwghfgﬁﬁt."ﬂgrhﬂﬁgIaJ'}QiQﬁ?W.MQ«KEeﬁlmu access needed for construction-and
O&M. Anticipate long construction delays due to nesting and permitting. New ROW

K 3 1 3 5 4 1 4 5 5 needed.
Removal of existing 66 kV. Not sure about underground utilities. Assuming wider
ROW and upgraded rights. Nothing definitive about proposed structure type being
feasible for this Project.New routes would need to be identified for existing 66 or
distribution lines. Would be ideal if the new line was parallel to existing; if this is the

L 3 5 5 4 3 5 2 2 5 case then the design score would change froma 5to a 3.

M 1 1 3 3 4 1 2 1 5 Seems that there are existing underground utilities. Assuming new ROW.

N 1 1 3 2 2 1 2 1 5 Not sure about underground utilities. Assuming mostly new ROW.

®)

P 1 4 3 2 3 5 2 1 3 Existing 66 kV
No existing subtransmission on street. Not sure about underground utilities.

Q 1 1 3 2 2 1 2 1 5 Assuming new ROW.




Route Scoring Worksheet - Transmission Project Delivery

FACTORS

Segment has completely flat terrain with good / safe construction and maintenance access.

Terrain is moderately sloped or curved (slopes greater than 3%, less than 5%). Good / safe construction and maintenance access.

Terrain is steep and/or rugged for a portion of the segment. Average access for construction and maintenance.

Majority of segment is very steep and/or rugged terrain (slope greater than 5%, less than 8%). Poor access for construction and maintenance.
Entire segment slope greater than 8.0%. Entire segment is hilly with minimal opportunities to work around the slopes.

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

M| |WIN|—~

Remove / Replace Existing Structures (TPD)

1 Existing transmission structures along segment and/or substructure with vacancy available. Minimal replacements or upgrade only anticipated.
2 Possible modifications to existing transmission structures to accommodate new circuit or line.

3 New structures required. No existing distribution or subtransmission facilities present.

4 New structures required; would require some relocation of existing transmission.

5 New structures required; requires significant effort to accommodate subtransmission or transmission.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: To the extent known, please indicate what additional information will be required (e.g. wind loading, etc.) to determine whether existing facilities can be used or will need to be replaced.

Constructability-Pole/Tower Design for Transmission (TPD)

1 Standard SCE overhead construction throughout.

2 Standard SCE overhead construction with switches, taps or underbuild.

3 Engineered TSPs, high speed or 3-way switches. riser poles or underbuild.

4 Multiple engineered TSP w/ taps, risers, switches and/or underbuild.

5 Unique structures require high level of engineering. Non-standard design (i.e. all tubular steel pole line and / or lattice towers).

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Scoring of this factor will be based on preliminary field determinations only and will not be based on precise engineering.

Constructability - Permits and Restrictions (TPD)

Low-impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment. Based on anticipated permit type(s), permits would not be anticipated to add
significant time or cost to the project.

Medium-impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment anticipated to add minimal time or cost to the project.

N|—

Multiple medium and low impact permits anticipated along transmission route segment. Permitting process could add time and/or moderate costs to
3 the project.

Multiple permits likely, including at least one of a more time consuming / costly nature (e.g. airport, flood control crossing, caltrans ROW, etc.) and/or
large amount of unknown information about required permits.

Multiple permits required with a degree of complexity expected to add time and cost to the project.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).




Route Scoring Worksheet - Transmission Project Delivery

Surface and Subsurface Obstacles (Visual Observation Only) (TPD)

1

No apparent overhead or underground obstacles (pipes, trees, etc.)

2 A few known overhead or underground obstacles which can be avoided with little effort.

3 Multiple underground and/or overhead obstacles. Can be mitgated.

4 Multiple underground and/or overhead obstacles. Requires extensive effort to mitigate.

5 Extensively known underground or overhead obstacles which negate any possibility of mitigation in route segment.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Scoring SME: If visual observation indicates potential obstacles are present, please note additional research that should be undertaken by the team to further investigate.

Difficulty Scheduling Outages on Existing Lines to Proceed with Construction (TPD)

1

No outages required.

Outages required. (Switchable).

Multiple outages Trans and Distribution required. (Switchable).

Outage restriction. Requires PM and Weekend work.

Major Outage Required. Customer Outage. May require temporary line construction.

T |WIN

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Access to the Segment for Construction (TPD)

1

Existing roads/streets to the segment; sufficient turning space for large vehicles and loads.

2 Existing access to the segment. Minimal additional grading / construction would be required.
Some existing and some new roads required to access segment. Spur roads may be necessary. (Please indicate approximate percent of segment
3 for which new road would be required).
4 Maijority of segment will require new access roads and/or spur roads.
5 Lengthy, level, relatively straight road has to be built to get to the segment. Segment is not accessible.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Scoring SME: Please indicate approximate distance of new roads required, where applicable.

Access Roads Needed for Construction (TPD)
1

Existing roads and ROWs acceptable. No access concerns at this time.

2 Existing roads and ROWSs require some minor grading.

3 Existing roads and ROWSs require minor grading and tree trimming. If possible, document approximate location and length of access roads needed.
Existing roads and ROWs require major grading, tree trimming and removal (permits required). If possible, document approximate location and

4 length of access roads needed.

5 No existing access. Requires new roads. Major grading and tree trimming and removal. Potential fly-in location.

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Availability of ROW for Construction (TPD)

Likely no new ROW required.

Possible existing ROW of sufficient width. Likely able to use existing ROW pending Rights Check information.

Existing distribution route along segment. Upgraded rights likely required.

ROW width slightly deficient. Special and / or more numerous structures required.

All new ROW required. Extremely steep and/or rugged terrain. Poor access for construction.

TR |WIN]|—~

Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Subtransmission

Difficulty Scheduling Outages

Remove / Replace / Relocate

Segment on Existing Lines Existing Subtransmission |Comments
There are currently no existing facilities on the south side of this Segment. The likelyhood of aquiring new right-of-way is low because there is no benefit to this jurisdiction. Additionally
there is not enough roon on the s/s of Limonite to accomodate new double circuit 220kV. Conductor blowback will make overhang and issue. Phase to phase separation on 220kV
construction is about 30'. Easements for this new construction will be required....not acceptable to locate these new facilities in existing franchise. The only area of this segment that seems
A 1 F compatable is between Winevill and the Flood Control Channel.
A good portion of this segment is compatible (from the FC to the existing market). At that point major reconfiguration of their facilities will be requried with the likeleyhood of conductor
blowback. It appears that from face of curp to the face if their building is abot 50'. At the intersection of Etiwanda and Limonite there is an exsiting structure. It will be impossible to
construct at this location without overhanging the building. On the north side from face of curb to face of building is about 30'. On the east side it is only about 15'. Condemnation and
B 1 F demolition of the building would be required. Easement acquisition problematic and franchise construction not an option.
C 1 F Major impact to commercial and residential structures and property to accommodate new 220kV construction. Proximity to remaining residential will be an issue.
Land use seems potentially compatible in this segment. Existing rights will be required to widen the existing easement to accommodate 220kV construction and sub trans will require
D 5 5 relocation, which will be problematic in this area. Environnmental concerns. This is a wetlands area that makes undergrounding the subtrans and distribution problematic.
Area on the south side of Limonite in this segment looks generally compatable. Some reconfiguation at Troth will be required to accommodate subtrans. New easement requirements may
E 1 1 be problematic in the environmentally sensitive area. Continuing access for T/L maintenance may be problematic thru environmentally snesitive area.
Area appears to be potentially compatable for construction and future maintenance. R/W acquisition will be problematic and there will be some impact to resiential property. Additional
F 1 1 engineering considerations will possibly required to look at payloads from our footings on the channel walls.
Following an alignment on the e/s of Lucerita is potentially feasible. Conflicts with existing subtrans and distribution will be encountered at 68th street. Significant relocation efforts will be
G 5 5 requried to accommodate.
Significant construction issues. Additional R/W will be required to accommodate 220kV contruction. Use of 3 circuit structure currently not an option for Trans at this point. We would look
at 66kV underground before that. Cost prohibitive at approx. $4M+ per mile just for Transmission. Additional separation constraints will be introduced between Dist and Trans UG
H 5 5 installations.
Significant construction issues. New easements required on golf course property with significant impact to their landscape buffer (rows of Eucalyptus trees) on 66th St. Construction from
66kV Northeast towards Limonite is all in wetlands area. Subtrans relcation will be requred for at least a portion of this route. Existing subtrans TSP crossing the river must be maintained.
I 5 5 Envirnmentally sensitive area. Access for ongoing maintenance will be an issue.
J F F Significant space issues, major imacts to new residential construction. Significant impacts to existing 66kV line. This segment is not compatible. Additional R/W acquisition is very unlikely.
K 1 1 Environmental issues. Access issues for ongoing maintenance.
L 1 1 R/W Acquisition, Environmental and spacial concerns.
M 1 1 R/W Acquisition and spacial concerns.
N 1 4 Clearance from residential to accommodate 220kV construction. School clearance at Etiwanda. R/W acquisition.
®) 1 1 Continuing access to RR property will be problematic. Acquisition of easements will be problematic. Structure imacts at Mission and Bellegrave.
P 5 F Space constraints on North sideof Cantu-Galleneao for 220kV and major relocation/ug of existing 66kV.
4 4 Relocation probable at Cantu Galleaneao for sub trans. New R/W acquisition will be problematic adjacent to Etiwanda.




Route Scoring Worksheet - Subtransmission

FACTORS
Difficulty Scheduling Outages on Existing Lines to Proceed with Construction (ST)
1 No outages required.
2 Outages required. (Switchable.)
3 Multiple outages Subtransmission required. (Switchable.)
4 Outage restriction. Requires PM and Weekend work.
5 Major Outage Required. Customer Outage. May require temporary line construction.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).

Remove / Replace / Relocate Existing Subtransmission Structures (ST)

1 No subtransmission crossings along the segment. No subtransmission work likely.
Possible modifications to existing structures to accommodate subtransmission facilities needed for project or to accommodate crossing of existing subtransmission facilities.
Some relocation or replacement of existing structures required to accommodate crossing of existing subtransmission facilities.
Some new structures required; would require some relocation or replacement of existing structures.
New structures required; requires significant effort to accommodate subtransmission needs.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: To the extent known, please indicate what additional information will be required to determine whether significant effort would be required to accommodate a crossing of existing subtransmission facilities.

2
3
4
5
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Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Land Use

Zoning / General

Existing Land

Special Districts,
Specific Plans,

Airport Land Use

Segment | Plan Land Use(s) Use(s) Redevelpmnt Plan Comment
Zoning: CPS, RI, C1-CP, RA
A 4 4 4 1 Land Use: Commercial Retail [CR] to Medium Density Residential to GP overlay of LR over [CR] and LDR-RC (Limonite Policy Area)
Zoning: RA, C1-CP, CPS
B 4 4 4 1 Land Use: GP overlay of LR over LDR-RC to [CR] (Limonite Policy Area)
Zoning: A1 to C1-CP
C 4 4 1 1 Land Use: CR to LDR-RC
Zoning: W1
D 5 5 1 1 Land Use: Conservation Habitat [CH]
Zoning:WA1
E 5 5 1 2 Land Use: [CH] (under 20000' from Riverside Airport runway)
Zoning: W1
F 5 4 4 1 Land Use: GP overlay of LR over LDR-RC
Zoning: W1
G 5 4 4 1 Land Use: LDR-RC (Santa Ana River Corridor)
Zoning : W1
H 5 5 4 1 Land Use: LDR-RC to Water (Santa Ana River Corridor)
Zoning: A1 to W1
I 4 4 4 1 Land Use: LDR-RC to [CH] (Santa Ana River Corridor)
Zoning: A-2-10 to W1 to R-5
J 4 5 1 1 Land Use: Low Density Residential to LDR-RC to Water
Zoning: W1 to Outside
K 5 5 4 1 Land Use: Low Density Residential to Open Space Recreation to Water (Santa Ana River Corridor)
Zoning: W1 to A1-5 to Outside
L 5 5 4 1 Land Use: Water mixed with [CH] (Santa Ana River Corridor)
Zoning: W1 to C1-CP to RA20000 to A1-4 to W1 to A1 to W1 to TRAIL! To M-SC
M 5 5 3 2 Land Use: [CH] to LDR-RC (Recreation /Equestrian Trail) (under 20000' from Riverside Airport runway)
Zoning: R1 to A-2-10 to R1 to C1-CP to A-1-10 to C-P-S
N 3 3 1 1 Land Use: Business Park to Med Density Residential (GP overlay of BP) to Commerical Retail to LDR-RC to Open Space Rec
Zoning: MH-5 to M-SC
O 3 2 1 1 Land use: Light Industrial to Business Park
Zoning: A-1-10 to C-P-S to I-P to M-SC
P 3 5 2 1 Land use: Public Facilities to Open Space Recreation to Business Park
Zoning: M-H-5
Q 3 1 1 1 Land Use: light industrial




Route Scoring Worksheet - Land Use

FACTORS
Zoning / General Plan Land Use(s) Surrounding the Segment
1 Industrial
2 Business Park / Office, Agriculture
3 Commercial
4 Residential, Mixed Use
5 Public Facilities (school, hospital, library, etc.), Park, Open Space, Recreation, Airport, Utilities

F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Please provide the zoning designation(s).

Existing Land Use(s) Surrounding the Segment
1 Vacant, Industrial
2 Business Park / Office, Agriculture
3 Commercial
4 Residential, Mixed Use
5 Public Facilities (school, hospital, library, etc.), Park, Open Space, Recreation, Airport, Utilities
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Please provide the actual land use(s) surrounding the site. If known, note whether the proposed segment is adjacent to / in an existing SCE Right-of-Way.

Special Districts, Specific Plans, Redevelopment Project Area
Route segment is not located in a special district, specific plan or redevelopment project area.
Potential for Specific Plan (e.g. General Plan has called it out but Plan is not developed and/or approved yet). Site is in the sphere of influence of a city and / or is in a County Area Plan.
Route segment is located in a Specific Plan, designated Scenic Highway corridor, or in an area with design / development guidelines (e.g. lighting, walls, landscaping).
Route segment is in a Special District, has an Overlay Zone or is part of a Redevelopment Project Area.
Multiple plans / overlay zones are applicable to the site.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: Provide the Name and Date of any applicable plans.

QB |WIN]—~

Airport Land Use Plan
1 Route is not located in an Airport Land Use Plan Area.

2 Route is 20,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest runway. May interfere with ancillary airport uses.

3 Route is located in Zone E (Other Airport Environs) of an Airport Land Use Plan. Airspace Review will be required for structures over 100 feet tall.

4 Route is located in Zone C (Extend Approach / Departure Zone) or D (Primary Traffic Patterns and Runway Buffer Area) of an Airport Land Use Plan. Airspace Review required for structures over 70 feet tall.
5 Route is located in Zone B1 (Inner Approach / Departure Zone) or B2 (Adjacent to Runway) of an Airport Land Use Plan. Airspace review required for structures over 35 feet tall.

F Does Not Meet Project Objectives (e.g. Route segment is located in a Runway Protection Zone and / or an Airport Land Use Zone that specifically prohibits electrical facilities).

Scoring SME: If Route is scored a "2", use FAA Tool Application to determine height restrictions within this area. If Route is near an airport that is not covered by an Airport Land Use Plan, please note approximate distances from and orientation of the route segment relative to the runway. If known,
note potential risks associated with building the segment (if scoring a "4" or "5").



Route Scoring Worksheet - Land Acquisition

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Segment | Easement/Rights Required |Comments
A 3 New acquisitions required. Potential issues with development on North side.
B 3 New acquisitions required. Empty lots for potential development, small section on commercial property requiring acquisition and/or possible condemnation.
C 5 New acquisitions required. Segment includes 4 commercial lots (including Stater Brothers) and 7 residential parcels. Condemnation possibly required.
D 2 New acquisition required - vacant/private property
E 2 New acquisition required - vacant/private property
F 3 Riverside County flood control channel. Easement acquisition dependent on County's requirements and/or restrictions.
G 3 New acquisition required.
H 3 Amendments to existing acquisition documents required. 220 kV r/w width needed from engineering.
| 4 (3 Rating) New acquisitions required for golf course property, (5 rating) potential condemnation of 3 homes as the route angles North.
J 5 60+ new acquisitions required. Assuming area is already entitled/zoned for development, this would raise project costs significantly.
K 2 May have existing rights for portion of segment K, would need to amend to accommodate 220 kV r/w requirements.
L 3 State River, existing SCE transmission corridor, would need to upgrade rights.
M 5 (Bain) Flood control and gas line.
N 5 Too close to school
0 3 Union Pacific property. New acquisition required and/or condemnation.
P 5 Too close to school
Q 3 Union Pacific property. New acquisition required and/or condemnation.




Route Scoring Worksheet - Land Acquisition

FACTORS
No new rights required; franchise; or, existing corridor with sufficient rights for proposed segment.
Lands underlying segment owned by a private property owner, partnership or trust; or, would require an upgrade of existing rights on government-owned lands.
Lands underlying segment owned by City, County, State, Agency, Business, Corporation, or International Owner.
Lands underlying segment have federal ownership and SCE has no existing rights; or require the removal & relocation of a single family residence (based on field observation).
Lands underlying segment are owned by Tribal entity / Native American lands, or require removal & relocation of a business / commercial building.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
Scoring SME: If encroachments are visible along the route, please indicate the approximate location (APNs if available), and the approximate percentage % of the segment affected by the encroachments.

QB |WIN]—~




Riverside Transmission Reliability Project

Route Scoring Worksheet - Government Lands

Segment

Property Rights

Comments

A




Route Scoring Worksheet - Government Lands

FACTORS
1 Land is available for property rights / easements to be obtained.
2 (Not applicable)
3 (Not applicable)
4 (Not applicable)
5 Agency(ies) have future plans for the lands underlying the segment that would make easement unattainable.
F Does not meet project objectives (Provide detailed explanation).
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