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DECLARATION OF GARY THOMPSON

1, Gary Thompson, declare as follows:

1. I am the City Manager of the City of Jurupa Valley (“Jurupa Valley” or the
“City™). T'have held this position from August 2014 to the present time. Jurupa Vailey wasj
incorporated on July 1, 2011, Previous to August 2014, 1 was a consultant providing transition
services from the County of Riverside and working on policies, procedures and other items
related to Jurupa Valley’s future operations. Essentially, | was a Senior Management Analyst for
Jurupa Valley from the pre-incorporation period starting in April 2011 until Aug 2014, when [
became City Manager. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this Declaration and,
if called as a witness, could and would testify competently to such facts under oath.

2. As City Manager, | am responsible for the efficient administration of all of Jurupa
Valley’s affairs and departments under the policies established by the City Council. 1 am
responsible (or the coordination and implementation of City Council policies and programs, and
I provide direction to the departments that administer Jurupa Valley programs and services. 1am
responsible for coordinating intergovernmental relations and legislative advocacy, emergency
preparedness, economic developmental services, and administration of Jurupa Valley’s -
communications, media relations, and public relations. In addition, I am responsible for
developing an annual budget for conducting Jurupa Valley’s day-to-day operations.

3. I have been familiar with the City of Riverside’s and Riverside Public Utilities’
{collectively “Riverside™) stated desire to implement the Riverside Transmission Reliability
Project ever since the incorporation of Jurupa Valley. Many meetings have taken place between
various public officials of Jurupa Valley and Riverside regarding the alignment of the
contemplated 10-mile 220 kV transmission lines that threatens the financial and commercial
corridor of Jurupa Valley, buf Witﬁout aﬁy success in modifying the éiignmerﬁ in such a way that

would not impose unduly harsh and significant impacts on Jurupa Valley.
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4. After Riverside’s certification of a Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”)
for the RTRP in early 2013, Southern California Edison (“SCE”) filed its Application with the
California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) in April 2015. SCE filed an Amended
Application in late April 2015. On June 10, 2015, the assigned Administrative Law Judge Hallie
Yacklin issued a document entitled “Administrative Law Judge Ruling Giving Notice of Timing
of Prehearing Conference” (a true and correct copy is attached hereto as Exhibit “A”) which
included, among other things, (1) the requirement that a supplemental or subsequent EIR be
prepared; (2) an order for the parties to promptly commence discovery; and (3) the incorporation
of Application Deficiency Notice from the CPUC’s Energy Division, dated May 22, 2015.

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of the Application
Deficiency Report # 2 from the CPUC’s Energy Division, dated October 8, 2015. Attached
hereto as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of the Application Deficiency Report # 3 from
the CPUC’s Energy Division, dated October 22, 2015. Attached hereto as Exhibit “D” is a true
and correct copy of the Application Deficiency Report # 4 from the CPUC’s Energy Division,
dated March 18, 2016 (without maps). As of the date of this declaration, and to £h¢ bestof my
personal knowledge, SCE has failed to comply fully with the CPUC’s numerous notices of
deficiencies. For example, attached hereto as Exhibit “E” is a true and correct copy of the
response from SCE dated May 6, 2016, confirming the delivery of a non-redacted version of a
Cultural Resources Technical Report to the Energy Division, but that report was dated March,
2011 — available more than 5 years ago.

6. Throughout SCE’s unreasonable and unwarranted delay in responding to the
CPUC, Jurupa Valley, its residents, and major planned-residential developments éontinue 1to
suffer due to the specter of the RTRP’s potential construction and the uncertainty regarding its
possible alignment. Jurupa Valley has commissioned a Fiscal Impact Study of the RTRP, a true
and correct copy (without the Appendix) is attached hereto as Exhibit “F.” That report details
the devastating impacts of the RTRP to Jurupa Valley and environs. |

7. Specifically, the Fiscal Impact Study concludes that the RTRP (and .evérll the
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threat of its construction) would have a significant detrimental impact on Jurupa Valley’s general
fund health ~ resulting in a roughly 20% decrease in property value that would be caused by
RTRP. The Fiscal Impact Study also analyzed the devastating impact to Jurupa Valley's planned
financial and economic corridor (i.e., the Sky Country Retail Center), as well as impacts to major
planned residential developments impacted by the RTRP.

8. The potential construction of the RTRP continues to cast a dark and uncertain
economic cloud over residents, busihesses, and future developinents in Jurupa Valley and
environs. A dismissal of SCE’s Application will alleviate these uncertainties and the significant,
negative impacts from the RTRP for many cities, residents and businesses affected by the RTRP.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 27" day of June, 2016, at Jurupa Valley, California.

< 2 -
i /ﬁ/%%‘w\

/ N P
t / Gary Thompson
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of Southern
California Edison Company (U338E) for a Application 15-04-013
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Filed April 15, 2015)
for the RTRP Transmission Project.

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

This ruling gives notice of anticipated issues that will be included in the
scope of the proceeding, and directs parties who intend to offer evidence on
issues that will bc addressed in the anticipated subsequent or supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to do so by public comment pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as explained below. A
Prehearing Conference (PHC) will be set as soon as practicable after the issuance
of the draft subsequent or supplemental EIR to discuss the scope of issues and

schedule for the remainder of the proceeding.

1. Background

By this application, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) seeks a
certificate of public convenience and necessity to construct the Riverside
Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP).

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

proposed project absent certification by the Commission that the present or
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future public convenience and necessity require it, and such certification shall
specify the maximum prudent and reasonable cost of the approved project.

As provided by General Order (GO) 131-D, the proposed project is subject
to environmental review pursuant to CEQA. CEQA requires the Lead Agency
(the City of Riverside in this case) to conduct a review to identify environmental
impacts of the project and ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage. If the
initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed project
may have a significant effe‘ct on the environment or that the project proponent
makes or agrees to revisions to the project plan that will reduce all project-related
environmental impacts can be reduced to less than significant levels, then the
Lead Agency may prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative
Declaration to that effect. Otherwise, the Lead Agency must prepare an EIR that
identifies the environmental impacts of the proposed pijeé{ and alternatives,
designs a recommended mitigation program to reduce any potentially significant
impacts, and identifies, from an environmental perspective, the preferred project
alternative. In this case, on February 5, 2013, the City of Riverside as Lead
Agency certified the EIR and approved the project.

CEQA provides that, as a Responsible Agency, the Commission may not -
approve the project unless it requires all of the identified mitigation measures
within its power, unless they are found to be infeasible, and determines that
there are overriding considerations that merit project approval despite the
unmitigable environmental impacts. CEQA further provides that the
Responsible Agency may prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR if, among
other things, substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under

which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the EIR:
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It has come to the Commission’s attention that, subsequent to the
certification of the EIR, the City of Jurupa (through which a portion of the
proposed project would be located) approved the 466-unit Riverbend housing
subdivision project, which would be located over approximately one mile of the
length of the proposed RTRP transmissioﬁ line alignmeht and déés not in‘cylude a
right-of-way alignment for the RTRP route. In addition, the City of Jurupa
approved the Vernola Marketplace Apartments Project, which includes the
development of 25 apartment buildings with 397 residential units and which
would be located within the proposed alignment for the RTRP. The
Commission’s Energy Division has determined that these approved
developments are a substantial change in circumstances which require the
Commission to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR. (See attachment.)

In addition, pursuant to GO 131-D and Decision 06-01-042, the
Commission will not approve a project unless its design is in compliance with
the Commission’s policies governing the mitigation of electromagnetic field

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

2. Anticipated Scope of Issues

Based on the governing authority discussed above, I anticipate the issues
to be determined in this proceeding will include:

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

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

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

4. As between the proposed project and the project
alternatives, which is environmentally superior?

S3-
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5. Are the mitigation measures or project alternatives
infeasible?

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

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

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

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

Parties will have the opportunity to address the scope of issues at the PHC,
which will be set after the issuance of the draft subsequent or supplemental EIR,
as the case may be. In the meantime, however, parties should commence

discovery on the preliminarily identified issues.

3. Opportunity to Participate in CEQA Review

The Commission’s Energy Division has initiated its environmental review,
and will give notice of its intent to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR
and afford the opportunity for public review and comment as required by
CEQA. Upon completion, the final subsequent or supplemental EIR will be
admitted into the evidentiary record of this proceeding.

As will be further explained at the prehearing conference, I do not
anticipate taking further evidence regarding the identification of significant

environmental impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and the
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environmentally superior alternative, beyond the environmental review
documents (i.e., the February 6, 2012, EIR and the anticipated subsequent or
supplement EIR). Therefore, any person who wishes to present evidence on the
environmental impacts of the proposed project and alternatives, recommended
mitigation, and the environmentally superior alternative in light of the approved
developments in the City of Jurupa must do so through participation in the
CEQA review process. To request addition to the CEQA review service list, or
for other information regarding the environmental review, please e-mail

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

at:

Jensen Uchida

¢/ o Panorama

1 Embarcadero Center, Suite 740
San Francisco, CA 94111

Therefore, I'T IS RULED that:

1. Parties should promptly commence discovery, if any, on the issues as -
preliminarily identified in this ruling.

2. Parties who wish to present evidence on the identification of significant
environmental impacts, mitigation measures and environmentally superior
alternative in light of the approved developments in the City of Jurupa must do
so through the California Environmental Quality Act review process as
discussed in this ruling.

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

/s/ HALLIE YACKNIN
Hallie Yacknin
Administrative Law Judge
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

506 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3288

May 22, 2015

fan Forrest, Senior Attorney
Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Email: ian.forrest@sce.com

RE: Application Deficiency - Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project — Application No. A.15-04-013

Dear Mr. Forrest,

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Energy Division CEQA Unit has
completed its review of Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A. 15-04-013) fora
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Riverside Transmission
Reliability Project (RTRP). The CPUC has also reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) prepared by the City of Riverside pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the associated administrative record. The City of Riverside is the Lead Agency
under CEQA, responsible for preparation of the EIR. The CPUC is a Responsible Agency under
CEQA, responsible for the certification of the CPCN.

City of Riverside Final EIR

The City of Riverside certified the Final EIR for the RTRP in October 2013 and filed the Notice
of Determination on February 6, 2013, The Final EIR certified by the City of Riverside, along
with the entire administrative record of the proceeding before Riverside were filed with the
Application as information equivalent to a Proponent’s Environmental Assessment.

In March 2013, Jurupa Valley filed a CEQA lawsuit in Superior Court challenging Riverside’s
approval of RTRP. On May 1, 2014, the Los Angeles Superior Court denied Jurupa Valley’s
challenge and upheld the Final EIR and Riverside’s approval of the Project. Jurupa Valley
appealed that decision and the appellate case is currently pending.

Changed Conditions in the Project Alignment

Subsequent to the certification of the EIR and approval of the RTRP, the City of Jurupa Valley
certified an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and approved-the Riverbend
housing project, a 466-unit subdivision at the southeast corner of Wineville Avenue and Cantu--
Galleano Ranch Road. The project would be located on a 36.6-acre parcel over approximately 1
mile of the length of the proposed RTRP transmission line alignment. The approved vested
tentative map and zoning and development plan for the subdivision did not include a right-of-
way alignment for the RTRP route. The Project has been purchased by Lennar Homes. Inc.
Lennar has graded the site and purportedly made other improvements.
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Mr. fan Fomrest, Southern California Edison
May 22, 2015
Page 2

In addition, the City of Jurupa Valley cerlified an IS/MND and approved the Vernola
Marketplace Apartments Project at the northwest corner of 68" Street and Pats Ranch Road in
Jurupa Valley. The Notice of Determination was filed on March 20, 2015. The project includes
development of 25 apartment buildings, with 397 residential units, on a 17.4-acre property. The
project site is within the proposed alignment for the RTRP; the IS/MND did not consider the
RTRP and the effects on the proposed apartments.

The approved subdivisions within the RTRP route are considered a substantial change in
circumstances, which will require the CPUC to prepare a Subscequent EIR to address new
significant environmental effects pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162,

Application Incomplete

After review of SCE’s application for the RTRP, the Encrgy Division finds that the information
contained in the Application and Final EIR is incomplete. The attached report identifies the
portions of the application found to be deficient.

Information provided by SCE in response 1o the Energy Division’s finding of deficiency should
be filed as supplements to Application A. 15-04-013, One set of responses should be sent to the
Energy Division and one 1o our consultant Panorama Environmental, in both hardcopy and
clectronic format. We request that SCE respond to this report no later than July 21, 2015.

We will review the information within 30 days and determine if it is adequate to accept the
application as complete. We will be available to meet with you at your convenience to discuss
these items. SR

The Energy Division reserves the right to request additional information at any point in the
application proceeding and during subsequent construction of the project should SCE’s CPCN be
approved,

Please direct questions related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or
Jensen Uchidaswepuc.cagov.

Sincerely,
JE U

densen Uchida
Project Manager
Energy Division, CEQA Unit

ces ALl
Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor
Molly Sterkel, Program Manager
Jack Mulligan, CPUC Attorney
Jeff Thomas, Project Manager, Panorama Environmental, Inc.
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DEFICIENCY REPORT FOR THE RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION
RELIABILITY PROJECT APPLICATION (A. 15-04-013)

REPORT OVERVIEW

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified deficiencies in Southern
California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A.15-04-013) for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). Deficiencies were
identified according to requirements of the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 ef seq.)
General Order 131-D and the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure for a CPCN.
Deficiencies are presented in Table 1.

Number

]

Deficiency

S

SCE's Application, Finat EIR, and Administrative Record do not conlain adeqguate
information o document the change in circumstances since Riverside certification of the
Final EIR. Addifional information is required regarding the Riverbend housing project and
Yernola Marketplace Apariment Community fo document the current baseline conditions
in the proposed RTRP alignment. This information should include modifications o the
environmenial setting In the EIR 1o reflect the conditions in the fransmission corridor resulting
from the approved subdivisions consistent with the requirements of the CPUC PEA Checklist
for Transmission Line Projects {October 2008) including:

1. Documentation of baseline aesthetic conditions at the approved housing
developments.,

2. Updated agricultural setting fo reflect the Riverbend housing project within an areo
that was previously Williamson Act farmiand.

3. Updated habitat acreages within the fransmission corridor to reflect grading ond
olher habitat modifications since the filing of the IR,

4. Updated lond use and zoning designations to reflect the approved residential
developmenis.

5. Updated transportation and fraffic conditions to reflect the approved residential
developments and current traffic volumes.

SCE's Application, Final EIR, and Administrative Record do not provide an assessment of the
environmental impacts of the RTRP on the Riverbend housing project (466 single fomily tofs)
and the Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community. The following information is needed
o evaluate impacts on the residential developments, corsisten] with the CPUC PEA
Checklist for Transmission Line Projects (October 2008):

1. A visudl simulation of the RTRP with the proposed housing development and
analysis of cumulative cesthelic impacts from the housing developments and the
RTRP. )

2. Revisions fo the area of agriculturalimpacts provided in the EIR fo reflect the
conversion of Wiliamson Act farmiand at the Riverbend housing project fo o
residential development.

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN {A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Report

May 22, 2015
!
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Mr. lan Forrest, Southem California Edison

May 22, 2015
Page 2

Number

Deficlency

3. Updmes 1o the habitat impact acreages in the EIR to reflect grading of the
Riverbend project and any other changes in baseline conditions since publication
of the EIR. ' - o

4. Description of hazards associaled with construction and operation of fhe proposed
project within the approved residential developments,

5 Lond use impacts associated with conflicts between the proposed project
transrrission alignment and the approved residenticl developments.

6. Increased noise impacts from construction within residential subdivisions and long-
term corona noise impacts on the subdivision.

7. Impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project on
fransportation and traffic considering the roads that are proposed within the
approved subdivisions.

impacts of the proposed project on population and housing.

9. Cumulative impacts of the proposed project with other cumulative projects that
are currently planned in the area.

CEQA requires consideration of aliernatives that are capable of substantially reducing or
eliminating significant environmenial effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6{a1}). Define
aternatives that meet the project objectives and reduce or avoid potentially significant
impacts of the proposed project on the approved Riverbend housing project and Vemoia
Markelplace Apartment Community. This may include local routing alterncitives or
electricdl system olternatives.

Provide the fotal volume of water that will be required for construction of the project. The
City of Riverside Final EIR and response to comments stale thot o maximum of 40,000
gatlons of water would be applied per mile per day. This volume of water does not equate
1o a fotal volume required for the project. Specify a total maximum volume of water
needed {or the project and the source of water,

Define the proposed location for disposal of hazardous waoste and treated wood poles that
would be removed by the proposed project,

(End of Attachment)

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A, 15-04:013) - Deficiency Report”

May 22, 2015
2
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84102-3298

October §, 2015

lan Forrest, Senior Attorney
Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Email; ian.forrest@sce.com

RE: Application Deficiency Report #2 - Certiﬁcate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project — Application No. A.15-04-013

Dear Mr. Forrest,

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Energy Division CEQA Unit has
completed its review of Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A. 15-04-013) for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Riverside Transmission
Reliability Project (RTRP) and responses to CPUC’s Deficiency Report #1. The Energy Division
finds that the information contained in SCE’s responses to Deficiency Report #1 is incomplete
and does not resolve all deficiencies in SCE’s application. The attached report identifies the
outstanding deficiencies in SCE’s application.

Information provided by SCE in response to the Energy Division’s finding of deficiency should
be filed as supplements to Application A. 15-04-013. One set of responses should be sent to the
Energy Division and one to our consultant Panorama Environmental, in both hardcopy and
electronic format. We request that SCE respond to this report no later than December 7, 2015.

We will review the information within 30 days and determine if it is adequate to accept the
application as complete. We will be available to meet with you at your convenience to discuss
these items.

The Energy Division reserves the right to request additional information at any point in the
application proceeding and during subsequent construction of the project should SCE’s CPCN be
approved.

Please direct questions related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or
Jensen. Uchidatwepue.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Ky f’\ e & éf;

i R g - ¢ 3 -~
) f;/f /‘%’ EEL - e ] g:; FAP /,{f L S
S |

g/}ep‘gen Uchida
“Project Manager
Energy Division, CEQA Unit



Mr. lan Forrest, Southern California Edison
October 8, 2015
Page 2

ce: Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor
Jack Mulligan, CPUC Attorney
Jeff Thomas, Project Manager, Panorama Environmental, Inc.




DEFICIENCY REPORT #2 FOR THE RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION
RELIABILITY PROJECT APPLICATION (A. 15-04-013)

REPORT OVERVIEW

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified deficiencies in Southern
California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A.15-04-013) for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). Deficiencies were
identified according to requirements of the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.),
General Order 131-D, and the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure for a CPCN.
Deficiencies are presented in Table 1.

" 'Number Deficiency and Information Needed

1 Provide preliminary engineering plans and a detailed route map for the entire RTRP 230 kV
alignment and substations. The preliminary engineering and detailed route maps need to
include the locations of all temporary and permanent work spaces including:

e« Pole work areas (e.g., crane pads)

o Laftice steel fower work areas

« Conductor stringing pull and tension areas - L
s Guard structures - k

e 230-kV conductor field snub areas

« Temporary downline, access and spur roads

» Permanent access roads
¢ Temporary staging yards

The Final EIR provides a calculated area of disturbance for each work area in Table 2.5-3¢;
however, there is no mapping of these work areas that show the maximum limits of the
area of disturbance. Further engineering details and mapped locations of the disturbance
area are required fo verify the impacts to environmental resources and détermine the - -
conflicts with recent developments. As an example, the pole and work area at Wineville
Avenue and Landon Drive appear to conflict with recenf development in the area.

2 Provide additional data for daytime and night-time ambient noise levels in the proposed
project areq, including the existing homes and development along Wineville Avenue and
Landon Drive. Provide noise level measurements at similar 230-kV fransmission lines near
the project area. Provide noise level planning contours at distances of 50-, 100-, and 200-
feet from the proposed project for construction and operation of the proposed RTRP. The
planning contours for construction should include cumulative noise generated from
multiple pieces of construction equipment operating simultaneously.

SCE Response to the Deficiency Report and the Final EIR both state the following with
regard to construction noise, "noise would be short-term, occuring during daylight hours
when the ambient noise levels are higher within the [RTRP] area”. Further information is
needed fo define e><|shng ambient noise levels in the project area and Calculated noise
Rlver5|de Tronsm:ssxon Reliability PrOjecT Application for @ CPCN {A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Report #2

Qctober 7, 2015
1




Mr. lan Forrest, Southern California Edison
October 8, 2015
Page 2

Number

Deﬂcnency cmd lnformahon Needed

“levels af sensitive recepfors Olong the dhgnmen’r (l e. at dpproved developmen‘rs olong The

alignment).

The RTRP EIR Volume 2 at pages 3-282 and 3-285 states that "Although corona noise varies
widely with weather conditions and may be audible, no significant corona should be
produced by lines energized below 345 kV {EPRI 1987). There would neither be a substantial
nor a permanent increase in noise level." The Final EIR for the RTRP defines maximum
corona noise levels during wet weather at 28 dBA; however the estimated noise level was
not supported by noise measurements at similar 230-kV fronsmlsmon lines.in the area.
Corona noise from a-tramsmission line operating at 230- kV. was measured at 29 dBA at 100
feet from the 230-kV fransmission line during dry weather conditions in san Diego (SDG&E
2014). The maximum corona noise level may exceed 28 dBA aft sensitive receptors.

Corona noise impacts would affect a larger number of sensitive receptors than considered
in the Final EIR. Sensitive receptors to noise, such as residents of the new Riverbend housing
project, were not contemplated in the Final EIR impact analysis, as this housing
development was not consfructed or approved af the time of the Final EIR.

Provide an updated Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report for the 230-kV
Transmission Corridor,

The 2010 Aesthetics and Visual Resources Technical Report prepared by Power Engmeers
needs to be updated to reflect current and future development projects along the
proposed 230-kV transmission corridor. This includes updating the inventory results (scenic
quality and visual integrity, sensitivity analysis), impact methods (viewshed analysis, number
and location of key observation points, and photo-simulations), and impact results.

Provide GIS data for utility lines in the roads that are shown as underground alternative
routes. Define the size of each utility line and the spacing of existing utilities. Define utility
separation requirements for the underground 230-kV fransmission line.

The Deficiency Response #1, Part é Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP] 230 kV
Underground Alternatives Desktop Study July 2015, identifies three potential underground
alternatives and possible challenges to implementation of the alternatives. The document
states, "no survey of underground ufilities has been completed fo date. The presence of
existing underground utilities would likely impact the technical and environmental
chaillenges associated with each undergrounding alternative.” Information is requxred on
the type and location of existing uiilities to assess the feOSIbIhTy of cons’rruchng an
underground transmission line in any of the three alternative alignments.

Provide this data for the entire transmission line alignment as it fraverses Jurupa Valley,

including within the Riverbend development through the existing commercial/industrial
developments of the Vernola Marketplace and the business park at Landon Drive and
Wmevulle Avenue

Provide mapped Iocahons and GIS dota for any uhhfy Ilnes thut have been consiructed
within the RTRP alignment and utilities that are expected to be installed as part of the
approved developments.

The Riverbend housing development is curently under consfruction within the RTRP. .
Alignment. Utilities may be installed prior to NOP. Photo 1 {below) from August 18, 2015,
provides evidence that infrastructure is being installed on the site. A development has
diready been constructed at the Wineville Avenue and Landon Drive. The locations of ali
utilifies within the RTRP alignment is needed to evaluate impacts on utilities.

Photo 1: Riverbend Housing Development Construction

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN {A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Report
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Number

Deficiency and Information Needed

Provide an assessment of the effects to population and housing from.construction of the

proposed route through approved Riverbend, Vernola Marketplace Apartment, William
Lyon/Turnleaf and Stratham/Harmony Trails subdivisions. What is the maximum number of
homes that would be displaced in these approved subdivisions?

Item #8 of the Deficiency Response #1 states:

“RTRP is not expected to displace substantial numbers of existing homes necessitating the
construction of homes elsewhere, and is not expected to displace substantial numbers of
people.” This statement is misleading because Final Maps and Grading Permits have been
approved within the RTRP alignment, and in the case of William Lyon/Tumleaf, houses have
been built and are occupied. The project would displace approved and constructed
residential units depending on the timing of construction for RTRP and the housing
developmem‘s within The RTRP alignment.

and mass grading for the projects within the RTRP alignment.

Provide copies of culfural resource survey reports for the 230 kV RTRP allgnment Proyide the
results of a current record search through the California Historical Resources Inforratiof
System (CHRIS).

The Final EIR and Administrative Record do nof include the full cuitural resource survey
reports for the RTRP. This information is needed to verify that eligibility determinations have
been made for all cultural resources consistent with the decision in Madera Oversight
Codlition v. County of Madera.

A current historical resources record search is required because additional resources may
have been encountered and documented in the RTRP alignment during recent earthwork

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN {A.1 5-04-013) - Deficiency:Report,
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Deflciency cnd Informahon Needed

8 Provide a current EDR Repor’f for the 230 kV RTRP allgnment and substahons

The previous Phase | Environmentai Site Assessment (ESA) is over 1 year old and is no longer
valid for the Subsequent ER. Provide an updated Phase | ESA that documents the current
status of hazardous material sites W!Thm the RTRP alignment and substations.

9 Provide updated air quality and greenhouse gas emissions modeling for the SCE project
components including the 230-kV fransmission lines. Provide the model assumptions to
support the model output. Provide updated air quality dispersion modeling using current air
quality models and meteorological data. :

The Final EIR uses old out-of-date air quality models, air quality doTo ond emissions fac’rors
to caleulate RTRP construction emissions and evaluate impacts. The air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions modeling needs to use current EMFAC2014 emissions factors.
SCE's model assumptions (e.g., use of Tier 2, Tier 3, or Tier 4 equipment) and helicopter
emissions modeling are also required.

The Final EIR analysis of localized effects of air quality on sensitive receptors relies on ISCST3
modeling to define pollutant levels at sensitive receptors. ISCST3 is out-of-date and the
Cudlifornia Ar Resources Board {CARB) recommends use of AERMOD for dispersion
modeling. The USEPA Guideline on Air Quality Models recommend that the most recent five
years of consecutive meteorological data should be used for air quality modeling. Provide
updcﬂed dispersion modeling using the AERMOD model and recen‘r meTeorological dofo.

- 10 Provide information on existing and proposed rlght of-way (ROW) and easernents inthe
area where the RTRP alignment intersects with the approved projects. Idenhfy the. iype of

. ROW (i.e., owned in fee or easement), the width of the proposed ROW, the location of the
ROW relative fo the property boundaries for the approved projects, and the location of the
trqnsmlsswn line wufhm the ROW Idenhfy any Ilmltahons on uses wufhln the ROW

11 Clarify how nghts for access and temporary consfruchon areas outside of the ROW WI|| be
secured.

SCE states the following regarding hazards during construction; "SCE anticipates that it will
be able to consiruct the foundations for the tubular steel pole (TSP} and lattice steel towers
{LSTs) within a 100-foot ROW", This statement appears to conflict with the work space
requirements defined on page 13, where SCE indicates “Typical laydown.areas for I
consfruchon and ossembly of TSPs are opproxmcﬁely 200 feet by lOO feef "

12 Provide the basis for the 100-foot right-of-way width used for the RTRP. Does SCE have any
narrower nghfs of- way for 230 kV transmission lines?

13 Provide GIS data for 'rhe followmg

»  Project alignment, substations, and all temporary and permanent impact areas
defined in response to item 1 above

¢ Biological resources including
o Vegetalion communities
o Special status species locations
o Jurisdictional resources

. Cu!tural resources including . - : R T
o Resource locations and boundaries e

o Survey boundaries

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.1 5-04-013) - Deficiency Report
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14

Deficiency cmd Informahon Needed' )

Provide a current c:enal Image (georeferenced TIFF file) for the 230 kV fransmlssmn Iine qnd
substations that reflects site conditions as they exist today.

15

Please clarify if the duct bank separation included in the deskfop study is‘based on'heat
calculations using the proposed project power flow or if there is some ‘other basis for the™
separation. Assuming there are no heat generating utilities adjacent to the underground
duct banks, please identify the minimum ROW width (i.e., no buffer) required for the two
230-kV underground circuits.

Page 26 to 27 of the Underground Desktop Study dated July 2015 indicates that the ROW
for the two 230-kV circuits would be approximately 50 feet, The study then goes on to
illustrate a minimum ROW that is 40 feet; however, this width includes 10 feet of buffer on
each side of the proposed duct banks. These ROW requirements appear excessive since
many of the existing ufilities in roadways are not heat generating.

- that a separate vault would be used for each set of three cables. The reasoning for this

cables in the same vault.

Provide an explanation of the §57 MW capacity limit from Vista to serve Riverside Public
. Utility (RPU) demand. How many transformers at Vista are for Riverside load?

cleor from fhe 2006 Tronsmssswn Plon

: build the RTRP in June 2006.
. The CPUC has not seen any reports or documents stating that the project was approved by

Please provide a layout of the cable vault with dimensions explaining the 48-foot.length. In
addition, please explain why two spiice vaults are needed per circuit.

The cable vault longitudinal dimension appears excessive in view of the prc:chces of ofher
utilities {e.g.. PG&E utilizes 25-foot long vaults for 230 kV). It appears that SCE is indicated

separation is not explained and the additional vaults result in a very large amount of
excavation. The additional vaults are understandable where the cables are different
circuits; however, it is not clear why this is needed for the RTRP where each circuit is made
up of six cables. From a worker safety perspective, when the circuit is de-energized all six
cables would be out of service so it would seem there is no safety issue with locating all six

The system Information that we have for Vista shows that there arg four (4) 220/66 kV..
transformers with a combined capacity of 1,120 MVA {4 banks at 280 MVA. eachi: The:.
combined capacity is increased to 1,204 (3 banks at 308 MVA + 1 bank at 280 MVA) in
planning models for 2019 and beyond. What is the limiting factor or confingency? [t is not

Please prowde a specnflc memo or reporf documenhng fhat the CAISO dlrected SCE fo

CAISO or that SCE was dlrec’red to bU|ld if.

Please provnde the SCE 2006 2027 Transmlssion Expansuon Plan

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04- 013) - Deficiency Report
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDWMUND G, BROWN JR,, Govermor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

508 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANGISCO, CA 94102-3208

October 22, 2015

lan Forrest, Senior Attorney
Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Email: ian.forrest@sce.com

RE: Application Deficiency Report #3 - Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project — Application No. A.15-04-013

Dear Mr. Forrest,

The California Public Utilitics Commission’s (CPUC) Energy Division CEQA Unit has
completed its review of Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A. 15-04-013) fora
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Riverside Transmission
Reliability Project (RTRP) and responses to CPUC’s Deficiency Report #1. The Energy Division
found that the information contained in SCE’s responses to Deficiency Report #1 was
incomplete and did not resolve all deficiencies in SCE’s application. The attached wpo;t o
identifies outstanding deficiencies in SCE’s application in addition to those presented in’"
Deficiency Report #2 that was sent on Qctober 8, 2015. ‘

Information provided by SCE in response to the Energy Division’s finding of deficiency should
be filed as supplements to Application A. 15-04-013. One set of responses should be sent to the
Encrgy Division and one to our consultant Panorama Environmental, in both hardcopy and

electronic format, We request that SCE respond to this report no later than December 21, 2015.

We will review the information within 30 days and determine if it is adequate to accept the
application as complete. We will be available to meet with you at your convenience to discuss
these items,

The Encrgy Division reserves the right to request additional information at:any point in the
application proceeding and during subsequent construction of the project should SCE’s CPCN be
approved.

Please direct questions related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or

Jensen Uchida@epue.ca.gov.

Lot A

Sincerely,

en Uchida

Project Manager
Energy Division, CEQA Unit



Mr. lan Forcest, Southermn Calformic Eclisor -
Qctober 22, 2015
Page 2

cC: Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor
Jack Mulligan, CPUC Aftorney
Jeff Thomas, Project Manager, Panorama Environmental, Inc.



DEFICIENCY REPORT #3 FOR THE RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION
RELIABILITY PROJECT APPLICATION (A. 15-04-013)

REPORT OVERVIEW

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified deficiencies in Southern
California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A.15-04-013) for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). Deficiencies were
identified according to requirements of the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 ef seq.),
General Order 131-D, and the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure for a CPCN.
Deficiencies are presented in Table 1.

} System models (GE-PSLF) acquired from CAISO Transmission Planning Process (2014-2015 TPP
baseccse for 2016 and 2024) indicate two separate loads at Vista 66 kY. One is labealed as
*{M)" and the other as “(1}". In the 2024 model some of the load modeled at {M) is moved
to Wiiderness. : )

a.  Confirm that (M) represents just the RPU load or explain what it representé.
b, Verify that load modeled in 2024 at Wilderiness is ofl RPU Joad and not SCE.
¢ Confim the load under {1} is SCE {i.e.. not RPU) load served from Vista 66 kV.

2 Provide the SCE Vista 66 kV operating diagram.

3 Risiorical data from City of Riverside for 2010 through 2014 shows peak loads averaged
roughly 590 MW, with an all-time systerm peakin 2007 of 604 MW, In the CAISC refiability
model for 2014, the RPU load seems to be modeled at 708 MW. Explain the significant
incresse in load and what the diivers are.

4 Provide 2015 peak loading as of 10/22/2015 for load served from the SCE Vista 66 kV
substation. For the peak load value, provide the percentuge of the peak load that was
serving City of Riverside load and the percentage that was serving SCE distribution koad,

5 Provide the ndividual transformer bank loading for the four 220766 kV transformers at Vista
coresponding fo the peck loading provided albove in question #4.

6 Provide the infernal Riverside generalion operaling levels at the fime of ihe 2015 peak
provided akiove [question #4). Speciiically, provide the output level for each of the 4
Riverside Energy Center 48 MW generaiors and the 40 MW springs generation project at the
time of the 2015 peak.

Riverside Transmission Refiability Project Application for @ CPCN (A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Repor #3
OQctober 22, 2015
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

March 18, 2016

Ian Forrest, Senior Attorney
Southern California Edison Company
Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Email: ian.forrest@sce.com

RE: Deficiency Report #4 - Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the
Riverside Transmission Reliability Project — Application No. A.15-04-013

Dear Mr. Forrest,

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Energy Division CEQA Unit has
completed its review of Southern California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A. 15-04-013) for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) for the Riverside Transmission
Reliability Project (RTRP) and responses to CPUC’s Deficiency Reports #1, #2, and #3. The
Energy Division found deficiencies in the information contained in SCE’s responses to
Deficiency Report #2 regarding preliminary engineering plans for the project. The attached
report identifies outstanding deficiencies in SCE’s response to Deficiency Report #2, Item #1.
Included with this Deficiency Report are the following attachments for SCE’s reference:

1. Attachment A — Mapbook set illustrating conflicts with proposed work areas.

2. Attachment B — Mapbook 'set. illustrating the geographic extent of previous cultural
resource surveys conducted between 2006 and 2011,

Information provided by SCE in response to the Energy Division’s finding of deficiency should
be filed as supplements to Application A. 15-04-013. One set of responses should be sent to the
Energy Division and one to our consultant Panorama Environmental, in both hardcopy and
electronic format. We request that SCE respond to this report no later than April 15, 2016.

We will review the information within 30 days and determine if it is adequate to accept the
application as complete. We will be available to meet with you at your convenience to discuss
these items. T

The Energy Division reserves the right to request additional information at any point in the
application proceeding and during subsequent construction of the project should SCE’s CPCN be
approved.

Please direct questions related to this application to me at (415) 703-5484 or
Jensen. Uchida@epuc.ca.gov.




Mr. lan Forrest, Southern California Edison
March 18, 2016
Page 2

Sincerely,

%
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/ Jepsen Uchida

\Pb?oject Manager
Energy Division, CEQA Unit

cc: Mary Jo Borak, Supervisor
Jack Mulligan, CPUC Attorney
Tom Diaz, SCE Regulatory Affairs
Christine Schneider, Panorama Environmental, Inc.
Jeff Thomas, Panorama Environmental, Inc.




DEFICIENCY REPORT #4 FOR THE RIVERSIDE TRANSMISSION
RELIABILITY PROJECT APPLICATION (A. 15-04-013)

REPORT OVERVIEW

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified deficiencies in Southern
California Edison’s (SCE’s) Application (A.15-04-013) for a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity for the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP). Deficiencies were
identified according to requirements of the CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.),
General Order 131-D, and the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure for a CPCN.
Deficiencies are presented in Table 1.

: Npmbér,

Deficiency

i
i
H
H
H
i

1

Provide GIS data and detailed route maps showing the locations of the following:
» Conductor stringing pull and tension areas
s  Guard structures
e  230-kV conductor field snub areas '

The GIS data and route mayps provided in response fo Deficiency Report #2 did not
include locations of pull and tension areas, guard structures or field snub areas. This
information is required tfo analyze environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Provide GIS data and detailed route maps showing the full extent of temporary and
permanent access roads including:

+ Temporary downline, access and spur roads {(access routing to each structure
locations from city streets or adjacent developed sites needs to be completely
shown)

¢ Permanent access roads

The GIS data provided in response to Deficiency Report #2 shows short segments of
access roads. These access roads do not connect fo paved roadways. The CPUC
considers use of existing unpaved access roads in its calculations and assessment of
temporary disturbance. SCE needs to define the full extent of existing unpaved access
roads that could be used during construction.

Refine the buffer area boundaries to more accurately reflect on-the-ground siting
limitations, and also depict the locations of all proposed temporary and permanent work
spaces within buffer areas including:

¢ Pole work areas (e.g., crane pads)
s Latftice steel tower work areas

The preliminary engineering plans/route maps provided on February 9, 2016, in response to
Item #1 of Deficiency Report #2 depicted butfer areas of varying size around each
proposed structure. The CPUC understands that SCE intends to site temporary and

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Report #4
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Mr. lan Forrest, Southern California Edison
March 18, 2016
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'Nemb‘er

Deficiency

permanent work spaces within fhe buffer areas cmd fhof buffer areqs hove been deplcfed
to provide siting flexibility as later stages of engineering design are completed. The
intention of this approach is reasonable; however, the CPUC believes that the degree of
flexibility resulting from the proposed buffer areas (particularly those of a 1,200-foot
diameter size or over 1 million square feet) is excessive and will result in an overstatement
of project impacts and new impacts not analyzed in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR. For example,
in the 2013 Final EIR, it was described that impacts to weflands and riparian areas would
be avoided by the proposed project. The current buffer areas include wetiand and
riparian areas and there would be significant impacts to these resources if the CPUC
assumes work could be conducted anywhere within the buffer area.

The CPUC has prepared a mapbook (Attachment A) showing locations where fhe
proposed buffer areas overlap with the following facilities and resources:

s Steep slopes
»  Wetlands including the Sanfa Ana River floodplain and/or fributary drainages
¢ Metropolitan Water District’s aqueduct infrastructure '

o City streets, parking lots, loading/receiving docks, and perimeter landscaping of
adjacent buildings

¢ Riverside Water Quality Control Plant facilities
¢ Caltrans right of way along Highway 15
« Hidden Vdlley Wilderness Area (federal land and water conservation fund area)

These resources should be avoided ond corved ouf of the work curecu buffers where
feasible.

The revised preliminary engineering plons and detailed route mops should also dep|cf ony
planned alignment revisions or refinements following SCE's CPCN application such as the
relocation of Pole JD22 {identified at the November 2015 site visit).

Please include GIS data files for all detailed route map refinements.

Provide an updated version of Table 2.5-3a in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR that refiects all
changes to calculated work space disturbance areas based on preliminary engineering
revisions (see ltems #1 through #3 above).

Provide cultural resource survey reports and data for all unsurveyed portions of project
disturbance areas as refined in response to ltems 1 through 3 above (see also Attachment
B).

Clarify how SCE expects to obtain a permit for new poles located in the Hidden Valley
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) area. How will NEPA be handled for new poles
in this area? Where and how will SCE replace the impacted LWCF area?

The Land Use section in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR lacks analysis of the land use impacts
resulting from conversion of LWCF areas. Mitigation Measure REC-02 in the recreafion
section does not define where or how SCE would replace the LWCF area or obtain the
necessary permits from the National Park Service. Further information is needed to verify
the feasibility of the proposed "land conversion” for the proposed transmission line
structures within the LWCF area.

Focused surveys are required for the following special-status specnes WIfhm suitable
habitat:

i

e Burrowing owl

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Report #4
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Number Deficiency

Least Bell’s vireo

Southwestern willow flycatcher
Western yellow-billed cuckoo

Delhi sands flower-loving fly

San Diego ambrosia

Brand's phacelia

San Miguel savory

Los Angeles pocket mouse
Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Focused surveys for these species were performed between 2006 and 2009 (seven to ten
years ago). These surveys are considered out-of-date and do not reflect current species
distribution. The impact analysis and the mitigation measures in the 2013 RTRP Final EIR may
therefore not adequately consider the level of impacts on these species. The focused
surveys need to include the full limits of all work areas as defined in response toitems 1.
through 3 above.

Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Application for a CPCN (A.15-04-013) - Deficiency Report #4
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Southern California Edison
RTRP A.15-04-013

DATA REQUEST SET A1504013 ED-SCE-01

To: ENERGY DIVISION
Prepared by: Chris Doolittle
Title: Archacologist

Dated: 03/09/2016

L
Question 09:

Table 1: SCE Riverside Transmission Reliabilit‘y‘ Project Application 15‘—04’-’013 Data Needs

Cultural Resources

Provide the CPUC and Parus Consulting with a non-redacted version of the Cultural
Resources Technical Report including all site records and maps.

The Cultural Resources information that was sent to Parus Consulting on December 8; 2015 did
not contain the confidential Riverside Transmission Reliability Project Cultural Resources
Technical Report (March 2011) prepared by Power Engineers for the RTRP EIR. The technical
report is required in order to assess CRHR-eligibility of resources found during the March

2011 survey effort. The technical report is also required to determine if additional cultural
resource surveys will need to be performed to examine all areas that may be impacted by

the proposed project.

Response to Question 09:

As indicated on the attached PDF document ("UPS Notification of Delivery") and
consistent with California Government Code sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 and Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c)(1), the non-redacted Cultural Resources. Technical
Report was delivered via UPS to Parus Consulting’s archaeologist on April 21, 2016 at
the following address:

John Nadolski

Parus Consulting

8520 BLAKEPOINTE WAY
ANTELOPE, CA 95843




Rodger Torres

From: Christopher Doolittle

Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 10:08 AM

To: Thomas Diaz

Cc: Thanos Trezos; Gloria Hocutt; Ian Forrest; Kenneth Spear; Robert Pantelle
Subject: RE: RTRP - Data Requests Q9 - Cultural '
Tom,

The non-redacted report was delivered to Parus Consulting’s archaeologist on 4/21/2016. UPS notification below. Thanks.

Your package has been delivered.

Delivery Date: Thursday, 04/21/2016
Delivery Time: 09:24 AM

At the request of EDISON MATERIAL SUPPLY-FIN&OPS, this notice is to confirm that
following shipment has been delivered.

Shipment Detail

Tracking Number:

John Nadolski
Parus Consulting

Ship To: 8520 BLAKEPOINTE WAY
ANTELOPE, CA 95843
us

UPS Service: NEXT DAY AIR

Number of Packages: i

Shipment Type: ) Letter ~

Delivery Location: FRONT DOOR

Reference Number 1. 301524

Chris Doolittle

Corporate Environmental Services
Natural and Cultural Resources
Southern California Edison

(909) 520-1670 (cell)
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I. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The City of Jurupa Valley (“City”) incorporated as Riverside County’s 28" city on July 1, 2011. Since the
days leading up to its incorporation, the City has endured a number of significant, externally-introduced
financial challenges, including state legislation redirecting Vehicle License Fee revenues, rapidly rising
public safety contract costs, and a sluggish economic recovery. The City, along with three other newly
incorporated cities in Riverside County -- Eastvale, Menifee, and Wildomar -- fought off disincorporation
this past year, thanks in part to County debt forgiveness via SB 107 (Chapter 325, Statutes of 2015) and
the City’s healthy General Fund reserves. While City staff is projecting that the fiscal year 2015-16 year-
end General Fund reserve balance will continue to be healthy (approximately 31 percent of expenditures),
the City’s budget deficit is expected to be $2.5 million, and annual revenue neutrality payments of $1.9
million to the County of Riverside (“County”) will be required beginning in fiscal year 2016-17. Revenue
neutrality payments also have step increases in the future, as a percentage of property tax and sales tax
revenues, when the City reaches certain revenue targets for property tax and sales tax revenues.

The next few years of operation will be critical to the City’s financial sustainability, particularly with regard
to the economic development of the I-15 corridor and adjacent areas to expand the City’s revenue base
to keep pace with rising operational costs, particularly police contract costs with the Riverside County
Sheriff. County planning efforts for the I-15 corridor well-preceded the incorporation of the City, as well
as the Riverside Transmission Reliability Project {(“RTRP”) proposal, which now threatens to physically
restrict and economically undermine key development sites along the corridor.

PURPOSE

The California Public Utilities Commission {“CPUC”) is currently processing Application No. A.15-04-013
filed by Southern California Edison {“SCE”) for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the
RTRP, a joint infrastructure project with Riverside Public Utilities (“RPU”). RPU previously prepared an
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) in 2012 for the RTRP based on a proposed alignment for the project
that directly impacts nine different development sites along the 1-15 corridor and adjacent properties.
The EIR, however, did not adequately address the physical or economic impacts of the RTRP on existing
and future development sites. The CPUC has issued three deficiency reports as part of its review of SCE's
application. City staff has provided project descriptions and other background information about the
development projects impacted by the proposed RTRP alignment. To augment that information, the City
hired Urban Futures, Inc. (“UF1”) to prepare an Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis (“E/FIA”) evaluating how
the RTRP will physically and economically constrain development along the RTRP alighment, and assessing
the short- and long-term impacts of the RTRP to the City’s overall financial health.

The purpose of this E/FIA is to:

* Quantify the economic and fiscal impacts of the I-15 corridor projects to the short- and long-term
financial health and sustainability of the City’s General Fund;

* |dentify the probable physical and economic impacts of the proposed RTRP alignment to the |-15
corridor projects, including impacts to the market viability and development envelope of the
projects; and

*  Quantify the anticipated impact of the proposed RTRP alignment to the City’s General Fund in the
context of the corridor projects.
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II. METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS

METHODOLOGY & DATA SOURCES

The E/FIA evaluates the anticipated future impact of the RTRP on the City’s General Fund by analyzing the
constraints the RTRP places on the ability of future development projects to generate surplus revenues to
the City’s General Fund. While each project is at a different stage of development planning or
construction, the E/FIA assumes that all projects will be built within a 10-year development window. The
steps taken to conduct the analysis are outlined below,

Base Data Synthesis

* Project profiles for each of the nine project sites were assembled based on available information
from City staff, the Internet, and other sources, including land use plans and entitlements (e.g.,
General Plan land use designation, zoning, specific plans), County Assessor parcel information,
and project documentation (e.g., site plans, tract maps).

*  GIS mapping was utilized to define the project sites and synthesize parcel-level data, including lot
size, fiscal year 2014-15 assessed valuation, tax rate areas (“TRA”), and ownership configurations.

* TRA data from the County Auditor-Controller’s web site was downloaded to determine the City’s
pro rata share of the 1% ad valorem property tax general levy generated by each project.

* Development programming for each project was defined based on entitlement approvals, specific
plans, or zoning (e.g., dwelling unit counts, building floor area, gross leasable area).

General Fund Recurring Revenues

e Assessed values based on estimated construction values (commercial and industrial), sales pricing
(single family residential), and per-unit market values (hotel and multifamily residential) were
estimated for each project using data from a 2015 market study prepared by The Concord Group.

e UFl collaborated with HdL Companies to identify tenant mix profiles, estimated taxable sales, and
estimated sales tax revenues for each commercial-retail development site. HdL Companies is
widely recognized as California’s preeminent sales tax expert and is frequently contracted by cities
and counties, including the City of Jurupa Valley, to provide sales tax consulting services.

* Residential population and employment projections for each project site were estimated based
on average household size data from ESRI Business Analyst Online and building space-per-
employee data from the County of Riverside General Plan (Technical Appendix E: Build-out
Assumptions & Methodology).

* Annual and cumulative market absorption rates were defined for each land use category (e.g.,
residential, light industrial, office/business park, retail) based on population, housing, and
employment projections for Jurupa Valley (2013 Progress Report, County of Riverside Center for
Demographic Research) and a retail leakage analysis report from ESRI Business Analyst Online for
a 10-minute drive-time market area from the Sky Country Retail Center project site (11937
Limonite Avenue), just north of the existing Vernola Marketplace shopping center.

* A land absorption schedule for each project was prepared and used to estimate year-to-year
projected General Fund recurring revenues, including property tax, sales tax, transient occupancy
tax, and property transfer tax revenues. Population and employment projections based on the
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absorption schedule were used to estimate annual per capita revenues from Franchise Fees for
Utilities and Solid Waste.

General Fund Recurring Expenditures
* Population and employment projections were used to estimate annual per capita General Fund
expenditures, with adjustments for operational economies of scale, for:
- General government and finance
- Development services
~ Police protection
- Animal services
e UFl referred to the 2010 Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis {“CFA”) prepared for the City’s
incorporation proposal to identify cost assumptions. The E/FIA uses a per capita service

population approach that factors both residents and employees based on service population of
100% residents plus 50% employees.

¢ Annual General Fund revenues over expenditures generated from the projects were calculated.

RTRP Impacts

* The probable physical impact of the proposed RTRP alignment to each project site was identified,
including reductions in the development envelopes from site plan reconfigurations.

* The probable economic impact of the proposed RTRP alignment to retail sites reliant on freeway-
oriented signs was factored into the analysis.

e The net impact of the RTRP on annual General Fund revenues over expenditures generated from
the projects was calculated.

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS

General assumptions used to prepare this E/FIA are outlined below. More specific detailed revenue and
cost assumptions are provided in later sections of this report.

e Constant 2015 dollars were used to estimate future values, revenues, and expenditures.

* Population projections for future residents were based
on an average household size of 3.83 persons per N v o
household for single family homes. For the 397-unit . SquareFeet
Vernola Marketplace Apartment Community, a blended Lan __per Employee
factor of 2.61 persons per household was used based an T R

TABLE II-A

assumed unit size mix of one-third one-bedroom units, Commercial Retail 500

one-third tvyo-bedroom units, and one-third three- Commercial Tourist 500

bedroom units. , e
» Employment projections for industrial and commercial kLuyght |nd‘9§trjgl 1,030

uses were based on employment density (square feet Business Park 600

per employee) estimates for different land uses. See

Table IIFA for employment densities for Commercial Source: County of Riverside General Plan,

. . . . . Appendix E: Socioeconomic Build-out
Retail, Commercial Tourist, Light Industrial, and Projections Assumptions & Methodology

Business Park uses.
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¢ A 10-year build-out schedule for the nine projects was based on demand projections for
residential, commercial, and industrial uses using demographic projections and market research
data.
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ITl. STUDY AREA & PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

RTRP PATH

The proposed RTRP path is more than 11 miles in length with approximately four miles of the alignment
running through portions of the City where key development projects will be impacted by the RTRP. See
Exhibit I1-A on the following page for a map of the pathway and the projects impacted by the RTRP. The
required right-of-way (“ROW”) for a 230 kV overhead transmission line is 100 feet in width. No buildings
may be sited within the ROW. While this E/FIA analyzes the direct and indirect impacts of the 100-foot
ROW on future development sites, it is important to note that a larger “fall zone” for the RTRP is likely to
impact property values beyond the 100-foot ROW.

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

This E/FIA analyzes the impacts of the RTRP on nine development project sites (see Exhibit lIl-A on Page
6). In addition to new development projects, this E/FIA also assumes that the RTRP’s path along the
frontage of the I-15 freeway will likely impact the performance of the existing Vernola Marketplace
shopping center, as described later in this report. The nine new development projects total approximately
591 acres of developable land that are in different stages of planning, entitlement, or development. The
E/FIA assumes a 10-year build-out horizon for 1,269 single family dwelling units, 379 multifamily dwelling
units, more than 2 million square feet of light industrial and business park uses, and 531,406 square feet
of commercial retail/tourist uses, including two community shopping centers, two 100-room hotels, and
a gas station. A summary table of each of the nine projects (Table 111-A) is provided on Page 7. The projects
are listed in geographic order based on the north-to-south travel of the RTRP path, as shown on the map
in Exhibit IlI-A.
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EXHIBIT HlI-A
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Absorption Schedule

As described previously, this E/FIA assumes that build-out of the nine projects will occur over a 10-year
timeframe between fiscal years 2016-17 and 2025-26. UFl used a combination of demographic
projections and market research (see Appendix A) to develop the year-to-year absorption schedule for
the different land uses proposed to be developed within the study area. See Tables IlI-C and Ill-D on the
following pages for absorption schedules for residential and industrial/business park/retail uses.
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Tax Rate Areas

The projects overlap four different tax rate areas (“TRA”) which determine the pro rata share of property
tax revenues generated from each project that the City will receive. Table 1lI-E below identifies the TRA(s)
that each project is located in.

TABLE HI-E
CITY SHARE OF 1% PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

TAX RATE AREA

1 Harmony Trails v

, Tum.'eaf e v . ,/

3 frrdr(r)rrghb’r’ed Férm Buéki’héésrPa’rk v N V -

4 . I-k1’5"C‘6rrid6r: Verrrolé ‘Resi‘de‘ntial Wésr o v v ”

5 | |-15”Corridor: Sky Counrry Industriar Park N v \/
6 | 115 Corridor: Sky Country Retail Center v v
k’ 7 | UVI-1‘5 Corridor: Vernolé Industrial Park' o v | ] -

'8 w“\‘/e‘rrroyla‘ Markétplace Apartrrréht'Comrmrnit'y' | \/ |

. - ;R‘iver,bénd , - e Do \/ R V S SO PO

Population & Employment

Population and employment projections provide the basis for per capita General Fund revenue and
expenditure projections. Consistent with the absorption schedules described previously, population
projections for residential projects are based on a household size factor. For single family residential, a
household size of 3.83 persons per household is assumed. For the Vernola Marketplace Apartment
Community, an average household size of 2.61 persons per household is assumed based on a balanced
mix of one-, two-, and three-bedroom units throughout the project’s 397 proposed units. Table HI-F
provides population projections for each residential project.

Employment projections for light industrial, business park, and retail uses are based on an employment
density factor as described in the Methodology & Assumptions section of this report. Table Ill-G provides
employment projections for each commercial/industrial project.

11 l ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: City of Jurupa Valley — RTRP Transmission Line



JULT UOlsSlwsuBIL dYLH — AS|jep ednang Jo A3ID CSISATYNY LOVdWI TYDSI4/3IWONODT _ (44

"sU ‘Saining ueqif] ‘SUlUQ ISA|RUY Ssauisng |4ST S8ainos

“spun pasodoud ¢ s10alosd oy} InOYBNOILY SHUN WOOIPAG-E PUE -z -1 JO XIW Pasue(eq B o} SIZS POYSSNOY PALUNSSE L0 poseq AJunwiuos jusipedy
20B(djesEyy BIOWBA B4} JO) ployesnoy Jad suosiad 1977 J0 82iS ployasnoy aBeiane Ue selewise vi4/d ayL “ployasnoy sad suosiad gg'g si As|ieA edrunf Jo 4D aU) 1oy 821S ployasnoy abesaAe JO SjBLISS 10T BUL |

968°S 6€2° viv's 380°G €oL'y oavi'y v90‘c €002 S10°L 149 SINIAISIA M3AN JALLVIANAD

968°G 181 9ze 9z¢ 9ce Li9 280°} 190°1 886 0l9 Sve SIN3AISIY MIN TVANNY
G8L't 0 0 0 0 162 9ce 9ce 9ce 9RKe 26t €8¢ PUSQIdARY
9€0°} 0 0 0 0 0 lee ¢se [4% 0 0 19¢ sjuswpedy ejowiap
916°} 25} 9ce 9z gce 9ce e <6l 0 0 0 £8'¢ ISOM BOWIBA
Sy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 611 €51 €61 €8¢ jesjuuny
vi9 ] 0 o 0 o 00l 261 414 (418 0 £8°¢ sjies] Auouney

AVIA TVISId

NOILYINdOd
IVYILNIAIS3Y MAN

-1 3nave




Jupl uolssiwsURI) dY1Y — Asjjea ednany 3o A3ID ISISATYNY LOVdWE T¥DSI4/DIWONGCDT — €t

yes'e v8s'e $85°c $es‘e y8s’e yee's 99T ozr'y S1§ INIWAOTHNI MIN JALLYINNND
¥8s'e o [ 4] 1] 6S¢C 8586 ove’L <06 Gis ININAOTAAT M3IN TVNANNY
8G1 ¢} 0 4] 0 ¢ 851 0 0 0 0€0°L ied [eusnpu] [esnpuj ejouisp
f«43 0 0 0 0 0 o) f4A3 0 0 00S |810H
J9juag |iejsy Ajunog
[erey Ayg opuog G-l
6.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 062 062 0 005 [ERIBLWOD
Yed
£5¢ o o 0 0 0 9/} ol 0 0 0€0°t fergsnpuy ybiy feuysnpuj Anunod
Aqs :10pL103 Gi-|
|erosawo)
744 0 0 0 4] 0 vee 0 0 0 00S Asuno|
ey
65¢C 0 0 0 0 652 0 0 G 0 00S JRI0IBWILOT Wied ssauisng
wueg paiqybnoroy
866 0 4] 0 o 0 0 885 (0274 ¢ 009 jled ssauisng
168 0 4] ¢ 0 0 0 102 9.} SIS 080’k fetssnpuj jybry

UVIA TVOSid

ININAOTdINT
TVRILSNANEFIVIDEZWINOD MIN

Ol 31avl




IV. ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS:
NO RTRP SCENARIO

Annual General Fund revenue and expenditure projections for the nine development projects were
initially prepared under a “No RTRP” scenario based on the project descriptions outlined in Section Il of
this report. Key revenue and expenditure assumptions used to prepare the projections are outlined
below. Also refer to the Appendix for detailed revenue and expenditure calculations and forecasts.

KEY ASSUMPTIONS

Revenue Assumptions

* Property Tax Revenues: Ad valorem property tax revenues are based on the City’s share of the
1% general levy and projected assessed valuations for each project using estimates for home
prices, per unit value of multifamily apartments, per room value of hotel, and per square foot
built values of light industrial, business park, and retail projects. Pricing and value estimates for
all uses, except hotel, are based on a July 22, 2015 market analysis prepared by The Concord
Group for multiple real estate development projects in the area. For hotels, the E/FIA uses a
room-rate multiplier valuation approach that assumes property value is worth 1,000 times the
hotel’s average daily rate (“ADR"”) on a per-room basis.

* Sales Tax Revenues: Sales tax revenues for retail uses are based on estimated annual taxable
sales generated by each retail industry included in the tenant mix programming for each retail
shopping center. HdlL Companies used its expertise of the local and regional retail market in the
trade area to assist in the development of the tenant mix assumptions for each retail site,
including gross leasable area (“GLA”) estimates and average taxable sales per square foot
estimates. This E/FIA assumes that 1.00% of taxable sales is allocated to the City in sales tax
revenues.

* Transient Occupancy Tax Revenues: Transient Occupancy Tax (“TOT”) revenues are based on the
City’s TOT rate of 10%. The E/FIA assumes that two suite hotels without food and beverage will
be developed in the Sky Country Retail Center and Thoroughbred Farm Business Park with
estimated average daily rates of $133 and occupancy rates of 60%. ADR and occupancy rate
assumptions are based on market data from “Trends in the Hotel Industry” USA Edition 2015,
published by PKF Hospitality Research, for the Mountain and Pacific market division, with
adjustments for the local market area.

* Property Transfer Tax Revenues: The City receives $0.55 per $1,000 of assessed valuation of real
property transferred each year. Consistent with the 2010 CFA, a 3.5% annual turnover rate was
used to estimate transfer tax revenues that would be generated from the projects, based on
annual assessed valuation projections.

* Franchise Fee Revenues: Annual franchise fees for utilities and solid waste were estimated based
on a per capita allocation that factored both residents and 50% of employees. Please refer to the
“Expenditures Assumptions” section below for more discussion about the E/FIA’s use of a “service
population” approach to revenue/cost allocations.

¢ Motor Vehicle License Fee-Related Revenues: SB 89 (Chapter 35, Statutes of 2011) took effect
on July 1, 2011, the same date as the effective date of the City’s incorporation. SB 89 shifted
Vehicle License Fee (“VLF”) and Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF revenues from cities to law
enforcement grants and crippled newly incorporated cities like Jurupa Valley who were relying on
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the statutory boost in these VLF revenues to sustain the City during its transitional years of
cityhood. VLF-related revenues have not been restored to Jurupa Valley. Therefore, the E/FIA
does not include projections for VLF-related revenues.

Expenditures Assumptions

* Service Population: Rather than allocating service costs on a per capita basis that only factors
residential populations served, the E/FIA recognizes that employees that work in the City generate
service demands and benefit from public services funded by the General Fund. Where
appropriate, the E/FIA calculates per capita costs based on 100% of the residential population
plus 50% of the employment population. This is a generally accepted industry standard for fiscal
impact analyses. In addition, the E/FIA recognizes that the addition of one new resident or
employee does not create direct impacts to service levels and costs for all city operations, as
further discussed below.

e General Government & Finance: General Government & Finance includes operational General
Fund budgetary costs for City Council, City Attorney, City Manager, Administration, City Clerk,
Finance, and non-departmental functions. The E/FIA assumes that adding new service
populations marginally increases costs for the City’s General Government & Finance operations
by 50% rather than 100%.

* Development Services: Development Services includes Development Services/Engineering,
Planning, Building & Safety, Code Enforcement, and Engineering/Public Works. Based on
discussions with City staff, the E/FIA assumes 70% cost recovery from filing and processing fees.
The remaining 30% cost to the General Fund is allocated to the projects based on a service
population of 100% residents plus 50% employees.

* Police Protection: Police protection services are contractually provided by the Riverside County
Sheriff. There have been significant increases in contractual costs for police services since the
City’s incorporation. While the E/FIA revenue/expenditure projections hold these contractual
costs constant in 2015 dollars, additional sensitivity analysis is provided in later sections of this
report to address cost increases for major service expenditures like police. Expenditures for police
services are estimated by applying the City’s existing sworn officer-to-service population ratio
(0.44 sworn officer per 1,000 residents plus 50% employees) to the project, and allocating costs
based on an average cost per sworn officer ($323,331).

* Fire Protection: Fire protection services in the City are provided by the Riverside County Fire
Department and CAL FIRE. County Fire’s structural fire fund permanently receives an allocation
of property tax revenues in the study area that is on par with the City’s share. The City also pays
approximately $165,000 to CAL FIRE each year for wildland fire protection services. Given the
urban nature of the proposed projects, the E/FIA assumes that there will be no fire protection
costs to the City, including any additional costs for wildland fire protection. Itis important to note,
however, that construction of an additional fire station to serve the new projects will be required
at some future stage of development of the I-15 corridor. Based on prior discussions between
City staff and the Riverside County Fire Department, the City’s General Fund could face up to $1.6
million in new annual operating costs for a new fire station. While the E/FIA does not include
these expenditures since they are still speculative, the magnitude of these potential operating
costs warrants discussion since it would place even greater stress on the General Fund and the
City’s existing reserves.

¢ Revenue Neutrality Payments: The City’s Revenue Neutrality Agreement with the County of
Riverside establishes a tiered payment plan based on total property tax and sales tax revenues
the City receives. The City’s initial payments are a flat $1,900,000 annually until fiscal year 2017-
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18, when specified performance targets for property tax and sales tax revenues are established.
As the City hits those targets, the revenue neutrality payment is based on a sliding scale
percentage of the City’s total property tax and sales tax revenues. For example, beginning in fiscal
year 2017-18, if the City receives more than $15,840,000 in property tax and sales tax revenues,
the payment formula switches from a flat $1,900,000 annual payment to 16% of total property
tax and sales tax revenues. The percentage formula increases as the City hits higher revenue
targets. Due to the City’s fiscal crisis from the takeaway of VLF revenues, the County agreed to
defer revenue neutrality payments for three fiscal years. Payments resume in fiscal year 2016-
17. The E/FIA does not allocate revenue neutrality expenditures to the projects until the projects’
generation of property tax and sales tax revenues triggers new payment tiers, at which time a pro
rata share of the City’s entire annual revenue neutrality payment is allocated to the projects based
on the projects’ share of the City’s total property tax and sales tax revenues.

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

Table IV-A on the following page provides a 10-year build-out projection of General Fund recurring
revenues and expenditures based on the assumptions outlined above. The E/FIA’s residential, industrial,
and commercial absorption schedules assume that residential, light industrial, and business park uses will
be constructed during the first two fiscal years (FY 2016-17 and 2017-18) with retail construction along
the I-15 frontage (Sky Country Retail Center) beginning in Year 3 (FY 2018-19) and hotel construction (Sky
Country Retail Center) beginning in Year 4 (FY 2019-20). In the absence of sales tax and TOT generating
uses during the first two years of operation to offset service costs, a modest General Fund operating deficit
is projected.

Police protection costs present the largest General Fund expenditure. Police and other operating
expenditures are held in constant 2015 dollars. Based on historical trends of contract cost increases
during the past four fiscal years, additional spikes in service costs in future years are likely. It should also
be noted that, while the E/FIA projects healthy sales tax revenues in the future, the City’s Revenue
Neutrality Agreement with the County will offset a significant portion of the financial benefit the City will
receive as the City continues to address its ongoing budget deficit. Even in the absence of the RTRP,
market conditions will need to continue to favor the City and the Inland Empire {-15 corridor to ensure
that sales tax and TOT generating uses will be supportable and able to improve the City’s economic and
fiscal outlook in the future.
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V. ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS:
RTRP SCENARIOS

The E/FIA analyzes the impact of the proposed RTRP path on the nine projects and the City’s overall fiscal
outlook. As shown in Table V-A, the impact of the RTRP on sales tax generating uses will be particularly
critical to the City’s General Fund health. This E/FIA addresses: (1) the physical impact of the RTRP to the
development envelope of the nine project sites; and (2) the economic impact of the RTRP to the assessed
valuation of properties that are exposed to the RTRP but are not directly eliminated by the RTRP’s path.

KEY ASSUMPTIONS

Residential Property Values

Prior statistical analysis evaluating the economic impact of overhead high voltage transmission facilities
have focused primarily on residential property values. On April 14, 2012, the Subcommittee on Insurance,
Housing, and Community Opportunity of the Congressional Committee on Financial Services held a special
field hearing on “The Impact of Overhead High Voltage Transmission Towers and Lines on Eligibility for
Federal Housing Administration (FHA) Insured Mortgage Programs.” The meeting was held in the Council
Chambers of Chino Hills City Hall and focused on the proposed SCE overhead high voltage transmission
line through the City of Chino Hills as part of the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project (“TRTP").
Witnesses opposed to the project argued that, once the transmission towers for the project were erected,
sales comparisons indicated that average sales prices in the affected residential areas dropped by 17.2
percent as shown below.

TABLE V-A
TRTP IMPACT ON SINGLE FAMILY HOME SALES IN CHINO HILLS

% Change in
"Av‘e"ra'g‘ev'.
| Sales Price
6 Months Prior to Tower 331 $ 509,000 - -

Construction

10 Months Following

Tower Construction 426 $ 421,452 $ (87,548) (17.2%)

This is consistent with a July 22, 2015 market study prepared by The Concord Group (“TCG") that estimates
a 15% depreciation in residential property values due to proximity or exposure to overhead high voltage
transmission lines. TCG reviewed the comparable sales prices of homes exposed and not exposed to
transmission lines in three communities: Santa Clarita, CA; San Gabriel, CA; and Seattle, WA. The discount
in the comparable sales prices of exposed homes averaged 18.2%.

This E/FIA assumes a 17.0% discount in residential assessed values due to exposure to the proposed RTRP.

Iindustrial/Business Park Property Values

Based on a 2005 article published by the International Right of Way Association analyzing the impact of
overhead high voltage transmission towers and lines on industrial properties, the E/FIA does not discount
property values of the industrial/business park elements of the nine projects in the RTRP path.
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Retail Properties and Sales Tax Generation

Similar to industrial properties, the E/FIA does not discount property values of the retail elements of the
Sky Country Retail Center and Thoroughbred Farm Business Park. Instead, the E/FIA focuses on potential
constraints the RTRP will pose to site planning and signage, particularly freeway-oriented signs along the
1-15 corridor. The most significant impact is anticipated for the Sky Country Retail Center site located on
the northwest quadrant of Limonite Avenue and the |-15 freeway. The impacts to this project are further
described below.

RTRP IMPACT TO SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT

Scope of Development: Sky Country Retail Center

The RTRP’s most significant impact to project performance and development is its anticipated impacts to
the Sky Country Retail Center site. Given the scale and scope of the existing community shopping centers
on the northwest and southeast quadrants, the ability of the local market to support a third shopping
center at the Sky Country Retail Center location requires product diversification to offer consumers new
retail choices beyond what is already abundantly offered in the immediate trade area. As such, the E/FIA
has assumed that the Sky Country Retail Center would be developed as a “lLifestyle Center,” offering
consumers a tenant mix within 289,560 square feet of gross leasable area focused on “national-chain
specialty stores with dining and entertainment in an outdoor setting,”* and delivering a 100-room suite
hotel.

To build a Lifestyle Center and hotel at this location, ideal site characteristics and economic conditions
must exist. The RTRP is a direct threat to the Sky Country Retail Center’s ability to perform due to the
reduction in lot size, constraints to site planning, the aesthetic impact of the transmission towers and
lines, and the RTRP ROW’s impact on the location and visibility of freeway-oriented signage for the center.
Based on these limitations, the E/FIA assumes that, in order for the retail project to be market viable and
economically feasible, the project would need to be downgraded in classification, size, scope, and
performance from a “Lifestyle Center” to a “Neighborhood Center,” as classified by ICSC, and the hotel
element would be eliminated. The E/FIA assumes that the remaining 21-acre balance of the property will
be developed as industrial park to expand the footprint of the Sky Country Industrial Park site immediately
to the north.

Key differences between the two classifications of shopping centers are outlined below.

TABLE V-B
ICSC U.S. SHOPPING CENTER CLASSIFICATIONS

National-chain specialty stores Convenience-oriented
with dining and entertainment in
an outdoor setting

333,411 SF 71,93

10 - 40 acres 3 -5 acres
Large format upscale specialty Supermarket
8 - 12 miles 3 miles

tus. Shopping-Center Classification and Characteristics, International Council of Shopping Centers, August 2015
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The E/FIA further assumes that the Sky Country Retail Center will perform at 75% productivity in taxable
sales due to the impact of the RTRP ROW on the location and visibility of freeway-oriented signage for the
project. This is consistent with Institute of Transportation Engineers (“ITE”) trip generation estimates for
pass-by trips, or impulse stops, for different land uses, as documented in a 2001 study prepared for the
U.S. Small Business Administration -- "SIGNS: Showcasing Your Business on the Street - The Importance of
Signage for Your Business.” According to the study, ITE trip generation statistics estimate that 25% of all
stops by shoppers at shopping centers between 100,000 and 400,000 square feet are attributable to
impulse stops. This percentage goes up to 35% for shopping centers smaller than 100,000 square feet.
The E/FIA assumes that the RTRP will impact the number of impulse stops at the Sky Country Retail Center
due to reduced freeway visibility and exposure from the increased setback east of the RTRP ROW, away
from the 1-15 freeway, and ROW restrictions on signage and wayfinding.

Table V-C presents the net change in annual General Fund property tax and sales tax revenues resulting
from the RTRP’s impact on the Sky Country Retail Center.

TABLE V-C
RTRP IMPACTS TO SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT: SKY COUNTRY RETAIL CENTER

Neighborhood
Land Use / Shopping Center Classification Lifestyle Center Center + Industrial
Park

: ,F,{etaiius':;w R S 289560 SF e 794OOSF : ‘;;210,160 o
HOteI,Roor,n;, PP 100 Rooms S ,,O,Roomsv, — 100 é(“)omrsw
I.ndl.j,striél Par';uS,F S R R 0,_SF N 326,'1”66 SF B ; 320’,166 SF,
Annual General Fund Property TaxRevenue  § 48768 § 36130 § (12629)
Annual General Fund Sales Tax Revenue 515355 82729 (432626)
;‘A‘hm‘]a‘l ‘éeheré"ﬁu‘nd TOT Revenue e 291270 S - (291270) .

TOTAL $ 855,393 $ 118,868 $ (736,526)
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Scope of Development: All Projects

Table V-D provides a summary of the anticipated impacts of the RTRP on the nine projects, including: (1)
direct impacts of the RTRP’s 100-foot ROW width on lot size, building square footage, and dwelling unit
counts; and (2) indirect impacts of the RTRP on property values and retail product performance.

TABLE V-D
RTRP IMPACTS TO SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENT: ALL PROJECTS

WITHOUT RTRP

Single Family

1 Harmony Trails Residential

Single Family

2 Turnleaf Residential

Business Park 8 598,504 e

Light Industrial 917,592 SF 917,592

Thoroughbred Farm

Business Park “ Commerc;al/Retall € 129,635

Tourist/Commercial  ~112,21’1 F

Total 1,757,942

1-15 Corridor: Vernola  Single Family
Residential West Residential

I-15 Corridor: Sky o . .
5 Country Industrial Industrial Park L ; 1 53 648,960
Park o

Scenic Highway
Commercial

I1-15 Corridor: Sky B : e
Country Retail Genter  Hotel 0,98 : 0

Total . 79400 €

I-15 Corridor: Vernola ; ; ~
7 Industrial Park Industrial Park , 19 54,108

Vernola Marketplace
8 Apartment
Community

Multifamily
Residential

Single Family

9 Riverbend Residential

Total DUs /
Residents

Total SF /
Employees

21 I ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: City of Jurupa Valley — RTRP Transmission Line



JOBS

Job creation continues to be a major economic development goal of the City as the regional economy
continues to recover from the recession. As shown in Table V-D, in addition to generating new revenue
streams to the City, an important economic outcome of the projects is the creation of 3,584 new jobs for
the region, ranging from part-time service jobs at retail centers to full-time executive jobs in active
employment centers. As shown in Table V-E, Jurupa Valley has a deficit of 4,000 jobs, with the highest
unemployment rate (8.5%) in the region. The reduced scope of development created by the RTRP would
result in the loss of 583 permanent jobs that are sorely needed in the local community and the region.

TABLE V-E
MONTHLY LABOR FORCE DATA (OCT 2015 — PRELIMINARY)

Riverside County 67,000 6.5%
Chmo . I 1800 47%
| Cdrona - 4,000 ~~ 5.1%
Eastva]e e 1400 44%
,;,#On;ta,na, B 6300 e 67%
Jurupé Vé“éy S ;4;’606 e 85%
: bhtéyrié e 5100 . 62%
— Cuc,a mon;ga; e 4200 46%
”Ri’verside, City, B 9300 s 62% .

Source: California Employment Development Department

RTRP IMPACT TO CITY GENERAL FUND REVENUES &
EXPENDITURES

Scenario #2: RTRP

Based on the reduced scope of development resulting from the RTRP’s direct impacts to the projects, and
based on reductions in property values and retail performance due to exposure to the RTRP and its ROW
restrictions, an updated 10-year build-out projection of General Fund recurring revenues and
expenditures was prepared. Please refer to Table V-F on the following page.
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Exhibit V-A illustrates projected annual net General Fund revenues over expenditures generated by the
projects with and without the RTRP. The impact of the RTRP on the Sky Country Retail Center is shown
by the prolonged net General Fund deficit generated by the projects until sales tax and TOT revenues are
generated by new retail and hotel uses in the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park.

EXHIBIT V-A
I-15 Corridor Projects: Net GF Revenues Over Expenditures

$1,400,000

$1,200,000

$1,000,000
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Table V-F on the following page provides 10-year totals of revenues and expenditures with and without
the RTRP, including the net change in the 10-year totals of revenues and expenditures. Over the 10-year
time period, the City stands to lose approximately $3.8 million in surplus revenues generated by the
projects if the RTRP is built along the currently proposed path.
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TABLE V-F
RTRP IMPACT AT PROJECT BUILD-OUT —~ SCENARIO #2 (2015%)

GENERAL FUND RECURRING REVENUES

General Property Tax  agmom 3948782 (874.240)
i i s 205508
Transaent Occupancy Tax S 3786 510 R 1747 620‘ o “(2 038 890)k
1 s
rmorestitios e wews s
T o 1o
TOTAL 18,676,063 12,334,849 (6,341,214)

GENERAL FUND RECURRING EXPENDITURES

General Government & Fmance 630, 160 522,745 (107 415)
;Developmem semces ) 711 Cmers (e
e Pt e ssmee sress
,,;Ammal Semces , vores amam esss

Revenue Neutrality Payments® ' 2,705,859 1693419  (1,012,440)

TOTAL 11,679,388 9,137,022 (2,542,365)

SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) 6,996,675 3,197,827 (3,798,848)

! Calculated at 1% of taxable sales.

? Includes City Council, City Attorney, City Manager, Administration, City Clerk, Finance, and Non-Departmental, Assumes incremental increase of
50% versus 100% per service population.

4 Includes Development Services/Engineering, Planning, Building & Safety, Code Enforcement, and Engineering/Public Works. Assumes 70% cast
recovery from fees.

* Includes Police Protection via contract with Riverside County Sheriff; Assumes 49 sworn officers and ratio of 0.44 sworn officers per 1,000 service
population (residents plus 50% employees). Fire protection costs for wildland protection omitted.

% Pro rata share of revenue neutrality payment to County based on projects' share of City annual property tax and sales tax revenues. Projects’
share triggered only when step increases in payments triggered under the Revenue Neutrality Agreement.

Scenario #3: RTRP + Secondary Impacts

Although the above tables do not evaluate the direct or indirect impacts of the proposed RTRP alignment
to the “Commercial/Retail” and “Tourist/Commercial” uses located in the Thoroughbred Farm Business
Park, it is important to note that there could be secondary impacts to the market viability of those uses
resulting from the reduced scope of development from adjacent properties, particularly along the [-15
freeway. Because of the sensitivity of retail and hotel markets to adjacent uses and other economic
factors, the overall ability of the market to support the assumed tenant mix and hotel use envisioned for
the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park could significantly change. If investors believe those projects are
too risky, the property owner(s) would likely file an application with the City for an amendment to the
specific plan to change those uses to Light Industrial and/or Business Park uses. Particularly in the Inland
Empire, Light Industrial and Business Park uses are significantly less risky than Commercial/Retail and
Tourist/Commercial uses. Such a specific plan amendment would reduce General Fund sales tax and TOT
revenues from the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park by $924,759 annually. Table V-G on the following
page provides a 10-year build-out projection of General Fund recurring revenues and expenditures based
on this scenario. As illustrated in Table V-G, if the RTRP impairs the market viability of sales tax and TOT
generating retail and hote! development projects along the 1-15 corridor, the remnant projects would
create an annual ongoing operating deficit for the City’s General Fund.
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As stated earlier in this report, in addition to the nine new development projects that are proposed along
the RTRP path, the RTRP is likely to also impact the performance of the existing 382,909 square foot
Vernola Marketplace Shopping Center. Total annual sales tax revenue for the center in 2014 was
$589,460. Potential impacts of the RTRP on signage and aesthetic freeway visibility of the center from
the I-15 freeway could reduce taxable sales by 25 percent, consistent with the E/FIA’s review of the
proposed Sky Country Retail Center project. This would result in an additional $147,365 reduction in
annual sales tax revenues to the City’s General Fund.

Scenarvio #4: RTRP + Police Cost Increases

In the prior scenarios, the E/FIA held police contract costs constant for simplicity of analysis. However,
future increases in Sheriff contract costs are expected, as has been reported in a number of recent news
articles and recent analyses conducted by a number of contract cities in Riverside County. Based on
discussions with City staff, an annual growth factor of 5% is likely and is applied to the cost-per-sworn
officer rate analyzed in Scenario #4. Table V-H illustrates the critical nature of the RTRP’s impact on key
General Fund revenue-generating projects. Scenario #4 assumes no secondary impacts of the RTRP to the
retail and hotel elements of the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park project, but applies the 5% annual
growth factor to the City’s police contract costs for the corridor projects. Until Thoroughbred Farm
generates significant sales tax and TOT revenues in Year 5 (FY 2020-21), the projects create a significant
General Fund operating deficit for the City during the first four years (FY 2016-17 to FY 2019-20). By Year
10 (FY 2025-26), rising police contract costs and a steadily growing service population would partially
offset the revenues generated by the Thoroughbred Farm Business Park. Any secondary impacts of the
RTRP to Thoroughbred Farm’s retail and hotel projects (see Scenario #3) would severely limit the City’s
financial capacity to fund core public safety services at appropriate levels of service.
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VI. SUMMARY

As a newly incorporated City, Jurupa Valley is appropriately investing in economic development activities
not to only ensure the future viability and sustainability of the local economy, but also to ensure the fiscal
solvency of the City. The loss of VLF-related revenue sources critically shrank the scope of the City’s
revenue portfolio. With one less major revenue category to rely upon, the City must focus on growing its
other revenue sources, particularly property tax, sales tax, and TOT. The development projects planned
along the 1-15 corridor are crucial, not only because of the breadth of development that would take place,
but also because the 1-15 corridor presents the greatest opportunities for economic development
throughout the entire City. A 100-foot wide no-build-zone along the City’s frontage properties along the
I-15 freeway would seriously impair the ability of the City and private property owners to leverage the
City’s greatest economic asset, the |-15 freeway, for the benefit of the local and regional economy, and
for the fiscal sustainability of the City. '

This E/FIA evaluated future General Fund revenues and expenditures for nine key development projects
relying upon assumptions primarily based on today’s fiscal and economic conditions. Additional factors
that the City and California Pubic Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) should consider when reviewing the
impacts of the proposed RTRP alignment include:

* Secondary Impacts from RTRP: As described above, the potential secondary impacts of the RTRP
on the market viability of the adjacent uses, including retail and hotel uses in the Thoroughbred
Farm Business Park, could present additional fiscal impacts to the City, reducing sales tax and TOT
revenues by $924,759. The RTRP’s secondary impacts to the performance of the existing Vernola
Marketplace Shopping Center could further reduce General Fund sales tax revenues by $147,365.

* Rising Public Safety Costs: Police contract costs have consistently risen on an annual basis for the
City and other contract cities in Riverside County. E/FIA Scenarios #1, #2, and #3 held police
contract costs constant for simplicity of analysis. However, future increases in contract costs
(Scenario #4) will significantly worsen General Fund operating deficits for the projects during the
initial years of development.

The City has a potentially small window of time and opportunity in the current market to leverage the I-
15 corridor to grow its revenue base and ensure financial and economic resilience. The proposed RTRP
alignment would force changes in market conditions that would close that window of opportunity and
cripple the City’s ability to address its current budget deficit, leading to the depletion of reserves, fiscal
insolvency, and potential bankruptcy or disincorporation. Undergrounding the RTRP line along an
alternative alignment would preserve the City’s window of opportunity and promote greater economic
benefits for the region through enhanced job creation.
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