
 

 City Council Memorandum 

 
 

TO:  HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL       DATE: MAY 19, 2009 
 

FROM:   PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT        ITEM NO:  

 

                WARDS: 1, 2, 4 and 5 
 

SUBJECT: CEQA DOCUMENT FOR AN ELECTRICAL SUBTRANSMISSION 

PROJECT WITHIN THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE – INITIAL STUDY AND 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 

ISSUE:  

 
The City of Riverside Public Utilities Department (RPU) has prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for an Electrical Subtransmission Project (Project) generally located south of 
the intersection of State Route (SR)-91 and SR-60/Interstate(I)-215 Interchange in the northeastern 
portion of the City of Riverside.  This matter is now ready for consideration by the City Council. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
That the City Council: 
 

1. Determine that the proposed Project will have a less than significant effect on the 
environment based upon the findings and mitigation measures set forth in the case 
record, and adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Reporting Plan; and 

 
2.   Approve the Electrical Subtransmission Project. 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 
RPU’s mission is to provide a safe and reliable energy supply to its customers and the citizens of 
Riverside.  The City’s electrical peak demand has grown by 40% since the last major addition to the 
RPU electrical subtransmission system in 1996.  The electrical subtransmission system has to be 
upgraded on an as needed basis to keep pace with electrical demand of the system.  During peak 
load periods (peak demand), the system is subject to and can experience severe overloads and 
low-voltage conditions if certain components are not reinforced.   
 
In the long-term, many of RPU’s overall transmission reliability concerns will substantially be 
resolved by the proposed Riverside Transmission Reliability Project (RTRP) and the Riverside 
Energy Resource Center 3 & 4 (RERC 3&4).  The RTRP will provide a much-needed second 
transmission interconnection with Southern California Edison (SCE) and the California Independent 
System Operator (CAISO) power grid and an associated increase in capacity. The RTRP will also 
include work on the 69,000-volt (69 kilovolt, or 69 kV) subtransmission lines directly connected to 
the proposed interconnection.  These lines are needed to distribute power from the RTRP 
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interconnection through the RPU system. 
 
In the short-term, however, RPU must resolve critical infrastructure and capacity deficiencies in the 
eastern part of its 69 kV subtransmission network in order to maintain reliable electric service.  
Initially, RPU had planned to address the required line reinforcements as part of the RTRP.  
However, given that the need to address these deficiencies is independent of the RTRP, RPU 
proposes, through this Project, to construct and upgrade the eastern portion of the 69 kV system 
now. 
 
The proposed Project will support service to approximately 30,000 customers and primarily involves 
construction of two segments of an overhead double-circuit 69 kV subtransmission line, totaling 
approximately 3.6 miles, all within the City limits.  The first segment will begin at the Riverside 
Substation (9

th
 and Vine Streets), extending east, via 10

th
, Victoria, 11

th
, Sedgwick, and 12

th
 before 

crossing the University of California – Riverside (UCR) west campus and terminating at the existing 
69 kV subtransmission lines on UCR property, near University Substation.  The second segment 
begins just northwest of University Substation, traveling along the west side of the I-215 to just 
south of El Cerrito Drive.  The Project also includes minor improvements within various substations 
on the RPU system including work at the Hunter Substation located at 1731 Marlboro; the 
Orangecrest Substation located at 7850 Trautwein; and the Freeman Substation located at 3301 
Gibson. 
 
RPU hired POWER Engineers, Inc. (POWER) to prepare an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  On February 25, 2009, 
the MND became available and notices were sent out as required.  The review period ended on 
March 30, 2009, and the comments have been addressed below. 

 
Comments and Responses 
  

 Letter from the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (March 20, 2009) 

 
Comment: 
 
1. The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named MND to selected state 

agencies for review. The review period closed on March 19, 2009, and no state 
agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter acknowledges that RPU has 
complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to the CEQA. 

 
Response: 
 

 No response required. 
 

 Letter from Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) (March 16, 2009) 
 
Comments: 
 
1. The MND should identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the 

project area may have resulted in any release of hazardous waste/substances. 
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2. The MND would identify any known or potentially contaminated sites within the 
proposed project area. For the identified sites, the MND should evaluate whether 
conditions at the site may pose a threat to human health or the environment. 

 
Response: 
 

EnviroStor (an environmental hazards database primarily used by the DTSC) and 
FirstSearch (an environmental hazards search report) were consulted to determine if 
any hazardous sites are within the proposed project area and whether they are a 
threat to human health or the environment.  There were none, as stated in the MND. 

 
Comment: 
 
3. The MND should identify the mechanism to initiate investigation and/or remediation 

for any site or excavated soils that may be contaminated, and the government 
agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

 
Reponse: 
 

The MND’s mitigation measure HAZ-1 addresses these concerns: RPU’s Hazardous 
Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan shall include provisions that 
would be implemented if any subsurface hazardous materials are encountered during 
construction. Provisions outlined in the Plan shall include immediately stopping work 
in the contaminated area and contacting appropriate resource agencies, upon 
discovery of subsurface hazardous materials. The Plan shall include the phone 
numbers of federal, state and local agencies and primary, secondary, and final 
cleanup procedures. The Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response 
Plan shall be approved by RPU prior to the commencement of construction activities. 

 

 Letter from University of California, Riverside / Timothy Ralston, Associate Vice 

Chancellor, Capital & Physical Planning (March 30, 2009) 
 
Comments: 
 
1. UCR is concerned that the proposed route is incompatible with their future 

development plans for the west campus. 
 

2. UCR’s future development plans call for undergrounding of utilities. 
 
3. RPU will need to update their present license agreement for easements and access 

on campus. 
 
4. UCR recommends alternative underground  alignments through the west campus and 

proposes collaboration with RPU towards a mutually agreeable solution. 
 

Response: 
 

The proposed routes have two primary paths.  The first path is along the existing 
distribution route that traverses the west campus from the corner of Chicago and 12

th
 

to a point near University Substation.  The incremental impact of this segment is the 
added facilities above the existing facilities that may have to be moved in the future.  



Council Memorandum  Page 4   

 

The second path is along the I-215.  In general, the proposed transmission lines are 
compatible given that the lines will parallel the freeway.  However should UCR find it 
necessary to have the lines undergrounded, the lines could be rerouted  in the future. 
 The proposed project will eliminate a portion of the existing 69 kV line through UCR 
so the impact of additional facilities will somewhat be mitigated.  Should the 
negotiation of access to UCR property result in a variation of the path an amendment 
to the MND will be made.  As part of the design process RPU agrees it will update 
their license agreements as needed through the campus property.  The proposed 
underground alternatives identified by UCR are nonstandard and generally 4 to 8 
times more expensive than overhead construction.  The negotiation for access to the 
proposed lines will address the incompatibility concerns. The critical need for the 
Project requires that it proceed knowing that future UCR projects may cause the 
routes to be altered. 
 

 Letter and email from resident August Kraemer, 725 N. University Drive (March 4 

and March 17, 2009, respectively) 
 
Comment: 
 
1. I am in opposition to this proposed route because there will be a 75’ metal tower in 

front of my home and blocking the one remaining positive aspect of my location. I 
have a nice view of the small hills on the south side of UCR. 

 
Response: 
 

There will not be any metal tower in front of the commentor’s home. There are 
existing electrical distribution poles along Sycamore Canyon Boulevard that will be 
replaced by the proposed project. The new transmission structures will be 65-80 feet 
high and will be primarily wood, but steel poles would be used where long spans are 
required and where directional changes in the line are necessary. While the final 
engineering is not complete and structure locations are preliminary, the closest 
potential pole location to the commentor would be over 100’ from the property at 725 
N. University and that location is currently identified as a wood pole. The hills on the 
south side of UCR’s east campus are not identified by the City or County of Riverside 
as a protected scenic resource or as a scenic vista. While the project will be visible 
from many parts of the University Knolls neighborhood, the mature trees and 
landscapes in the neighborhood provide partial or full screening, and the proposed 
project would not dominate the existing character of the neighborhood, the I-215 or 
the terrain to the east of the freeway. 

 
Comment: 
 
2. The only neighbors in University Knolls that know about this project are those that I 

have talked with. The home owners in the area east of El Cerrito Drive said they have 
not heard about this proposal either.  

 
Response: 
 

Pursuant to CEQA, Guideline section 15072 sets forth the requirements for providing 
public Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration. Section 15072b 
requires that the lead agency provide said notice by at least one of the following 
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procedures: (1) Publication at least one time in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the project; (2) Posting of notice on and off site in the area where 
the project is to be located; or (3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of 
property contiguous to the project as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll. 

 
RPU performed two of the notice procedures.  The Notice of Intent to Adopt the MND 
was published in the Press Enterprise newspaper on February 26, 2009.  Direct 
mailing was made to owners and occupants of the contiguous property, as well as 
properties within a 50 foot buffer of the Project (247 residences). This includes 
residents in University Knolls, the Canyon Crest neighborhood (Van Daele) and the 
neighborhood east of El Cerrito Drive on Trojan Court. 
 
Further, in connection with the Notice of Public Hearing, 625 residences within 300 
feet of the Project were notified.  Additionally, the Public Hearing was published in the 
Press Enterprise newspaper on May 8, 2009. 

 

 Letters from resident Ruben Rasso, 5100 Humbolt Court (March 28, 2009) 

 
Comment: 

 
1. I am opposed to the subtransmission project because of the increased financial utility 

fees that will be imposed on the neighborhood residents. 
 

Response: 
 

This project will not require an increase in electric rates.  In December 2007, the City 
Council recognized the need for reliability-based improvements to Riverside’s electric 
system by approving a rate plan, as a result of public hearings and meetings.  The 
plan consisted of a reliability charge, and rate increases in 2008, 2009 and 2010.  
The plan finances not only this Project, but other needed system improvements.  
Without the improvements, the City’s electric system would not meet the needs of the 
City. 

 
Comment: 

 
2. I am opposed to the subtransmission project because it will diminish the value of my 

real property. 
 

Response: 
 

The initial study and MND prepared for this Project found that the Project will not 
have any significant environmental impacts to the neighboring properties.   
Specifically, this Project is located in a highly urbanized area with existing electrical 
lines, poles and facilities. Many of the aspects of the Project are replacing and/or re-
routing those existing lines. 
 

Comment: 

 
3. I am opposed to the subtransmission project because of possible health risks that 

other communities have experienced. 
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Response: 
 

The comment may be referring to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) associated with 
the Project.  There have been numerous scientific studies about the potential health 
effects of EMF.  However, after many years of research, the scientific community has 
not tied exposures to EMF to health hazards.  At its nearest point, the Project is over 
600 feet north of the commentor’s residence.  
 

 

 Letter from resident Carmen Underwood, 5015 Westmont Street (March 30, 2009) 

 
Comment: 

 
1. If the project will have a negative impact on the neighborhood, value of home prices, 

etc., it will be greatly appreciated if you could achieve your end result by opting for 
underground lines. 

 
Response: 
 

The initial study and MND prepared for this Project found that the Project will not 
have any significant environmental impacts to the neighboring properties.   
Specifically, this Project is located in a highly urbanized area with existing electrical 
lines, poles and facilities. Many of the aspects of the Project are replacing and/or re-
routing those existing lines. 

 

 Letter from residents James & Marian McNall, 770 N. University Drive (March 28, 

2009) 

 
Comment: 

 
1. We are concerned that the project will destroy the historical area of University Knolls. 

 
Response: 
 

There were no national, state or local designations of historical neighborhoods or 
residences within the University Knolls area. The project will be located within City 
right-of-way that separates the University Knolls neighborhood and the I-215. The 
general area is characterized by diverse agricultural and urban development with 
mature landscape vegetation and existing electrical lines. Section 3.5a of the Cultural 
Resources analysis of the MND discusses the thorough research and surveys that 
document the historical resources along the project route.  As discussed in the MND, 
no historical resources or neighborhoods will be impacted by the Project.   

 

 Letter from public Brenda Tomaras, 10755-F Scripps Poway Parkway #281, San 

Diego, CA (March 9, 2009) 

 
Comment: 

 
1. Ms. Tomaras would like more information on the project and to know if the Project 

is part of the RTRP. 
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Response: 
 

More information and the Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration can be obtained 
at the following Web Site:  http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/elec-stp.asp.  With 
respect to the question about its relationship to RTRP, this Project is separate, 
distinct and independent from RTRP and is required whether or not RTRP is ever 
implemented. 
 

 Email from public Lori Ogata Keeler, 5018 Trojan Court (April 20, 2009) 

 
Comment: 

 
1. Since the RPU power service rarely shuts down, the need for more power lines is not 

understood. 
 

Response: 
 

The STP Mitigated Negative Declaration and specifically Section 2.5 of the document 
elaborate on the purpose and need for the STP project.  The City’s electrical peak 
demand has grown by 40% since the last major addition to the RPU electrical 
subtransmission system in 1996, and thus the prior capacity reserve to handle 
outages has diminished.  The Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration may be 
obtained at the following Web Site:  http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/elec-stp.asp.    

 
Comment: 

 
2. Consider enclosing the towers in structures (e.g. concrete walls) which would protect 

homeowners from the EMF’s and subsequent noise created by the project. 
 

Response: 
 

There have been numerous scientific studies about the potential health effects of 
EMF.  However, after many years of research, the scientific community has not tied 
exposures to EMF to health hazards.  Therefore, there is no need to impose any 
special type of construction to address EMF.  Noise associated with the construction 
and operation of the Project was studied and was determined to be less than 
significant. 

 
Comment: 

 
3. The Project can afford to be postponed for at least five years in order for the 

economy to improve. 
 

Response: 
 

The imminent purpose and need of the STP is independent of the current state of the 
economy.  Delaying the Project will not satisfy the current need for the Project. 
 

http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/elec-stp.asp
http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/elec-stp.asp
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Summary of Findings 
 
Based on the attached Initial Study, MND, the documents referenced therein, and all evidence 
contained in the administrative record, and the mitigation measures imposed, the Project will not 
have a significant effect on the environment.   

 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
The total project cost is estimated at $27,246,000 and is included in the Electric Utility’s five-year 
CIP budget.  Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration will not have a fiscal impact on the General 
Fund.   
 
 
Prepared by: David H. Wright, Public Utilities General Manager 
Certified as to availability  
of funds: Paul C. Sundeen, Assistant City Manager/CFO/Treasurer 
Approved by:  Belinda J. Graham, Assistant City Manager 
 for Bradley J. Hudson, City Manager 
Approved as to form: Gregory P. Priamos, City Attorney 
 
Attachments:    

1. Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
3. Comment letters 

  

 
 
 
 

 
 



 



 
 
 
 



 



 



 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 



 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 

 



 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 



 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



From: August Kraemer [mailto:akraemer3@gmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2009 4:16 PM 
To: Somoano, Jorge 

Subject: SCH NO. 2009021070 69 KV Lines 215 Cerritos MLK 
 
3-15-09 
 
Hi 
 
Jorge Somoano 
Riverside Public Utilities 
3901 Orange Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(SCH NO. 2009021070) 
 
I have been out and about talking with my neighbors. I am trying to recruit neighbors who will help me 
fight this plan. Everyone I have talked with in the newer Vandaele (42?) Homes located near Cerritos 
and Sycamore Canyon have not heard or been informed about your intention to put 75' Metal Towers 
69 KV next to their multi-million dollar subdivision. The builder Vandaele had all of the power lines put 
underground. I was told that view lots sold for more than the other lots. When I talked to your engineers 
about this project their attitude was we have the right of way. Meaning we can do whatever we want? I 
have also been in contact with Andy Melendrez, and have emailed Vandaele. The only neighbors in 
University Knolls that know about this project are those that I have talked with. The home  owners in the 
area east of Cerritos said they have not heard about this proposal either. 
 
I think that these lines should be buried to help maintain property values and aesthetics of both 
neighborhoods University Knolls and the newer Vandaele Homes located near Cerritos and Sycamore 
Canyon. 
 
Thanks 
 
August Kraemer 
725 N. University Drive 
Riverside, CA 92501 
951 341 8122 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



From: Somoano, Jorge  

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2009 11:17 AM 
To: Brenda L Tomaras 

Cc: Hill, Lyle 
Subject: RE: Subtransmission Project for the City of Riverside (SCH NO. 2009021070) 
 
Thank you for your inquiry.  You may obtain more information and the Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration at the following Web Site.  http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/elec-stp.asp 
 
With respect to your question about its relationship to RTRP, section 2.1 of the Proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration discusses the relationship which in part states: 
 

Initially, RPU had planned to address the required subtransmission line reinforcements in the eastern 
part of the City as part of the RTRP. However, due to delays and load growth, the RTRP will not be 
completed in time to alleviate the problem. Given that the need to address these deficiencies is 
independent of the RTRP, RPU proposes, through this project, to construct and upgrade 69 kV lines and 
associated equipment in order to reinforce the existing 69 kV subtransmission network on the eastern 
side of its system.   
 
 

 
From: Brenda L Tomaras [mailto:BTomaras@mtowlaw.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2009 6:24 PM 

To: Somoano, Jorge 

Subject: Subtransmission Project for the City of Riverside (SCH NO. 2009021070) 
 
Mr. Somoano, 
 
I am trying to obtain more information on this project, is it part of the Riverside Transmission Reliability 
Project? 
 

Brenda L. Tomaras  
Tomaras & Ogas, LLP  
10755-F Scripps Poway Parkway #281  
San Diego, CA 92131  
(858) 554-0550  
(858) 777-5765 Facsimile  

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it is confidential and may 

be legally privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient or authorized agent for the intended recipient, you have received this message and attachments 

in error, and any review, dissemination, or reproduction is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately notify us by reply e-
mail or by telephone at (858) 554-0550, and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them.  Failure to follow 

this process may be unlawful. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.riversideca.gov/utilities/elec-stp.asp


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Emanuel Lin [mailto:linemanuel@gmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, May 22, 2009 12:39 AM 
To: Hill, Lyle 

Subject: My STP routing alternatives 
 
Dear Lyle, 
     Thank you for contacting me about my misplaced concern for having the 69kv line passing in front my 
property at 2460 12th Street.  I am 60 year old and an electrical engineer.  I received my B.S. degree in 
Electrical Engineering when I was 22 and an M. S. degree in Computer Science from University of Illinois 
when I was 27.  I am quite experienced in the application of programmable logic controller and SCADA 
system in various industries, such as power quality monitoring. 
     During our conversation, I mentioned two alternatives to your existing proposed routing: 
     (1)  14th Street-MLK route -  After reviewing the proposed routing map on page 2 of STP Appendix C, I 
feel you can maintain the existing land use and upgrade the existing 69kv line going south along west 
side of 91 Freeway from the Riverside Substation to 14th Street, then build a new line to cross 91 
Freeway and follows the 14th Street and MLK to tie into your existing 69kv line along the west side of 
215 Freeway with necessary upgrade to reach University Substation. 
            This alternative avoids the zig-zags in the Eastside neighborhood and can save you a few power 
poles and the costs of hardware and re-enforcement to facilitate the zig-zags.  The alternative line runs 
about the same length as yours. 
            10th, 11th and 12th Streets, including Victoria and Sedgwick, in your proposed route are all very 
narrow.  Eastside is a very poor neighborhood that needs a lot of helps from everybody to bring it up.  I 
am from Taiwan but I am quite attached to this neighborhood.  The new power poles and lines 75' high 
in the air are a glaring contrast to such narrow street and is not compatible with the character of the 
neighborhood. It will leave a permanent scar to an unfortunate neighborhood that has not been able to 
thrive. 
             To the contrary, 14th Street and MLK are so wide that it makes your tall poles and wires look 
small.  They are very busy streets and mostly commercial.  When the business closes and traffic ceases 
after dark, your new 69kv line is in effect almost non-existence.  I beg you to choose my route and let 
Eastside rest in peace.   
     (2)  I live in a Houston subdivision that was developed in the 1950's.  The power line that feeds into 
each house runs along the boundary line of two adjoining backyards.  You do not see the power pole or 
power line along the street or in your front yard.  During and after hurricane Ike, my house was without 
power for 18 days.  I saw the difficulty of a lineman's crane truck to get through the 9'-wide driveway of 
some houses to reach their backyard to fix the downed line.  But once your 69kv line is in Eastside, it 
stays almost forever ugly.  If you can find a way to resolve the maintenance issue for a backyard power 
line, it will really help the Eastside residents. 
           Unlike some middle or upper class neighborhood in Houston that requires deep front setback, 
houses in Eastside have very shallow 15' front setback.  Another unique character in Eastside is each 
house's front yard is fenced in up to the sidewalk.  Your power pole will be sitting in a very narrow stripe 
of dirt and the 69kv electro-magnetic field will be beaming right into the face of each resident 24/7.  
That is horrible.   
     Would you keep me updated about my alternative routes?  Also, where can I read the comments that 
you have received so far and what your response are? 
     Help the Eastside, I pray. 
     S. Emanuel Lin 
     3527 Woodvalley Drive, Houston, TX 77025-4232 
     (713) 666-3816 



STP Comments and Responses 
Public Review Period February 25 – March 30, 2009 

 
 

 
 
 

 Email from public S. Emanuel Lin, 2460 12th Street, Riverside, CA (May 22, 2009) 
 
Comment: 
1. Mr. Lin would like to suggest a new alternative route concept. 

 
Response: 

The route concept suggested had been considered and removed from consideration 
during the project’s siting and route selection process due to environmental impacts 
and constructability concerns. The project’s proposed route has been thoroughly 
evaluated and defined through a design process involving RPU electrical engineers, 
the project’s electrical engineering and environmental planning consultants, the 
University of California Riverside, the City of Riverside Public Works Department, 
and Cal Trans.  

 




