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Decision 88-01-062 January 28, 1988 l
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE or

In the Matter of the Appl;cation ot )

Pacific Gas and Electric Company for )

a certificate of public convenience )

and necessity under Section 1001 of )

the California Public Utilities )

Commigssion General Order No. 131=-C, ) '
authorizing the construction, ) Application 86~10-006
operation and maintenance of a ) (Filed October 1, 1986)
230 XV transmission line from )

applicant’s Tesla=-Newark 230 XV )
transmission line to applicant’s )
Vineyard Substation in Alameda )
County. (U3ISE) g

Howard V. Goluk, Roger J. Peters, and Mark R.
Huffman, Attormeys at Law, for Pacific Gas
and Electric Company , applmcant.

David F. Adams, Assistant to the City Manager,'
for City of Livermore;

Attorney at Law, for the City of Pleas anton,
and Farrow, Schildhause & Wilson: by Anne
Ronan, Attorney at law, for Wayne Hahner,
Pamela and Richaxrd Corbett, Robert and
Sharon Heinz, Brian and Mel—Lalng Lin;
protestants.

Armour, St. John, Wilcox, Goodin & Schlotz, by

and David A. Simpson, Antorneys
at Law, for Wente Bros.; Brobeck, Phleger &
Harrison, by Gordon E, Davis, Attormey at
Law, for Kottinger Ranch and Viector Lund,
Jr.; and Alannab_Xinser, for the Public
Advisor’s o:t;ee, interested parties.

, Attorney at lLaw,

’ andr Elaine Russell, for the

Division of Ratepayer Advocates.
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INTERIM OPINION

SUmmALY ‘ , S

This decision grants Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) a certificate of publmc oonvenmence and necessth'(CPCN) to
construct the Vineyard transmission. system whmch includes the
V:Lneyard substation on Stanley Boulevard in Pleasanton, 5.6 miles
of all-undexground 230 kiloveolt (kV) transmission line from the
Vineyard Substation generally soutbeasterly to a transition station
where the line converts to overhead and connects with the existing
Tesla-Newark 230 KV transmission line south of State Route 84
(Vallecitos Road). The cost of the approved alternative is
estimated by PG&E at $31 million, or $10 million more than the
proposed project which would have had only 1.6 miles of
transmission line underground. Undergroundlng is necessary under
the ‘California Environmental Qual;ty Act to avoid significant
visuval and land use impacts where the line crosses Alameda County
‘designated Scenic Roads and in areas of planned«residential.
development. The decision orders the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates (DRA) to prepare a supplemental Environmentai Inmpact
Report on the approved all—underground.(all-U.G;) Alternate 4.
PGLE is ordered to prepare an updated cost estimate on all-U.G.
Alternate 4, and is further ordered to prepare a study comparing
the econemics and operational considerations of all-U.G. Alternate
4 with expansion of the San Ramon. substdtion. DRA~is to-. report on’ '
‘ the reasonableness of the updated PG&E cost est;mate.

. o

on Octocber 1, 1986, PGAE filed this application seeking a -
CPCN under Section 1001 of the California Public<Utzlit1es (PO)
Code and under the Commission’ s General order. (GO) 131-C . and:
fRules "17.1 and 18 for authority to construct, operate, and mazntain
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a 230 (XV) transmission line from PG&E’s Tesla-Newark 230, kV
transmission line to the proposed Vineyard substation in Alameda
County. S
| Section 1001 requires that before construction of
facilities as herein addressed, the utility must obtain from the
Commission a certificate ~“that the present or future public
convenience and necessity require or will require such
construction”. GO 131-C sets forth detailed rules for tll;ng a
CPCN application, required for transmission line addzt;ons
operating above 200 kV. GO 131-C also addresses envmronmental
requirements; a final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative

 Declaration is required. and where the Commission is the lead
agency under Califormia anironmental Qual;ty Act (CEQA), Rule 17.1.
applies. :
Rule 17.1 requires a Proponent’s Environmental Assessment
(PEA) to be filed with the application for gPCN_ ~The PEA is
intended as a guide to.assist in the initial evaluation of impacts
of the project and in determining whether a Negative Declaration or .
Environmental Impact Report is required under CEQA. |

Rule 18 sets out in more detail’ other filing requzrements
lncludlng utility financial information. :

PG&E subnitted the PEA wmth the applxcat;on, ldentxzylng
potentially significant project environmental effects as follows:

© Effects on unknown cultural and blologzcal

resources in the construction area. .

Effects on traffic during constructzon of
the . underground section.

Effect on views after the overhead line is
constructed. . .




A.86-10-006 ALJ/WRS/fLs *

III. Public Involvement

Significant public interest in the project developed
early and continued throughout the certification process. A humber
of types of ‘public involvement occurred, including parties with
intervenor status who filed legal briefs and sponsored witnesses,
cross—examined other parties' witnesseé,_or offered statements and
letters from parties inecluding local agencies-hnd*citizen.groups in
response to the CPUC’s Notice of Preparation and EIR;

A number of public forums were conducted to elicit public
input. A public scoping meeting on February-4,.1987 in Pleasanton
to explain the project and the environmental study process to the
public and elicit response from the public;‘ The Notice of
-Preparation of the Environmental Impgqt‘Report’or~February'Q, 1987
was served on all interested parties. A public workshop'was held
on May 18, 1987 .in Pleasanton to discuss in greater detail the
engineering review report and‘environmental'stddies. A
questionnaire was give to a sample group of the public to elicit .
their concerns about specific types~otlenvirdnmental'impacts.
Public Hearings in Pleasanton were held on August 25, and in San
Francisco on August 26, 1987 to allow the public to make statements
in a less formal manner than in the eVidenti;ry hearings;torfollpw.
Evidentiary hearings on September 23,_29,x305and'0ctober 1, 1987 in
San Francisco in the Commission Courtroom.

The application’s main features can be summarized'as
follows: | o '
A. Need for the Project | :
~ PG4E states that the Pleasanton area “has been the focus
of snbgtantial commercial and business park development.” PG&E
estinates that the area’s load growth will continue at-the recent
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rate of 9.0 mnegawatts (MW) per year,‘ As a result, the capacity of
the present system has nearly been reached, necessitetingiupgrading
of the present transmission eystem serving the Pleasanton area
distribution system by 1989. | \ '
B. Rescription of the Project S |
PGLE’s study concluded that the proposed project is the
most effective means of meeting that need. The proposed projeot
consists of construction of the proposed Vlneyard Substation and )
the Vineyard 230 XKV transmission line, which will carxy electrzoxty
from PG&E’s existing Tesla-Newark 230 kV transmission line to the
Vineyard Substation. The 21 kV distribution system,oarrxes
electricity from the substation to the customers.
The Vineyard Transmission L;ne proposal is leocated within
Ithe geographzcal jurisdictions of Alameda County.(Alameda) and the
City of Pleasanton (Pleasanton), and oonsists of 1.6 mlles oL
underground 230 XV transmission line and 3. 7 miles of overhead 230
KV transmission line for a total length of 5.3 miles.
_Approximately 30% of the length or 1. 6 miles is proposed to be
underground
C. Components : ‘
PG&E considers the project to have rour separate
components:
The Vineyard Substation‘
The 230 RV underground transmission line
An underground to-overheadftransition.station
_The 230 kV overhead transmission-line

PG&E proposes to use conventional technologzes tor this
project, includlng-

Vineyard substation is proposed to be
approximately 400 by 420 feet, constructed on
the leveled quarry site and landscaped to

ze visual impact. It is to consist of
two 230 XV underground cable terminations, two
230 XV power circuit breakers, one 230/21 kv
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transformer, two 21 kV pothead foundations, and~.
a contrel building; ‘

The underground portion of the line is proposed
to use high-pressure oil-filled pipe-type
(HPOFPT) cable circuits. Each 230 kV circuit
consists of three underground cables encased in
an 8-5/8 inch oil- filled pipe, pressurized to
200 psig with pretreated electrical insulating
oil, buried in trenches 4 to 6 feet deep and 20
feet apart. A pressurizatieon plant will be
installed at the Vineyard substation to
maintain proper oil pressure. Manholes will be
placed at intervals of 1,000 to 3, 500 feet for
installing and joining cables.

The overhead to underground trans;t;on station
is located.in a 150 by 150 foot fenced area,
constructed on £ill, and comprised of a control
building, dead=-end termination structures,
potheads (termination of overhead 230 kV

lines), 230 kV disconnect sthches, surge
arrestors, and coupling capacitor voltage .
transformers. The station 15 to be painted and
landscaped.

The overhead pértion of.the line is a double=~

¢ircuit 230 XV tower line with 1,113 kemil

aluninum nen-specular conductors. Towers are

galvanized steel lattice type ranging from 100

€0 175 feet high, with a base of 25 to 30 feet

on a side. Each leg is supported by a concrete

foundation; spans range from 700 to 1,400 feet

with an average of 1,200 feet.

The PEA identified: several potentlal environmental
impacts as well as mitigatxon measures.’ Following is a summary of
those impacts and proposed mit;gation~ '

1. cultural Resources :

No known cultural resources were identified, however,
unknown cultural resources could be affected by the construction
activities. As a result, when actual locations are determined for
roads, towers and any other ground-disturbing activities after
- certification, a qualified archaeologist will conduct an intensive.
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survey of cultural resources. If sxgnit;cant cultural resources _
are identified, they will be avoided or m;tlgatlon measures wxll be
undexrtaken.

No threatened or endangered species.are Xnown to exist in
the project area, but habitat suitable for several state or
federally listed species does exist. Therefore, after specific
locations are determined for constructien and facilities, an
intensive biological survey will be conducted. Project facilities
and construction will then. be adjusted if necessary to aveoid such
resources.

3. Yisual Resources 3

' PG&E has identified. approximately 15 homes within one-
balf mile of the overkead transmission with sxgnlflcant zmpacts on
some views. Strategic tower placement and landscap;ng around the
transition station are proposed to reduce the v;sual‘mmpact.

4. Altexmatives : - -

Figure 10-2 is reproduced here as Table 1 as a guxde to
comparative route locations for the alternates-
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Pd&E,presented a number of alternatives both in"sdpplying
load and in route alternatives to the prdposed project as described

below:

a.

A no project alternate, which PG&E
dismissed as not feasible since load growth

in this are would cause overloading of

existing facilities after 1990.

A tower design alternate discusses tubular
steel towers but concludes that the
proposed lattice steel towers are
preferable because they are less noticeable
visually at long distances which are
typical of the majority of views of the
line. The use of tubular steel towers

, would alseo add approximately $400,000

(1986%) to the total project cost.

An energy ceonservation-load management
alternative was reviewed, but PGLE.
concluded that this alternative could not

keep up with load growth in the Pleasanton
area. :

The 21 XV feeder alternative could sexve
the load growth in the Pleasanton area by
rejinforcing the San Ramon substation and
its transmission systen and adding. 21 kv
feeders from it. This alternative was
rejected by PG&E as not feasible since the
cost would be about 50% more than the
proposed project.

An-underground alternative was evaluated
but dismissed due to cost: the overhead
line alternative was estimated to cost $148
rer foot compared to underground at $1,167
per foot, not including right of way costs.
PG4E concluded that ”visual benefits gained
by undergrounding the remaining 3.7 miles
of overhead transmission line are
outweighed by the economic constraints.”

An all overhead route was not considerea a
feasible alternative due te¢ residential
development expanding into the area.




. A.86-10-006 ALJ/WRS/fs *

g. A number of route alternatives were
considered, resulting in the proposed
project and two alternatives in the PEA:

(1) Route 1 altermatives; the two best
alternates of the five variations
studied were considered as final
contenders for the project; V~TLl-R1
and V=Tla-Rl. g :

Route 2. altermatives:; the two Route 2
alternatives were eliminated due to
consideration of reliability, visual
impact, geology, and land use.

Two- Route 3 alternmatives considered
were similar; the variation that
ultimately became the proposed project
(V=T5=a=R3) was selected because it
allows a greater length of natural
visual screening of the overhead
portion against the reolling hills.

PG&E’s prepared testimony lists the estimated project
cost for the proposed project and three alternates plus the all
underground alternate, considered by request' of DRA. This
information is shown in Table 2. . PG&E‘s proposed project is PGSE

-~ Alternate 3, Route 3, option 1. P

o




i

A.86-10-006 /ALI/WRS/vAl Table 2, p- 1
VINETARD TRARSHISSION PROJECY - ROUTE ALTIRUATIVES COST CONPARISON (31,00%) ‘ lagust 13, 1987

LTRMTINE | ACTOMYIVEZ  WLTRGTIVE S ALMNTINE 4 ALTOOMTITE S -
mLOMOEl mLOMINZ B, OPMOEL WM, OMmON? M

1 - OVERELAD LINX

1. DenInme S01 T R
b, CORSTRUCTION. - : o
T ) | o 1
BATIRIAL 150 o (Y4 N 11 39
. I % - 6 o
cormtt 50 e o
onm . 3 I
C. BADNTIMANCE S ' ¥ §
D, ESCALATION Cow o us
I CORTIISTICY 2 o W oam

TOTAL DIRECY: . L
. IBICTS | | e

G. OVIRERDS | s

CROSS FIANCLL - ‘ 1)

>

RSPV T PR P i L b el &

2 - TRAISITION STTION

i. IKIIIG. . S S ] W
. CoISTavCTION ' o S
U cmo o owy . wy
umIiL ’ ‘ ‘ o . LU
D ' ' -
wme - Bt
om Vi . * ) . . “ ‘ » ’ '
€. ISCatatIOn ' o ' S (P .
C b, comnemtr : SRR 74

fotaL DIRICY S o oaam

L 10D | : T
P, OVIRIRANS . o om

. S1055 FIMKCIL B X
3~ WD L

L. DRI
1.’ COESTICTION
T
LI
o A
coTHiCY
onn
G ESCALTION
). CORTIIINY

. e e - WL A A Tane S S e

©ToTLL MRS

L. TIBIcS
P OMIIIILS

- CGR0SS- PIBASCTAL




A.86-10-006__/ALIARS /udl

T~ T/ 7P0TICT.

L I
© ). copsTRcEION

_orine

. ESCALITIOn |
CORTLIREICT
TOTAL DIRIC:

TGS
oTIRILDS

£2055 INABCIAL

©§ - STESTATION

T 1 Twe w1

3. CORSTIOCTION

197:) S M1 L u 5708

UumiL 1,820 1,520 LN - L320
THFL AL | 5T 5T 14 T

et o 150 s s

oTIn : v B R 0

R
o € TSCALATION | 13k} ' w - W 13

ko CONTIKTIC m Mmoo e m
o omaer: 3,406 N N N
L INDICYS. 5 U 3

. ovIumS - I 1 A T wmo

G105 TTRLICLLL L950 W s 4

L

180
UL

§T
450
'
1
T4

3.436

0
.

4,350

T0T4L T00TT FILANCTAL maan 1,380 18,105 2,590
. (KIRL'§ &.COUSYRUCTION) : -

K

TOTAL PROTECY PLANIING,

G206, & LAID FTWARCLAL Cust 10 X I X 11 1,708

e

1481 are A3 _ A8}

AR

- 0L PIOVECY TINARCLAL COSY man wa . an 25,15

£

TOUTE DESCRIPTION: : .

ACTIZNTITE 1 - PandD MOWE R1-TI-Y (4.7 B 1.2 B4 0/6, 3.5 14 O/1)

LTIILTIVE 2 - Paadd BORYE 1 Tha=¥ (5.1 BL.; 1.9 B8, §/6, 3.2 14, O/T)

g&n’:& : - Nod JORT B3 -ae15-Y (5.3 BK.: 1.6 B4, U/6, 3.7 14, O/F - PROROSED PROJECT)

Q2C DAT RAQRIST 4, QVES. 3.3.3a (5.6 BL.;3.54. W62.1.04. /1)
AVTIINYIVE § - co¢ ity INOESY 84, QUIS. 4 (ALL VMDINIONDD) - : '




" A.86-10-006 ALJ/WRS/fs *

PG&E selected the proposed project as envirormentally
sound and cost justified, in the cuxrent era of competition in
serving and generating electricity. COmpetition’exists in the

forms of self-generation, cogeneration, and purchases from parties
other than PG&E. :

IV. Draft Environmental Imbact Rewoxt

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), prepared by
the CPUC as lead agency under CEQA, was iSsued July 20, 1987. The
purpose of the DEIR is to comply with all provisions of CEQA, and
assess the environmental impacts of the proposed project, and
project alternatives. Included in the analysis are concerns of
local governmental and citizen groups.

The,DEIR'includes‘a critical assessment of the PEA,
supplementing basic PEA data with archival and field woxk in
biology. geology, land use, and visual quality carried out by the
EIR team, which includes DRA menbers and«environmentam-and
engineering consultants. ~ '

The DEIR states that in the process of publzc contact and
partzcxpatxon, it became clear that the public was more concerned
with two envirommental factors than the others. The two are land
use, and visuval quality. Less concern was expressed regarding
_geology, wildlife,. archaeology, constrxuction traffic, and noise. As
a result, the DEIR gave increased emphasis to those two factors in
&etermxn;ng the least’ envxronmentally sensitive pronect
alternatxve.

Nevertheless, substantial effort was expended in the DEIR
in investigating other impacts in order to satlsry CEQA
requirements. These areas include:

‘6 vegetation and wildlife

o geology ‘

o traffic and construction |
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noise

public health and safety
cultural resources
growth inducements
Five alternatives to the proposed project, including the
no project alternative were evaluated, as described under Section
1.3, pages 1-4 and 1-5 of the DEIR, following as Table 3:

-
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. 13 ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION
ALTERNATIVE 1: ROUTE 1, OPTION 1

Beginning at the proposed Vineyard substation, Alternative one is undergrounded in a
southwesterly direction for 1.2 miles until it reaches Picoé Road extension at the
bdundaﬁry of the Kottinger Ranch subdivision, where it turns south to Transition Station 1.
From this point alternative one is overheaded {or tm:ee miles to Valleeitos Road tuming\
southeast and tapping into the Tesla-Newark 230 KV transmissaon line. The altematwe is
4.7 miles. thh 1.2 miles underground.

ALTERNATIVE 2: ROUTE 1, OPTION 2

Mfemétive two was included to examine a mitig;atién for viéual impacts of alternative.
ote. The underground portion of Alternative two would be the same as Alternative one
except Alternative two would turn east at transition station 1 for approﬁmately 1,400
feet. The route would turn soutl; for 2,500 fegt to ‘an.altema.we transmor_x_sta..xon (T1 A)
where it would be overheaded and would allow the same route as alternative one. The
total distance of Alternative twowould be 5.1 miles with 1.9 miles underground.

ALTERNATIVE 3: ROUTE 3, OPTION 2 -

'Alternative three would follow the same route 25 the project until it reached Viney&'c‘.
Avenue wbere it would turn southeast to East Vineyard Avenue then 1o the westernmost
boundary of the Wente Brothers property. Alternative three would proceed southeast along
the Wente Brothers property emerging at a transition station at the westernmost end of
the Wente propcrty in the R.3 corridor. The alternative would be overheaded for two
miles to Vallecxtos Road then to the Tesla~Newark 230 kV transmissmn line. Altematwe
three would be 5.6 miles long with-3.5 miIes undergrounded. '

ALTERNATIVE 4: Route 4

. Alternative four would be 5.6 miles long with the entire route undetground'. Alternative
four would follow the same route from .the substations to East Vineya.rd Avenue as
Alternative three. At East Vineyard Avenue the route would turn southeast following an

. easement along East Vineyard Avenue to Vallecitos Road. The route would go under
Vanecxtos Road ‘to a transitxon statzon dxrecﬂy' under the ’IZesla-Newark KV 230
transmxsszon line. ' -
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ALTERNATIVE 5: NO PROJECT S

‘Exxstmg statutory authority requu-es that each electric utxlx'qr in California, mcludmg'
PG&E, furnish and maintain adequate and continuing electrical serviee to the customers
in its service area (California Public Utilities Commmswn Code,* Sectxon 451). Based on
the projection of load and customer g:-ow‘th, the electric distribution system that serves
the Pleasanton area will be deficient by 1990. The magnitude and duration of required
load reduction would grow as area dema.nds g;:ow, un‘m new and exxstmg customers would
be forced to utilize other energy sources.or cease unhzmg energ:r altogether. ‘




A.86-10=-006 ALJI/WRS/fs

Alternatives
DEIR Table 1-1 indicates comparative env:.ronmem:al
mpacts o£ the proposed proj ect a.nd rour proj ect a.lternatzves shown
a‘; Table 4. '
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Although the table lists impacts bytall environmental
factors and doesn’t specifically differentiate relative importance,
the discussion repeats that “the land use and visual cuality
impacts are considered by local government agencies, affected
property owners, citizen groups and other public’ participants as
the issues of paramount concern.”

The alternates considered superzor are all-U.G.
Alternate 4 (Route 4), and 60% U.G. Altermate 3 (Route 3,

Option 2); both alternates were developed in the DEIR and were not
1n the PEA, but were latexr 1nvest;gated by PG&E as. a result of CPUC
datd request. . ‘

Altexrnate 5, the no project alternat;ve, is not
' consxdered vmable in the DEIR since projected load and customer
qrowth will cause the electric distribdution system serving the
Pleasanton area to be Jdeficient by 1990, with obvious service and
reliabxlzty*zmplzcations. .

: Alternate 3 is similar to the proposed project except
- that it has twice as.much underground ,wnich reduces land use and
visual quality 1mpacts-

All-U.G. Alternate 4 is the only alternate to avold
significant visuval impacts. including those associated with crossing
over scenxc ‘roads, i.e., Vineyard Avenue and Vallecitos Road. As
the only all-U.G. alternate, it is also the only~one eliminating
potential concerns about electric and magnetic fields that can
induce voltage and currents in objects in proximity to the
transmission line. Additionally, ozone'and nitrogen oxides are
generated. At 230 kilovolts many of the problems associated with
higher voltages becone ins;gnlfxcant, but the gquidelines Lssued by
the State of California, Environmental Protection Agency, and the
National Electric Safety Code need to be considered with regard to
overhead transmission lines. The DEIR.recommends testing. atter

‘construction to insure compliance if an alternate usinq overhead

tranamission lines is selected.
\\
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Figure 2-2 on page 2-~4 of the DEJ;R-Y shows the relative
locations of the alternates considered in the DEIYR shown as Table 5

following. (DEIR Alternate 3 is the same as PEA Alternate 4, DEIR
‘Alternate 4 is the same as PEA Alternate 5.).
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Comparative costs of the waiternative_s are l:i.'sted“in
Table 2-1, p. 2-12 of the DEIR, shown below as Table 63
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'ra'bl;e’ 6

Plan

Desimation
R3, Option 11 |

Alternative 1
R1l, Optionl -

Alternative 2
R1, Option2 -

Alternative 3,
- R3, Option 2.

Altematiire 4, Route 4

1A.pplicnzu:xt:‘. preferred plan.

Miles of

Miles of

SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

Total

- . Total
‘Estimated
Cost

Underground = Overhead 'Miles

1.6 .

1.2 '
1.9

3.5

3‘:7{‘

e

2.1

: a5 4.7

5.3

8.1

. 5.8

| $21,129,000

$23,209,000

©$26,296,000"

$31,034,000.
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The DEIR investiqetion'concludes that the only
szgnmflcant, unavoidable, adverse 1mpacts are visual impacts of
overhead transmission lines and towers 1n at least three locations
along the proposed route: :

© Crossing aneyard Avenue, a County

designated Scenic Route;
Adjacent to the Wente property:

And crossing Vallecitos Road, a County

des;gnated Scenic Route.‘ _
All other impacts identified in the DEIR as.signlflcant
* ‘can be reduced to moderate, low, or ins;qnlfxcant by mitigation
measures.

The DEIR ranked the~alternate5'by comparing impacts in
areas where clear differences exist between them. Those
differences by category of ;mpact are summarized below. ,

© AlL-U.G. Alternate 4 is environmentally superzor because
of: :
¢ Elimination of vmsual 1mpaots of overhead
scenxc road crossings;

Low impacts to other land uses due to use ‘of
available existing rlght-of-way.

Low impacts for the substation site
. after mitigation.

Low impacts to emrport safety, agricultural
conservation, and land use’ planning
- policies. , |
60% U.Gﬂ Alternate 3 is‘ranked seeond due'to-low‘impacts
to airport safety, agricultural ,conserxvation, and land use planning
in the underground segment. : '
The PG&E propesed project is ranked third because of
potential significant impacts on flight safety since the overhead
segment could inxringe on the FAA. rlight referrel aree. Added.
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potential significant impacts are on existing and proposed land
uses in the overhead segment due to the amount of land needed for
rights-of-way for the overhead segment, and on County Scenic
Corridoxr policies. '

Fourth and fifth rank;ng went to the two Route 1
alterrates because of potentially szgnlflcant inmpacts on existing
and proposed land uses in the overhead ‘areas, impacts on
agricultural conservation policies and visual impacts.

V. Public nggzingg'

Public hearings were held on August 25 and 26, 19#7 to
elicit public comment on the DEIR in a less formal manner.than in
the evidentiary hearlngs that were to follow., At each public ‘ )
hearing session, DRA Assistant Project Manager Orebic expla;ned the'p
responsibility of the DRA in this type of proceedzng, that publlc '
comments from the earlier public. workshops were incorporated in the
. DEIR and that consultants were employed by DRA staff to assist in
specific areas, i.e., EIP Consultants (EIP) to prepare the EIR and
R. W. Beck to prepare the engineering report for the DRA evaluation
of the application. Representatives of EIP summarized the findings
of the DEIR. Staff counsel Harrington offered to help any pafty in
participating or in understanding the Commission process.
A number of interested‘parties made statements regarding
their views of the proposed project and the DEIR. Support for the
DEIR recommended all-U.G. Alternate 4 was unaninous; cohcernsjover
aspects of the project and other alternates varied, but all who
offered comments supported all-U.G. Alternate 4. Among those
offering their views were residents of the citlos of Livermore and
Pleasanton, the County of Alameda, and Mayor Turner of Livermore.
,Assigned Commissioner Duda attended these hearings.
, Concerns centered around visual impact and effect of the
proposed project on land use, with particular concern vomced about,‘
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negative effect of overhead transmission facilities in this
generally picturesque area of vineyards and historic old wineries.
Additionally, the area, sometimes referred to by interested parties
as the ”“fertile crescent” was characterized as having the‘pOtential
" to be a significant tourist attraction due to development plans
that could result in facilities not unlike those of the Silverado
area of Napa Valley, including hotels, wine‘tasting‘rooms,'golf
course(s) and similar amenities. Public sentiment, although
strongly favoring the all underground,alternate, generally did not

otherwise oppese buildmng .3 transn;ssxon project in the Pleasanton
area.

VI. RGEE Motion to Limit Issues

| On September 17, 1987, PGLE filed a motion to limit
issues relating to alternate underground technologies and to

" prevent appointment of a Construction Project Board (Beoard). The
.'DRA, in its prepared test;mony recommended that a comparat;ve
analysis of alternate technolog;es for 230 kv underground be
conducted before PG&E is granted a CPCN for this project, based on
the R. W. Beck report (Exhibit 12) entitled “Technology and
Environmental Assessment Guide on Underground HV Power
Transmission”. DRA believes that the Vineyard project is a
potential opportunity for evaluating technologies other than
HPOFPT cable proposed by PGSE. The alternative technologies

are low-pressure oil=tilled (LPOF) cable and scliad d;electr;c
cable. PG&E argued that such an assessment could not be
accomplished within the schedule for the project, and that it was
unnecessary since the R. W. Beck report concluded that PG&E’s
proposed underground technolegy is a reasonable one. Additionally,
PG&E’s motion argued that Public Utilities (PU) Code Section 1091
does not apply-to'line extension projects of this.type unless the
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cost exceeds $50 million, and that the Board would have to be
appointed-ear;ier in the CPCN process so that its recommendations
could be considered in the CPCON.' _

DRA opposed the motion on the grounds that adequate time
exists to carry out the evaluation of alternate technologies
without affecting the schedule for the CPCN, and that potentially
cheaper alternatives offer not only possible savings, but can alse
provide valuable operating experience zor'PG&E for use when
cons;derzng appropriate technologies for future underground
transmission facilities. DRA also arqued that PG&E’s
interpretation of PU Code Sec. 1091 is faulty in that the $50
nillion project cost relates to gas plant, not electric, that the
Board can function as proposed, reportlnq to the Commlssmon after
issuance of a conditional CPCN.

Wente Brothers Winery and’ Signature Properties (Wente)
opposed the motion on similar grounds.

PU Code § 1091 applies to electrical lines adding
capacity in excess of 50 MW; ‘the proposed project has a capacity
substantially in excess of 50 MW.

The types of undergrounding technologxes are descrlbed
below:; all types use a cable consisting of conductor(s)_to carry
the electricity, insulation to protect the conductor from '
electrical grounding and from the environment, insulation shielding
to smooth electrical stress and carry fault current, a2 sheath to
add strength and protection to the cable and pfovide a moisture
barrier, and usually also a protective jacket to'rurther protect
‘the cable from the environment.

The HPOFPT uses cables in steel pipe tilled with oil
under about 200 psi pressure. The purpose of the oil is to absorb
gas in the insulation, to eliminate voids and prevent zon;zatzon,
corona discharqe and insulation breakdown.‘ A typical cross-section’

from the R. W. Beck Assessment Guide on underground technologies
tollows as Table 7. : S
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INSULATING OIL 6.4mm (1/4") THICK

STEEL PIPE THICKNESS
254mm-(10”°) 1.D.

MASTIC CORROSION
PROTECTION

12.7mm (1/2*) THICK

o

L0
’/

7

2

T

:a}'l

. IMPREGNATED -
PAPER WRAPPING

CONDUCTOF
2000KCmils

TYPICAL HIGH PRESSURE OIL FILLED PIPE TYPE
(HPOFPT) CABLE CROSS-SECTION

- 28—
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i

The two circuits for this project will be separated for
¢cooling purposes, requifing separate trenches, usually on both
sides of the road, in order to allow‘adequaterthermal separation.

The LPOF system is a self-contained system using a:
conductor with an interxioxr duct that carrles oil at pressures in
the range of 25 to 40 psi. 0il serves a function similar to the
HPOFPT system; it absorbs gas in the Lnsulatxon and eliminates void

~ formation and 1onizatxon. A typlcal cross-sect;on tollows as
- Table 8.
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The solid dielectric system has no oil, rather it is a
solid cable systen c:ons;sting of a central conductor surrounded by
insulation and protective sheath:mg as’ shown below as Table 9:




Copper or aluminium conductor

Conductor screen

LDPE, HDPE or XLPE insulation

Care scroen

Leoad sheath . N
(plus aluminiym wires at $20 kV)

PVC or PE overtheath

TYPICAL SOLID DIELECTRIC CABLE CROSS-SECTION
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VII. Exidsntin:kazddns&

Four days of evidentiary hearings were helg‘ih San
Francisco on September 28, 29, 30, and October 1, 1987. On the
Lirst day of hearing the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) denied
‘PG&E’s motion to limit testimony on alternate U‘G-technoloqies and
to limit discussion of appointment ‘of a COnstructlon Project Board,
so that the record could be developed on these issues.
A. Positions of Parties _ S
: The positions of thejpa:tiés‘canﬂbe summarizedfas ‘
follows: o : |

) 1. PGSE . . E

PGLE believes that load growth in the Pleasanton area
necessxtatcs increased ab;lzty to serve electr;c.demand and that
the proposed project is the preferred means of serving it, that
underground;ng is appropriate only for the length proposed. In
PGSE’s view, undergrounding the entire line is not worth the
additional cost in other portions of the proposed alternate since
residential development of Ruby Hills, a residential development
project currently being planned by Wente, is speculative and
uncertain. For the same reasons, the all-U.G. Alternate 4 'is not
-appropriate due to its approximately”slo million additional cost,
which PG&E helieves cannot be justified.

Fear of bypass of PG&E’s system by exlstlng or potential
PG&E customers is one reason PGLE is interested in keeping costs of
the project minimized. PG&E argues that overhead transmiésion
facilities are compatible with residential development and are a
fact of life, and that proper subdivision design minimizes the
resulting visual and land use impacts. .
' PGSE witness Maslowski testified that the all-U.G.
Alternate 4 may not be an optimal solution even if visual impacts
of the proposed project justified full undergrounding.’ In that
case, PG&E would seriously consider alternates to the project, such
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as expansion of the San Ramon substation, at a comparable cost to
all-U.G. Alternate 4, but with the advantage o:’spreading the costs
over the next 20 years since the substation expansmon can be done
in increments as load grows. This contrasts with the high initial
costs associated with a new transm;ss;on.project that can’t-
pract;cally be built in increments.  However, the substatxon
expansion could result in less rel;abxl;ty than the proposed
project. :

PG&E witness Xunitake testified on technology selection
for the underground sections of the'p:ojeot,;relating PG&E’S
experience and knowledge of other technolegies snggested by the
DRA consultant’s engineering report. : PG&E has one 3~1/2 mile
section of 115 kv LPOF self-contained‘system in Oakland in sexvice
since 1938. Several sections were replaced in the 1950’s due %o
corrosion of the lead sheath, with several more replecea in 1985
for the same reason. Corrosion of the lead sheath allows oil to
leak and ultimately cause failure. | |

PG&E also has three 230 XV LPOF circuits installed at the'
Helms punped storage plant, which are znstalled in a vertical
shaft, a type of installation that would be difficult or impossible
. using conventional pipe-type cable due to the need to support the
cable An the vertical run. Kunitake believes that LPOF systems
should usually be installed in ducts for ease of maintenance, in
which case the cost would be comparable to that oz ‘the HPOFPT
system.

PG&E has in service about 1oo-circuit-miles_or the HPOFPT
. and high=~pressure gas-filled pipe-types; with an average age of 25
years. Oil-filled pipe-types are normally used except in hilly
terrain where gas-filled pipe-types are used to reduce the problem
of static head due to elevation dirrerences. There has not been a
| szngle failure on these circuits to date.
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Exhibit A of Exhibit 8 following as Table 10 indicates
trouble rates in cable, joints, and terminations for four types of
installations as reported in an Edison Electric Institute
publication entitled #Pransmission: Cable Operation=1986” dated May .

1987.
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The trouble rates for cable are per 100 circuit-miles,
and for joints and terminations are per 1,000 installations.
Clearly the cable and joint failure rates are significdntly lower
for pipe cable than the other types, while the termination failure
rate shows no clear advantage for pipe cable. However, Kunitake
testified that terminations are relatively easy to repair.

‘Kunitake testified that PG&E’s experience with solid
dielectric cables has not been encouraging due to premature
failures in lower voltage distributionQSystems: such failures are
occurring after 15 years, half the design life. However, he
believes the quality to be adequate for voltages to- 60kV: above
that voltage, the insulation is subject to degradation by
ionization of gases entrapped in the ‘voids of the insulation. This
ionization can degrade the insulation and allow treelng which can
ultimately cause cable failure. Tests conducted by the Electrzc
Power Research Institute (EPRI) at the Waltz Mill test :acxl;ty in
the 1970’s resulted in failure of all cables prematuraely. More.
recently in the early 1980’s tests of 138 and 230 XV .solid
dielectric cables also resulted in premature failures. One
conclusion is that American-made solid dielectric cable is not
adequate at these voltages, but that some  foreign made cables mnay

 be adequate; therefore EPRI intends.tovtest them at 230 kV in 1988
at waltz Mill. The tests are accelerated durability tests that in’
two years simulate a normal 30-year life cycle, so the results of
the 1988 tests should be available in 1990 ox later.

PG&E witness McCullodgh”testiried regarding land-use
impacts, visual effects and costs. His testimony offered examples
of development that occurred despite the existence of overhead
transmission facilities, a notable example being the Blackhawk
subdivision, which has two overhead lines c:ossing it. McCullough
believes that subdivision development is compatible with overhead
transmission lines, and that Ruby Hills could be developed

- reasonnbly with the proposed project. s;nce_most visual impacts,
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would be at a distance they would not be significant due to natural
shielding and strategic placement of towers. On ¢ross-examination,
McCullough stated that he had not talked directly to anyone
representing Blackhawk in formulating his conclusion regarding the
_effects of transmission lines on residential'development. Although
he testified regarding potential impacts on the'Ruby Hills
development, “I think that if the towers were in and then this
subdivision were constructed ,fthe‘impactfon'those-would be
negligible.” (Tr. p. 250), on cross—examination he conceded that
#The perception of the vast majority of the people is that they
don’t like transmission lines, yes.” (Tr. p. 251.) Regarding
PG&E’s decision to not give the Ruby Hills proposal the same
treatment as the Kottinger and Lund residential‘developmént
projects, i.e.; undergrounding in the project vicinity-to avoid
‘visual and land-use impacts, McCullough stated that Ruby Hills is -
different. The‘Kottinger project has an approved Planned Unit
Development (PUD), and although ‘the Lund project does not yet have
& PUD, or at least didn‘t at the time of PGEE’s selection of the
proposed project, it is, in his est;matlon, very ¢close to receiving
approval from the county. Ruby Hills, in his opinion, is
speculative since approval would require either changes in existing
county planning, changes in zoning, or annexation of this area to
the City of Pleasanton. He conceded"thatfzoning‘lawsﬂrrequently
change and that city boundaries of. a growing city such as
Pleasanton usually grow or extend over time.

Further testimony of McCullough centered on land
acquisition costs, visual impacts of tower placement, and the issue
of who should pay for .the additional costs of undergrounding the
entire route, as in all-U.G. Alternate 4, if that is ordered by the
Commission. He believes that those parties who benefit from the
undergrounding, - should pay the added. costs, i.e., ...the City of
\Pleasanton, the city of Livermore, and the portion of the county
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where property owners live where the transmission line would
cross.” (Tr. p. 338.)

PG&E witness Jones, PG&E's only senior routlng engzneer,
testified regarding effects of overhead ‘transmission lines on
residential development. Although he was unsuccessful in’ contacting
Blackhawk representatives, he did talk to another developer,
Tassajara Develeopment Coxrporation (Tassajara) who is developing a
parcel adjacent to the transmission corridor. He reported that
Tassajara feels that competent architects and designers have many
factors to deal with, and things such as orientation of the house
can overcome problems such as immediatély-adjacent visual impacts..
Offsetting advantages in developing a heme adjacent to a
transmission line are open space or green belt in the transmmsslon
corridor. Jones investigated parcels. adjacent to and away from the
transmission corridor rega:ding assessor valuat;on to detexmine if
a difference in value was apparent. He found ne such difference.

Jones also testified regarding anothexr developer,
Braddock and Logan Associates (B&L), who had been 1n contact with
PG&E concerning the possible purchase of a parcel of property owned
by PG&E adjacent to a transmzss:gn line. The B&L representative
indicated te PG&E that the presence ot'twO'parallél transnission
lines bisecting a development would not have. a measureable effect
on the selling price of homes in the $2oo 000 to $300,000 price
range in this development.

Jones acknowledged that PGEE’s preferred route includes
an added $9 million for mitigation by undergroundxng 1.6 niles of
line, as compared to the cost of an all overhead route, but did noet
agree that the additional $10 mill;on for undergroundlng of the :
DEIR recommended all-U.G. Alternate 4 could be justxtled under any
assumptions. |

2. Division of Ratepaver Advocates

DRA presented four witnesses, beglnning with the panel

consisting of witnesses Wood and Perezru. The panel testlzied to
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the engineering report and to the report by R. W. Beck and
Associates entitled “Technology and Environmental Assessment Guide
on Underground High Voltage Power Transmission”. The latter report
is intended as a generic reference guide for the CPUC, to be used
also for other transm;ss;on line proceed;ngs.

Pereira testified that the data used by PG&E in
evaluating the relmab;llty of solid dlelectrxc cable is not
necessarily the best to use since it covers only recent years when
the United States has gone through its learning curve, and .
therefore the data is not comparable with data for the HPOFPT
system. He also believes that the LPOF system should be considered
for the project. The panel discovered a number of errors in the
failure rate data, some of which were corrected on the stand and
others were corrected in the f;nal report. ‘

Witness Trembley sponsored the DEIR:; in,response to the
many comments in publlc sessions regarding the relatxve importance
- of environmental criteria, he explained. that the alternat;ves weare
ranked for each category on a best to worst basis. Regarding
suggestions that relative weighting be used‘considering the
inportance of each category, Trembley suggested that such weighting
is not practical. The environmentil.assessment-ahd rankings of the
alternates was done without consideration of césts, since although
it is easy to express costs for items such as easements or land,

- #It is quite another thing to give a quantitative‘figure for the
value of an Alameda striped racer, or give a number for the value
of a single visual impact.” (Tr. p. 447.)

Trembley explained that considering all aspects, the all- ‘
U.G. Alternate 4 is preferred and that many of the impa;ts
associated with it are very short term, such as construction,
tratfic, and noise. All other alternatives have significant
unmitigatable visual impacts that occur at the crossings of county
~ designated scenic corridors, i.e., at Vineyard Avenue and at
~ Vallecitos Road. .
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Witness Russell testified regarding the recommendation of
a cost cap based on PG&E’s. cost estimate Zor the HPOFPT system.

Her recommendation is that if a lower cost alternate is selected,
the cost saved can be set aside for contxngeney in case added
maintepance costs result from the alternatlve4undergroundmng
technology.

She explained that the role of DRA in evaluating an
application for CPCN is to evaluate four major factors; need for
the project, economics of the project, engineering feas;bll;ty, and
environmental impacts. Russell also expla;ned that additional
inpetus for the all-U G. Alternate 4 is prov;ded by the stated
intent of some of the local representatzves to encourage
development of a tourist attraction centered on the reglon s wxne
_growing. : .
. Regarding the issue of who 'should be responsmble for the
extra costs of undergrounding, Russell testified that if the all-
U.G. Alternate 4 is selected, all PG&E ratepayers should ‘share the
cost. She. testified that DRA gave consmderable thought. to the
issue, but couldn’t determine a rat;onal_means for any other
allocation: ”...it would be very‘dirfieuit to draw an exact line
around those people that have a direct benefit from this line going
'underground. .--YOu could probably expand it a little beyond the
Livermore Valley. and the direct communities. and: in the Bay Area
region,...maybe a little beyond that. . . . We did consider .
earlier in the process trying to find a_meehanism of setting up
some regional assessment district or something, but we felt that
there was no way to determine who those direct beneficiaries were
and to try to assign those costs, you know,. given the other '
situations where undergrounding bas taken place, that it 1s—just
too difficult to do that.~ ('.cr. P. 501, 502. )
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3. VWente Brothers Winery, Signatuxe Homes or Signature
Properties, and certain Vineyard Avenue Property
Qwnexrs (Wente)

Wente witness Weissman,:ese;fied regarding visual impacts
and that Alternates 1 and 3 will interfere with development of
residential housing. Although the Wente project (Ruby Hills) is

‘not as far along as the two along Route 1, it is being actively

developed at this time. In her view,vthe[only ehvirenmental
difference between the routes is that the timing of development
along Altermate 3 is slightly behind Route 1, but the visual and
land use impacts are comparable. Weissman pointed out that the
photographs with superimposed transm;ssion towers leave out a major

feature of the proposal, l.e., access roads necessary to construct
and maintain the towers and line.

Weissman believes that the proper way to do a vzsual
analysis is to take photos from every point along the line: the
assumption is that if you can see something, it can see you.

Furthermore, the photos furnished by PGLE are about a mile away.

from the transmission line and‘thererore don’t show the impact on
possible residents of Ruby Hills who would be much closer.

Weissman testified that she talked to the President of
Blackhawk Properties and the Executxve Vice-President of Blackhawk
Corporation regarding 1mpacts on development and property values of
the transnmission line crossing that area. They felt that the
impact was greatest during the initial. sales of the propertmes, and
also indicated the need for substantial changes to the project as a -
result of the transmission line. Homes ad:acent to the
transmission line lnit;ally sold for 20 to 30% less than comparable
homes away f£xrom the it, while resales were less affected in price.

weissman contacted sgeveral vineyards, Chateau .Seuverain,
and Wente, whom she is representing, on the impact. of overhead
transmission lines on ‘viticulture. A number of ccncerns wexe

‘expressed including con:lict with farm machinery, especmally when

s
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vines are replaced, hazard of electrocution of-workers, aerial
spraying difficulty, effect of herxbicides used to control growth in
the transmission line corridor, and aesthetics. Aesthetics affects
marketability and pricing of varietal wines since the price people
are willing to pay for a bottle of wine depends on theixr pefception
of the winery itself. Additionally, as related by Mr. Wente to
Weissman, publicity by wine journals and magazines is adversely
affected due to visual effects of overhead transmission lines.

‘ Weissman believes that the visual impact of the proposed
project would be as great on Ruby Hills as it would be on
Pleasanton if PG&E were to build the transmission line overhead
through Pleasanton, because much of the alignment through Ruby
Hills would be part way up the h;llsxde and thus be more visible
from the surrounding area.’ ‘

Wente witness Howerton, a 1andscape archztect and
planner, testified that in his experience there would be no reason -
to spend the time and money that’s been spent on the Ruby Hills
project if it were not a viable, marketablé project. In his view
the project should be considered likely to be ‘consumated.

Wente witness Cavagnare testifled that the ¢ost estimates
by PG&E for the underground portion are cquestionable since they
vary substantially from the estimates by Beck. For all-U.G.
Alternate 4, PGSE estimates labor at $4,001,591, compared to Beck
at $6,699,000; material is estimated by PGLE at $8,240,695 compared
to Beck’s estimate at $4,858,000. Cavagnaro recommends intensive

investigation of the rationale and numbefsvused»byjPG&E;“
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4. Signature Properties, Inc., Jack Nicklaus Golf
Sexrvices. and Wente

Witness Ghielmetti testified that the proposed project
would have very significant effects on thé"propcsed‘development ot
the Wente properties'and surroundings. He believes that the
additional $10 million cost for the all-U.G. Alternate 4 is
justified for the long-term benefit of‘tho Livermore Valley.
Ghielmetti doesn’t see undergrounding as a benefit to the Wente
property since it would not improve the éxisting-condi:ion, but
would merely maintain approximately the status quo. Wente is not
interested in sharan the added $10 million cost of undergroundxng.
The witness indicated a willingness to negotiate undexrground
easements, possibly at no cost to PG&E, and added that if overhead
were pursued, potentially costly’condemnatmon procedures could be
required. ‘ ,

5. Individuals Representing Themselves

" Mr. Lund testified regarding the effect of Altermate 1
. on’ the Lund Ranch, a planned residential development located within
the City of Pleasanton. The planned development is in ¢conformance
with the City’s general plan. Altermate 1 lies within the Lund
Ranch along its northwestexn border. Lund supports all-U.G.
Alternate 4 as an environmentally accoptable alternate benefitting
the area and those passing through it.

Mr. Hahner owns 37 acres that he anticipates develop;ng
at some time in the future. The PG&E proposed project goes through
bis property with the transition station located in his front yard.
He supports all-U.G. Alternate 4, and believes that traffic and
noise impacts ot it are overstated in the DEIR as they are shoxt
term in nature, compared to the 40- or’ So-year life of an overhead
transmission line. ‘

Ms. Heinz owns a parcel of 21+ acres and- likew;se lntends
to-develop it at some future time; her- concern regards the
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proposed project. Heinz would be will;ng to dedicate rlghts of way
. for either Alternmate 3 or all-U.G. Alternate 4.
6. Kottinger Ranch _ . o .

Mr. Fairfield, a consulting civil engineer for Kottinger
Ranch, with considerable experience in CEQA and environmental
impact reports, testified concerning visual impacts of Alternate 2.
He believes that the top half of the"tower‘exitihg the transition
station would be visible from many lots of the Kottlnger project.
He emphasized that the 1mpacts of underground construction are much
greater when the construction is done after complet:.on of a
residential development project, as compared to‘be:ore,

Fairfield also testified that he talked to a principal of
the Blackhawk Company and was toldvthatvlots in close proximity to
the transmission line had to be discounted by 20 to 40% to the
original builder oxr homeowner because or'negative feelings about
transmission lines. He believes that the visual lmpact of overhead
transmission lines on the Kottinger project would be’ comparable for

‘the Ruby Hills developments, assuming the latter developed in a
definable period of. tlme. S
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7. The City of Pleasanton .

Peter MacDonald, City Attorney for the City of
Pleasanton, testified regarding the official position of
Pleasanton, i. e., that all-U.G. Altermate 4 is the envmronmentally
superior alternetxve, that 60% U.G. Alternate 3 is marglnally
acceptable, and the other three alternates are unacceptable in
varying- degrees. The City is most concerned with the “fertile
crescent” as a tourist attraction, and . is concerned that overhead
transmissmon lines may disturb the unique ‘'setting the area offers.

Edward Campbell, an Alameda County Supervisor, was unable
to attend the hearings, but filed a late~filed exhibit stating the
concerns of the county regarding the “fertile crescent”. Alameda
County’s constituents clearly faver the all=U.G Alternate 4,
feeling that overhead towers would have a great negatlve lmpact on
the natural beauty of the area. This exhibit is A statement rather
than sworn testimony and is not g;ven the weight of testimony.

9. Alamsoa County Flood Contxol -

The Alameda Flood Control District did not attend the
hearings but sent letters stating concerns about the effect of all-
U.G. Alternate 4 on plans to construct a 36-inch water line along
the same portion of ‘Vineyard Avenue. This is not evidence but the
poten;ial effects will be investigated in the'Supplementa; EIR.

VIIX. Final Envixommental Impact Report

The final Environmental Impact Report (FEXIR) was issued
on October 15, 1987. This document includes a summary of the draft
EIR, comments received during the draft review period and public
hearings, as well as responses to all comments. Incorporated by
reference in the final EIR are the draft EIR, the R. W. Beck
Engineering Report, ‘and the R. W. Beck- preliminery report ,
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#Technology and Environmental AsSessment Guide on Underground High-
Voltage Power Transmission” of September, 1987.

The conclus;on is the same as in the draft EIR, that
significant unavoidable impacts that cannot ke mitigated are
associated with all DEIR alternates except all=U.G. Alternate 4.
Those impacts are visual impacts of transmission lines crossing
over scenic roads (Vineyard Avenue and Vallecitos Roed). All other
impacts can be reduced to‘moderate} low, or insignificant ratings
threugh nitigation measures. All-U.G. Alternate 4 is the
envirommentally superior alternative, 60% U.G. Alternate 3 is
second best, followed by the other three alternates. Sinee the
all-U.G. Alternate 4 was advanced after environmental field work
was underway on the other alternates, it was not possible in the
time available to conduct a complete environmental’ review.
Additional environmental work result;ng in a supplemental EIR will
be required, if all-U.G. Alternate 4 is selected.

Comments on the FEIR were received from several parties
who repeat the comments they furnished on the DEIR, that the
categories of impacts should be weighed. We conclude that the
explanation of relative impoxtance of the categories adequately
considers that issue. The other major comment on the FEIR is from
the Alameda County Flood Control and Water . chservatxon District
(Flood Control) repeating the concern they expressed by letter
about the impact the all-U.G. Alternate 4 route would have on
construction of the Zone 7 proposed 36-inch Vineyard Pipeline, a
water line. Flood Control is concernmed that the route and
construction of the pipeline may be severely hampered by the
location of the underground transmission line, resulting in
potential substantial cost escalation.  We will order the-
Supplemental EIR for all=-U.G. Alternate. 4 to consider this issue.

Because of the need for a. Supplemental EIR for all=U.G.
Alternate 4 if it is approved, the FEIR will not be .a complete

document complying with CEQA until the Supplemental EIR is :
completed and adopted.

i
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The applicant, DEIR, and parties agree that there is a
need for additional electrical capacity to- serve thiS‘growing area.
No party offered reasonable alternates to expanding the
transmiss;on.capacxty except for the PGLE altermate of expanding
the San Ramon substatzon, which couldAbe more cost-effective but
might offer less reliability than the proposed transmission line.
However, PG&E has not offered evidence on the comparative _
reliabilities, comparative cost, or cost effectiveness of alternate
levels of reliability for the Pleasanton area. | '

The Pleasanton area is situated strategmcally both as a

bedroom community and as a hub for commercial and business ‘park

" development due to its location near the junction of two major.
freeways, Interstate Routes 580 and 680. Growth in electrical load
has been 9 MW per yeaf recently, and that‘trend‘is expectéd to
continue in the foreseeable future. Concern has been expressed by
the cities about rel;abxl;ty of electric servzce, an 1mportant
consideration for commercial and busxness park development.

We conclude that an upgrade o! electr;cal capabxlxty to
Pleasanton is needed. S :

B. CEQA ,
The California Envxronmental Quality Act requlres in
Section 21081 that ”"no publlc agency shall approve or carry out a
project for which an environmental impact report has been completed
which identifies one or more significant effects thereof unless
such public agency makes one, or more, of the following findings:

#(a) Changes or alterations have been required
in, or incorporated into, such project .
which mitigate or avoid the significant
environmental effects thereof as.
identified in the completed environnental
impact report...,‘ ,

W W




Specific economic, social, or other
considerations make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the
environmental impact report.”
(Emphasis added.)

: The five alternates to the proposed project considered in
the draft EIR and final EIR include the two Route 1 options in the
PEA, Altermates 1 and 2. 7Two additional alternates are a variation
©f the Route 3 option hav;ng addxtional undergroundzng (60%), the
all-U.G. Route 4, and the no project alternate. ‘Those five
alternates are: ‘ ' \

Proposed project: -Route”z; optionll

Alternate 1: Route 1, Option 1

Alternate Route 1, Option 2

Alternate 3: Route 3, Option 2. (60% U.G.)

Alternate Route 4 (all-U.G. ) .

Alternate no project - E ~

We note at the outset that: PG&E could have prov;ded more
sufficient justificatien for choosxng between the various
alternatives in this c¢ase on env;ronmental grounds and. has not
adequately defined other alternatives to the proposed project which

are comparable in cost to Altermatives 2, 3, and 4.

1. The proposed project, Route 3, Option 1, generated
signiticant controversy regarding the two environmental areas ot
greatest concern, visual quality and land use, with visual qual;ty
as the predominant consideration. E&tensive-testimony‘of DRA and
consultants, property owners, public officials, developers,
planners and other experts, and local.citizens-ail express
.considerable concern about the impact of overhead transmission
towers and lines on this unique area referred to as the Fertile
Crescent. The cities of Pleasanton and Livermore, Wente, and other
parties mention potent;al plans ror development of a tourist
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attraction similar to Silverado in the Napa Valley. In their view,
overhead transmission facilities are not compatible or desirable
with such uses. Propexrty cwners'andfdevelopers':ear that overhe@d
transmission lines will reduce the desirability of their property
and development, both by rendering some portion unusable for
development and by degradation of the natural beauty of this‘unique
area. Concern was expressed by many parties over the visual impact
of transmission lines crossing County designated scenic roads.

PG&E defends the proposed project as adequately
protecting the enviromment by undergrounding the 1.6 niles
proposed, and believes that any further undergroundang is not
- Justified unless the affected or benefited parties are willing to
pay the added costs. In PG&E’s view, Ruby Hills is a speculative
and uncertain development. However, 1t could be developed
reasonably with the proposed project, since subdivisions are
compatible with overhead transmiésion‘linésuand most visual impacts

are minor due to the great distance of the observer from the line.
- Giving due consideration‘to~the evidence, we disagree
that Ruby Hills is a speculative or unlikely;development‘évén
though some changes in zoning or city'boundaries are required
before it can be approved.’ Changes of this type are not unusual,

' especially in rapidly growing areas, and there has been no
“indication in this proceeding of any a:tempt to slow or stop growth
in the Pleasanton area. The changes could delay thé-development,

but the intent and commitment-by‘wante,to»developing the project
would indicate probable success of Ruby Hiylls‘ or a similar
development, by Wente or others. We Strongly'disagree with PG&E’s
treatment of the Wente potential develoﬁment as unlikely and

. unworthy of the same consideration, i.e., undergrounding, given the
Kottinger and Lund development projects. In our view, the fact
that Ruby Hills is behind the schedule of develcpment for Lund and
. Kottinger is not significant when compared to the visual impact
(and land use impact) of transmission towers and lines with an
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expected life of 50 years. PG&E’s arguments that overhead
transmzssxon lines and residential development are not only
compatxble but a fact of life are not convmnclng. The example of
the Blackhawk project merely shows that if an overhead transmission
~line is already in place, development can still occur, but not
necessarily as well as if the line were underground. If PG&E’sS
contention is valid, seemingly most or.the-undergrounding in PG&E’s
proposed project could have been avoided. However, PG&E doesn’t
see an all-overhead alternate as viable, and proposes a project:

. that includes $9 million added costs for underg:ouhding. We agree
that all-overhecad is not viable for this project. We similarly
don’t see overhead as viable in the vicinity of the Wente property
and at the two crossings of County designated Scenic Roads.

2. Alternate 1: Route 1, Option 1 has a nunber of
environmental impacts that are greater than the proposed project,
although most others are the same or similar to it. The greater
impacts are included in all the general‘envifonmental categories:
land use compatibility, visual quality, biotic taotors,-geology;
and traffic and construction. It ranks worst of the altermates in
the first two categories, and inferior to the proposed project in
all categories. Some of the reasons tor.higher‘impacts‘are the
amount of access roads required, 27,ooo‘£oét, causing damage to
marsh and potential loss of trees, local adverse impacts on land .
use planning, visual impacts of the transition station and five
towers on the Kottinger Ranch and existing homes to the northwest.
Additional impacts are the effects on development of some of the
Lund Ranch lots, towers visible from the Alameda County fairgrounds
and the Pleasanton Ridge, and some southerly towers are skyl;ghted
i.e., are silhouetted against the sky and as a result are clearly
visible even at a distance. The transition station is visible from
portions of the Lund property.‘ Because of all these 1mpacts, and
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since other alteijnates have reduced impacts, we conclude that this
alternate does not warxrant further consideratioh,:or this project.

3. Alternate 2: Route 1, Option 2 was developed in the DEIR
as an attempt to mitigate the visual meacts of Alternate 1,
through additional undergrounding and relocatxon of the transition
station, at an additional cost of $2 m;lllon.. Although.sxgnlrncant
improvements resulted, this alternmate is still rated worse than the
PGLE proposed project in all five major categories. Compared to
Alternate 1, Alternate 2 has less impact in.land use compatibility
and visual quality, but greater impact in biotic factors, geology,
and traffic and construction. Some of the areas ot concern are
loss of woodland, v1s;b111ty of the trans;t;on station and a tower
from the Kottinger Ranch, and some skyllghted towers. Skylighting
is a particular concern to the City of Pleasanton, as it wishes to
maintain an uncluttered skylxne view. For this reason it required
Kottinger Ranch to revise its development to eliminate lots where
homes could be built on the skyl:.ne- )

The results of Alternate 2 seem to indicate that the
1mprovements achieved were at the expense of other environmental
considerations. The net result is an alternate with significant
impacts, very similar to Alternate 1; we therefore conclude that
this alternate also does not warrant further consideration.

4. 60% U.G. Alternate 3 is a variation of PG&E’s proposed
project with two nmiles of additional.undergrounding,apd_an'added
cost of $5 million. It has less impact than the proposed project
in three categories, land use, visual quality, and biotic factors

‘while it has a greater impact.only in traffic and construction.
Among the alternatives it ranks second to the all-U.G. Alternate 4
in the categories deemed most important by the participants in this
proceeding, i. e., land use and visual quality. The added
undergrounding'el;minates the overhead crossing of vineyardvAﬁenue,
but the overhead section still crosses Vallecitos Road. Transition
‘Station TSA would have visual impac: on existing rural residen:ial
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and possible future Wente homes,\and the overhead towers would have
the same impact as this section of the proposed project. The
additional undergrounding to the southwest of the Ruby Eill winery
site might eliminate the need for Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) referral and attendant potential for significant adverse
impacts on air navigation and safety. The segment of the alternate
south of the transition:statioh could cause significant adverse
impacts on the City of Pleasanton General Plan Conservation and

" Open Space Element Programs due to the amount oz 1and needed for
overhead rxghts of way and access roads.

Although 60% U.G. Alternate 3 has the least impacts of
all aiternates having overhead portions, it has greater impacts
than the all-U.G. Alternate 4. However, it cannot be dismissed as
a potentially viable alternate until other aspects as cost and
mitigation of impacts are considered further, especially in view of
PGSE’s strong contention that the extra cost of all-U.G. Alternate
4 is not justified and can’t be sustained by PG&E’S ratepayers as a
whole in this period of competition'in supplying electricity.

5. All-U.G. Alternate 4 is the all underground route that
‘gosts about $10 million more than the oroposed project and
eliminates the land use and visual impacts that are associated in
varying degrees with all the other alternates. It was developed by
" DRA as a means of alleviating public concerns over those impacts.
,0fL the rlve broad environmental categorles, all-U.G. Altermate 4
has the least impacts in land use, visual quality, and geology the
greatest impact in traffic and construction, and middle impact in
biotic. Traffic and construction is a short-térm impact and it is
not a major concexrn to the parties in this proceeding. _

6. Alternate 5 is the no-project‘alternate; Given our
conclusions under the need section, we conclude that a no-project
alternate is not viable and will not further consider Alternate 5.

We now focus on all-U.G. Alternate 4 recommended in the
FE:R,and the 60% U.G. Alternate 3. The area oﬂ controversy is .
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whether all=U.G. Alternate 4 is required or justified considering
the additional cost of about $10 mzllxon nore than the PG&E
proposed project, and $5 million more than 60% U.G. Alternate 3.
All parties except PGAE believe that the added cost is either
warranted or required under CEQA. PG&E strongly supports its
proposed project, stating that added undergrounding is not
justified given the speculative or uncertain nature of the
potential Ruby Hills development. Additionally, PGSE is concerned
with minimizing costs in order to keep rates as low as possible to

minimize the threat of bypass by exxstlng or potent1a1 PG&E
customers.

+

The impacts caused by the proposed project and 60% U.G.
Alternate 3 are similar except that the former has additional
impacts in the area where it is overhead and the latter is
'underground. If we were to approve an alternate containing an
cverhead portlon it likely would be Alternate 3, assuming the
additional $5 million over the PGLE. proposed project were justified
or necessary under -CEQA. -

Next we compare 60% U.G. Alternate 3 to all-U G.
Alternate 4. The major impacts caused by Alternate 3 that are
substantially eliminated or reduced to acceptable levels in
all-U.G. Alternate 4 are land use and visual impacts. Land use
impacts are associated with new residential development and with
regional development plans. Residential development is adversely
affected by land needed for the overhead transmission line
corridor, the resulting views from residenceé, the access roads
required for maintenance, and the broad public perception that
nearby overhead transmission lines,are'not‘desirable-‘ The latter
causes a probable reduction in property values, especially in
original sales, a primary concexrn. of developers.conSLdering
feasrbility of development.

We are convinced that in the :oreseeable tuture ‘
‘development will occur at a steady pace in the Pleasanton area.
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Testimony about development pressures due to the proximity of
Interstate Freeways 580 and 680, and the recent history of growth
convince us that the Wente property is likely to develop, whether
by Wente or others. Equally important is the fact that
development underway or planned for this area is being done in an
environmentally sensitive manner emphasizing the picturesque rural
nature of the area. This leads into the next concern.

Visual impacts are a concern of substantially ‘all
partles to the proceeding, relating to planned new development,
existing homes, scenic roads, and the qeneral character of the
#fertile crescent” area.

From the standpoint of regxonal development an overhead
transnission line detracts from the pxcturesque nature of the area,
and would make development of a tourist attraction similar to
Silverado in the Napa valley a more ditficult;ahdxprobably less
successful venture. Even withoutﬁthatgtYpevor development the
proposed project would'visually impéctfpeéplé visiting the area as
well as those residing there. This'&pplication for CPCN is an
opportunity to protect a un;que area from avoidable significant
environmental impacts. On the other hand, given the 1arge towers
and high voltage lines (Tesla-Newark) on‘the ridge over Vallecitos
Road, we are not entirely convinced that in fact the overhead'
section resulting from construction of the 60% Alternate 3 creates
an additional “significant” visual/envirormental impact. In this
regard, we believe that PG&E has not provide¢ sufficient évidence
to make better comparisonsrbétween alternative routes. Although we
applaud PG&E for its concern with minimizing costs in general, we .
must rely upon the record in this proceeding in weighing the added
costs against the relevant envirommental factors.

All=-U.G. Alternate 4 has'a'ccst appréximately*ss-million
greater than 60% U.G. Alternate 3 and $10 million,greater than. the
PG&E proposed project. Saving $5 million in our view does not
satisfy the CEQA requirements that would_allow significant
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‘enviromuantal impacts to remain because of specirié econonic
factors making mitigation infeasible. PG&E has not made an
adequate showing that the $10 million additional cost of all—U G.
Alternate 4 over its proposed project would cause such effects; we
conclude that the $5 million additional cost of all-U.G. . -
Alternate 4 over 60% U.G. Alternate 3 would cause even less
significant economic effects. The final EIR clearly indicates that
total underground;ng is requmred to mxtigate significant
unaveoidable lmpacts. Therefore, all-U.G. Alternate 4 is the
env;ronmentally superior alternate, given the record in thls case.

As we indicated earlier, PG&E stated that upgrad;ng the
San Ramen substation might be pre!errable to all-U.G. Alternate 4
with its added $10 million cost compared to the proposed project.
We will order PG&E to provide a cost—benef;t analysis compar;ng the
upgrade of the substation to all-U.G. Alternate 4. PG&E may
petition the Commission to modi:y this decision andwreopéh‘this
proceeding if they so chose to provide additional evidence on the
relative environmental merits of alternative routes and on other
alternatives to this transmission project.

D. Mitigation Measuxes for All-U.G. Alternate 4

Mitigation measures are identified in the DEIR and
adopted in the FEIR to reduce or aveid sxgn;ticant ;mpacts in the
envxronmental categories that follow:

A preconstruction survey is needed to determlne presence
,and location of nesting raptors, nestxng burrowlng owls, active kit
fox dens, -and coastal sage scrub. -

If raptors nest in the area route the line to avoid the
nest sites and seasonal restrictxonshplaced on construction to
minimize interference with courtship, nest building and incubation.

Route to avoid rlparianAareas and coastal sage scrub, and
nake maximum use of existing roads and trails.
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If burrowing owls nest in the area, PG&E;Should'avoid the
nest sites, and should leave mounds or dirt from construction and
maintenance in the areas if doing soidoesn!t cause maintenance or
health hazards. _ - |

Seasonal restriction on construction in Arroya del Valle
Creek are needed to minimize interference with migration of fish
and breeding of fish and wildlife. Revegetate of‘disturbed areas
in consultation with the California Departmen£ of Fish and Game.
Revegetate disturbed vegetatzon sxtes with native plant speczes
that have value as food and cover for wildlife.

Geotechnical ,

Have a geotechnical engineer define 1ique£actien and |
lateral spreading potential and comply with his recommendatzons for
m;txgatzon.

Appfopriate uses need to be determined for the portion of
the substation site not developed as part of the project,
consistent with the City of Pleasanton’s General Plan. |
Prescriptive rights of access across the southern portion of the
substation site may exist; if so dedication of a portion of the
site as a trail may be needed to allow public access to continue.
This should be coordinated with the c;ty of Pleasanton.

Ixaffic and Construction ,

Coordination of underground construction with the City of
Pleasanton and Alameda County is necessary te-plan construction
'phasing and traffic detours to minimize trdrzié'disruptione

The transition station needs teabe’positioned to maximize
terrain screening, with buffer landscaping inclﬁding large specimen
trees and earth berms added after construction. '

Cultural Resources

Surface inspection during the detailed arxchaelogical

survey may indicate the need for augurinq to determine if
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unrecorded cultural resources exist along the route. Mitigation‘
should be determined by a qualified archaoologlst.
The mitigation measures identified are reasonable and
will be adopted as conditions to the CPCN.
E. Responsibility for the Additional -
Cost of the Undexgrounding

We now deal with the issue of financial responsibility
for the added cost of all-U.G. Alternate 4.

The issue of respons;bmllty for added costs or
undergrounding is a complex one with potential lnequltmes. For
exanple, is it reasonable to charge Wente for a portion of the
extra $5 million cost of undergrounding in all-U.G. Alternate 4
compared to Alternate 3? Should Kottinger Ranch and Lund Ranch
share in the added $9 million cost of PG&E’s proposed project over
an all overhead alternate? How much of eithex or both of these
costs should the cities of Pleasanton and Livermore share? How
"should the County of Alameda share, i.e. all the countyh or only
that portion in reasonable proximity to the 'project? - How will X
future developments and residents share these added costs that will
environmentally benefit the area;tor'perhaps 50 years? Should
visitors and tourists share directly or indirectly in these costs?

Although the Commission will consider methods for
equitable sharing of added costs of undergrounding in the future,
we are convinced that at this time no such method has been
déveloped. We invite the Commission Advisory and Compliance
Division to advise us by nemorandum;ot the scope of this issue,
including other options for having certain additional costs borne
by local entities directly benefitting. We especially seek advice
on the how we might address the local optioh. issue and how it may
be raised in the future. In the instant‘procoeding,'we will treat
the added undergrounding costs the- same .as other reasonablo project
costs, to be ultimately shared by all ratepayers.
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F. Cost~Effectiveness, Cost Allocation, and
Rﬂmnmnssmmntzons

This proceedmng has presented the Commission with a
number of wvery difficult issues xelated to the level of reliability
needed, the cost-effectiveness of the project given the cost of
undergrounding, the benefits which flow to surrounding landowners
from undergrounding, the alternative routes and options proposed,
and the allocation of costs for additional undergrounding.* We
believe that PG&E could have defined other less expensive
alternatives to the All U.G. Alternate 4, but did not do so.

The issues raised in this proceeding on respensibility
for additional costs of undergrounding and the related issue of the

' proper and desired level of rel;abxlmty and serv;ce quality are of -
great interest to the Commxsszon. We expect to address these
issues more fully in speczt;c applications xnvolvmng the major

" electric utilities. We expect the parties, lnclud;ng DRA, to
address the following two issues:

© _ How should the Commission more specifically
" define reliability and service quality as -
related to electric transmission and
distribution projects in order te¢ more.

closely meet customer prererences regarding
cost and service level°

How should the costs of relxab;lxty '
recquirements and environmental mxt;gatzon be

‘allocated among customers? . _ .

In the context of specizic appl;cations-we nope to
develop guidelines for future applzcatxon to proceedings such -as
this. .

G. Technologies for Underarounding B y -

. DRA recommendation that a Project Construction Board be
appointed by the Commission to evaluate the alternate underground
technologies possible for the Vineyard project deserves . .
consideration along with the information presented on those
technologies. The information indicates a significant level of
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. uncertainty regarding the reliability;and'durability‘o: the
alternate underground technologies, as shown on the Trouble Rate
Table 10 above. ‘ o '

Testimony by DRA consultants Pereixa and Wood attempts to
ninimize the importance of the comparatlve data, but they offer no
better means of comparison. Pereira’s contention is that utilities
were going through a learning curve with alternate technologles
whichi - now may be comparably relmable is speculat;ve and without
foundation in test results or in actual field experience in the
United States. Reliability data from other countries is difficult
to compare to that of the United States since outage criterxa are
not identical, and language barriers add a level of uncerta;nty in
understanding the data and underlylng assumptions.

PG&E w;tness Kunitake presented -the most up=-to-date
_ information on testing of solid dielectric cable conducted by EPRI
at the Waltz Mill test facility. Tests to date have resulted in
consistently premature failures: another set of tests are scheduled
to be started in 1988 and will conclude. 1n 1990. _ Those tests will
evaluate foreign manufactured cable, s;nce other countrles such as
France and Japan appear to have better exper;ence with this
technology, indicating that they may have better mastered the
manuracturlng and/ox qualxty control processes. We are convinced
that at the present time solid’ d;electr;c cable is not a viable.
technology for this project, and that further evaluation of the
technoleogy is not warranted at this time. PG&E is encouraged to
continue to monitor test results and evaluate the feasibility of -
solid dielectric cable for new installations.

. The other alternate technology proposed in the DEIR to be

considered is LPOF cable, which has potent1a1 advantages of lower

" initial cost and less oil spill volume in the event of a rupture or
leak. Regarxding cost, testimony by‘xunitake points out that a
majox element of cost saving for this technology results. fxom not
using pipe as is used for the high-pressure oil- rilled pipe-type .
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system. Xunitake reccmmends that if. the LPOF system is used lt be
installed in pipe for increased relzab;l;ty since the oil would
otherwise be contained in a lead sheath which is weak and subject
to fatigue failure. Additionally, the pipe provides better
protection against damage from digging, backhoes, etc. Although
Kunitake had no detailed, accurate‘cdstfinformation, his opinion is
that costs would be close between HPOFPT and LPOF if the low-
pressure system were installed in pipe. The additional cost of
installing the LPOF system in pipe appears justified given the
consequences of outages of underground transmission lines,
especially with regard to the lengtlh of time needed to repair it.
Although such an outage doesn’t necessarily imply a service outage,
at times an outage could result, especially if problems occurred
concurrently on other systems supplying the electricity.

Testimony by both DRA and PGAE Convinces us that we can
depend on the excellent service rel;abillty ot the system most used
by PG&E, the HPOFPT system. - Kunitake test;f;ed that the company
~ has not experienced a single failure of thls technologyfwhlch lS in
very widespread use (Tr. p. 199). The average age of the HPOFPT
system in service on the PG&LE system is . 25 years. Althougb the
LPOF is an older technology than HPOFPT, it has not been in.
widespread use so it is not likely that we will have enough added
experience with it 1n the near future to determlne comparatrve
rel;ab;llty. . : ' ‘ ‘

Also worth noting is that PG&E is totally familiax wzth
"all aspects of installation and maintenance of the hlgh-pressure
systen. We see no probable advantage to the ratepayer in further
considering the LPOF system for this project. Pérhapé in the ,
future other technologies may offer potentially worthwhile savings
or other advantages, but at present we will not risk compromising
service reliabxl;ty £or questionable benefits.

In sunmary, since solid. dielectric and LPOF technologles‘
do not offer advantages over the-HPOEPT_systemhproposed for '
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underground use by PG&E, we conclude that there is no need to
employ the Board recommended by DRA to- evaluate alternate
underground technologies for th:.s project.

H. cComments : S -
Comments on thevproposed decision were filed by DRA, PG&E
and Wente. Some attempts were made to relitigate issues. In
addition, the comments of DRA and PG&E pointed out a technical
mischaracterization of treeing and tree root intrusion which has
been corrected. DRA also pointed out that SF6 gas insulated cable
and nitrogen gas insulated cable were not recommended for
evaluation although they were mentioned in the R. W. Beck report,
#Technology and Environmental Assessment Guzde Underground Hv Power
Transmission.” ‘ ' |

The references to SF6 gas insulated cable and n;trogen
gas insulated cable have been removed. .

Both DRA and PG&E requested addatronal time for
conpliance items in the ordering paragraphs,rw;th the resulting
extension of CPCN expiration date.. Additional time .has been,
granted in the proposed decision. '

PG&E points out that the Commission cannot order
conpliance with a future supplemental EIR until it is adopted. The
relevant language has been revised torproperly reflect this point.

Other nonsubstantive edatorlal changes have also been
made in the proposed decision.

. 1. PG&E filed an application for a certificate o:‘public
convenience and necessity on October 1, 1936rtorfauthority;to‘
construct, operate, and maintain a 230 kv transmission line fxom
PG&E’s Tesla-Newark 230 kV transmission line to the proposed
Vineyard substation in Alameda County.

2. Load growth in the Pleasanton area recently has been and

is expected to continue at the rate of approximately 9. 0 MW per
year.




A.86-10-006 ALJ/WRS/Jt

3. The present transmission system servmng the Pleasanton
area will be deficient by around 1990. B

4. The proposed project will upgrade the present :
transmission system adequately to-serve the expected maximum ruture
load of the Pleasanton area. o :

S. The propesed project consists of four main parts-

© Vineyard substation on Stanley Boulevaxrd

near the Valley Avenue extension in
Pleasanton.

0 1.6 miles of underground 230 kV transmission
. line from Vineyard substation to a
transition station.

o A transition station to convert from .
underground to overhead located near the
Axroyo del Valle gravel quaresy.

¢ 3.7 miles of overhead 230 kv transmzssxon
line from the transition station to a
junction with the existing Tesla-Newark
transmission line south of Vallecitos Road.

6. PGLE proposes to use conventional technologies'including
HPOFPT cable for the underground section, and steel lattice type
towers for the overhead section.

7. PG&E indicated that it may consider expandxng the San
Ramon substation instead o: constructlng the all-U.G. Alternate 4
transmission system.

8. Expandrng the San Ramon substation or other project -
alternatives may- offer benefits or suortcomangs as compared to
constructing the all-U.G. Alternate 4'trausmission system,

9. DRA recommends that a Project Construction Board be
appointed by the Commission to evaluate alternate underground
technologies. ‘ '

10. PG&E has not experienced any tailures in its high-
pressure oil-filled system which is in widespread use.

11. The two major concerns of the . parties regarding the
proposed project are visual impact and land use 1mpact.

- 63- A
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12. The Commission issued a draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) on July 20, 1987 as lead agency under CEQA.:

13. The DEIR determined all~U.G. Alternate 4 to be the
envxronmentally superior alternmate for the project.

14. At the public hearings, all partres except PG&E supported
the all-U.G. Alternate 4.

15. Four days of evidentiary hearzngs vere held in San
Francrsco'on September 28, 29, 30 and October 1, 1987.

16. At the evidentiary hearings all witnesses except foxr PG&E
supported all-U.G. Alternate 4 as appropr;ate to mltlgnte visual
and land use impacts.

17. PG&E opposes underground;ng beyond ‘the 1.6 miles
recoimended to be undergrounded in the proposed project, as not
bezng justlrxed considering the additional cost..

18. All DEIR alternates except all-U. G._Alternate 4 have one
‘or more srqn;rrcant envrronmental e:tects that. can’t be m;trgated
to lesser levels. o :

19. The Commission’s DRA issned\a £inal ‘environmental inpact
‘report (FEIR) on October ‘15, 1987 as’ lead agency under CEQA. The
FEIR adopted the conclusions of the DEIR.

20. A number of parties 1nd;cated potentral plans for a
tourist attraction in the “fertile crescent” of the Pleasanton-
Lrvermore area of Alameda County. :

21. PG&E recommends that if all-U.G. Alternate 4 is
certificated, the local parties who benefit frxom the added
undergroundlng pay the added costs of it.

22. The Commission intends to include in tuture proceedings
the issues of reliability and service quality related to electric
transnission projects, and asks for advice from CACD on allocation
of costs of reliability requirements and’ environmental mitigation
among customers.

23. PG&E may petition to~modi£y and reopen this proceeding.
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Conclusions of XLaw o o

1. The Pleasanton area requires upgraded electrical
facilities by 1990 to meet growth in electrical demand.

2. PG&E should evaluate the costs and benefits of the
approved project compared to expansion of the San Ramon substation
and other project alternates before commencing construction.

3. A supplemental EIR is required for all-U.G. Alternate 4.

4. Alternmate technologies for underground transmission do
not at this time offer potential for significant advantages over
the HPOFPT cable system proposed by PGSE for underground use.

S. The HPOFPT cable system proposed by applicant for the
underground section has proven extremely rel;able and is the
appropriate technology for this project. :

6. It is not appropriate to appoint a.Project COnstructzon
Board to evaluate.qlternate'underground.technologles for this-
project. ' B R ' o
' 7. The economics of all-U.G. Alternate 4 do not make it
infeasible under the CEQA.

IT XS ORDERED that:

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is
granted to Pacific Gas and Electric-Company"(PG&E)vto construct,
operate, and maintain the all-U.G. Altexrnate 4 variation of the
proposed-pfoject subject to the following conditions: ‘

a. PG&E is ordered to comply with the
mitigation measures contained- in the Final
Environmental Impact Report and in this
opinion.

PG&E is oxdered to comply with the
mitigation measures contained in the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
that will be prepared on the approved all-
U.G. ‘Alternate ‘4, to the extent they are
adopted by the Comm1551on. o
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2. PG&E is ordered to'prepare a study comparing the
economics and operational considerations of all-U.G. Alternate 4
‘with the expansion of the San Ramon substat;on alternate. This
study shall be coordinated with DRA regarding scope and DRA needs
for information to prepare the supplemental EIR, and served on the
Comnission and all parties to the-proceedxng wrth;n 180 days of the
effective date of this orxder.

‘ 3. The Commission’s Dzv;szon of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA)
shall prepare and submit to all parties of record in this
proceeding a supplemental envzronmental 1mpact report (EIR) on all-
U.G. Alternate 4 within 90 days of receipt of all=U.G. Alternate 4
route information from PG&E. The~supplemental EIR shall include
consideration of impacts on the Alameda County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District plans to construct a new water line
along a portion of thxsrproject. . ‘

4. PG&E shall submit an updated cost estlmate for all-U.G.
Alternate 4 reflecting the supplemental EIR mitigation measures,
final desan cr;terla, and any revms;ons tor project costs resultlng:
from the condltlons in this - order, w;thin 90 days of recempt of the
supplemental EIR. :

%. DRA shall evaluate and recommend to the Comm;sszon on the
reasonableness of the PG&E updated cost estlmate withln 60 days of
receipt of the estimate. .

6. The authorization granted in thls.deciszon.shall expl*e

if construction is not commenced within two years of the eftect;ve
date of ‘this order.. Co
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7. The Executive Director of the Commission shall file a
Notice of Determination for the project as set forth in Appendix A
to this decision with the Secretary for Resources.

8. The application is granted as set forth above.
- This order is effective today.-

Dated January 28, 1988, at San Francxsco, Calxtornza.

: STANLEY‘W HULEQT;
: President
‘ DONALD VIAL T o
‘. FREDERICK R. DUDA
.- Go MITCHELL WILX '
JOHN'B.: QHANIAN -
", Commissioners

B cep:mw THAI TH\S oecusroux
WAS- APPROVED:BY THE{-.ABOVE
comxssxouﬁas TODA L
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APPENDTX A
NOLICE OF DETERMINALTON

TO: Secretary for Resoaxces FROM: Calif. Public Utilities Cam.
. 1416 9th St., Rocm 1312 ' 350 MeAllister Street
Sacramento, & 95814 San. Francisco, CA 94102

SURJECT: Filing of Notice of Detexrmination in cmpl:.ance with Sectien 21008
oxr 21152 of the Public Rescurces Code.

FROJECT TITIE: 230 KV Transmissicn Line mmyamszbstatzontomem&z
Tesla-Newark 230 kv 'I.tr.-ansmss:mn I:me :

STATE CLEARINGHCUSE NUMEER: N/A

CONTACT PERSCN: Elaine Russell

FROJECT LOCATION: City of Pleasanton and Alameda County, California.

PROJECT DESCRIFIION: Vineyard Substation, 5.6 miles of underground 220 kv
. transmission line, and an underground to overhead transitien station, andan
overhead comnection to the Tesla-Newark 230 XV transmission line.

This is to advise that the Califiornia Public Ut:.l.a.t:.es Camissicn, as Lead
,Agency, has approved the above-menticned project and has made the following
determinaticns regarding the above-mertticned pmject~

1. The projectmumbaveas:.gm:;cant effect on
the enviroment.

2. A Final Envirormental, (anactReport)wasprepared
for this project pursuant to the provisicns of CEQA.
Accpyoxther‘malnmomentalmybeobwnedat
1107 9’c.b.$t:ceet Suite 710, Sacramem:o, Q. 95814.

mt:.gat:.cn measures were made a condition o:! the
approval of this project.

Asutmtczmmmmummm
adcpted:orthispa:oject. o

DATE RECEIVED FOR FILING
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Decision _
BEFORE THE IC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of

Pacific Gas and Elegtric Company for

a certificate of public convenience

and necessity under Séction 1001 of

the California Public Utilities

Commission General Orxde No. 131-cC, : ‘

authorizing the constru n, Application 86-=10-006
operation and maintenance f a . . (Filed October 1, 1986)
230 XV transmission line £ . g

applicant’s Tesla-Newark 230\ kv

transmission line to appli ’g

Vineyard Substation in Alameda

County. (U39E)

» Roger J. Reters, and Mark R.
"Huffman, Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas
and Electric Company, applNcant.
ng;g_j;_aggmﬁ, Assistant to e City Manager,
for City of Livermore:
Attorney at Law, for the city ot Pleasanton,
and Farrow, Schildhause & Wilsdn:; by Anne
Renan, Attorney at Law, for wayn Hahner,
Pamela and Richard Coxrbett, Robe and
Sharon Heinz, Brian and Mei—Laing
protestants.

Armour, St. John, Wilcox, Goodin & Schldtz, by
James Scuerd and David A, Simpson, AttQrneys
at Law, for Wente Bros.: Brobeck, Phleger &
Harrison, by gordon E. Davis, Attorney a
Law, for Kottinger Ranch and Victor Lund,
Jr.; and Alannan Kinser, for the rPublic
Advisor’s orrzce. interested parties.

and Elaine
Russell, Attorneys at Law, and
for the D1v1szon or Ratepayer Advocates.
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SUMBALY o

This decision grants Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) a certificate of public convenjence and necessity (CPCN) to
construct the Vineyard transmission system which includes the
Vineyard substatiorh on Stanley Boulevard in Pleasanton, 5.6 miles
of all-underground 230 kilovolt (kV) transmiSsion line from the
Vineyard Substation'eanerally_squtheasterly to-é'trangition station
where the line converts to overhead and connects with the existing
Tesla-Newark 230 kV transmission line south of State Route 84
(Vallecitos Road). The ¢ost estimated by PG&E is $31 million, or
$10 more than the propos:E\project which would have had only 1.6
miles underground. Und ounding is necessary under the
California Environmental Quality Act to- aveid significant visual
and land use impacts at cro:i%ngs,of Alameda County‘designated
- Scenic Roads and in areas of planned residential development. The -
decision orders the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) to’
prepare a supplemental Environméutal Impact Report on the approved
all-underground Alternate 4. PG& is ordered to prepare an updated
cost estimate on Alternate 4, and \s further ordered to prepare a
study comparing the economics and operational considerations of
Alternate 4 with expansion of the Ramon substat;on. DRA is to
report -on the reasonableness or the'u ated PG&E cost estimate.

On October 1, 1986, PG&E filed thi application‘seeking'a
CPCN under Section 1001 of the Calitornia Publ s Util;tles (PU)
Code and under the Commission’s. General Order. (GQ) 131—c and. .
Rulas 17 1 and 18 for authority to-construct, operate, and maintaln
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a 230 (xv) transmission line from PG&E’S Tesla—Newark 230 XV
transmission line to the proposed Vineyard substation in Alameda
County. _

Secti 1001 requires that'be£Ore construction of
facilities as herein addressed, the utility must obtain from the
Commission a certéricate ~that the present or future public
convenience and necessity require or will require such
construction”. GO 181-C sets forth detailed rules for filing a
CPCN application, re\ ired for transmission‘line additions
operating above 200 kV\ GO 131-C also addresses environmental
requirements; a final Exvironmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative
Declaration is required;\and where the Commission is the lead
agency under California Enyironmental Quality Act (CEQA), Rule 17.1
applies. o : -

' Rule 17.1 requires\a Proponent’s Environmental Assessment
(PEA) to be filed with the apRlication for CPCN. The PEA is
intended as a guide to assist Mp the initial evaluation of impacts
of the project and in determining whether a Negative Declaration ox
Environmental Impact Report is regquired under CEQA.

Rule 18.sets out in more\detail othexr filing requirements
including utility financial informakion.

PGLE submitted the PEA witd the application, identifying
potentially significant project envircpmental effects as follows:

| ¢ Effects on unknown cultura)l and biolegical
resources in the constructi n area.

o Effects on tratfio during conxtruction of
the underground section.

. Effect on views e:ter the overheau/line is
constructed.
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III. Public Involvement

Sic icant public interest in the project developed
early and continbed throughout the certification process. A number
of types of public involvement occurred, includlng partles,wlth
intervenor status who filed legal brie:s and sponsored witnesses,
cross-examined other\parties’ witnesses, or offered statements and
letters from parties ‘including local agencies and citizen groups in
response to the CPUC’s\Notice of Preparation and EIR:

A number of public forums were conducted to elicit public
input, including a publiq\scoping meeting on February 4, 1987 in
Pleasanton the Notice of Rreparation of the Environmental Impact
Report on February 9, 1987\and a public workshop on May 18, 1987 in
Pleasanton, Public Hearings\in Pleasanton on August 25, and in San
Francisco on August 26, 1987 \and ev;dentiary hearings on September.
28, '29, 30 and October 1, 198A in San.Francisco in the Commxssion

The application’s main fedfures can be summarized as
follows: ' ‘ - I ‘
A. Need for the Project u \
PG&E states that the Pleasanto area “has been the focus
or substantial commercial and business paxk development. PG&E
estimates that the area‘’s load growth will\continue at the recent
rate of 9.0 megawatts (MW) per year. As a hesult, theﬁcapacity of
the present system has nearly been reached, necessitating upgrading
of the present transmission systenm serv1ng the Pleasanton area .
distribution system by 1989.
B. pDescription of the Project : :
PG&E’s study concluded that the proposed\project is the
most effective means of meeting that need. The propdsed
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consists of comstruction of the proposed Vineyard Substation and
, the aneyard 230 XV transmission line, which will ‘carry electricity
‘from PG&E’s existing Tesla-Newark 230 kV transmission line to the
Vineyard Substation. The 21 XV distribution system carrles
electricity zrem the substation to the customers.
| " The vineyard Transmission Line proposal is located within
the jurisdictions of Alameda County (Alameda) and the City of
' pleasanton (Pleasanton), and consists of 1.6 miles of underground
230 kv transmLSSLon line and 3.7 miles of overhead 230 kV -
trxansnmission l_ne_for a total length of 5.3 miles. Approximately
» 30% of the lengtn or\1.6 miles‘is.proposed‘to-underground.
PG&E cons;d -the project to havet:our separate
components: ' |
© The Vineyard ubstation
© The 230 kV und ound transmission line
L © An underground overhead transition station
. © The 230 XV overhe a transmission line '

PGLE proposes to use ¢ nventional technologmes for this
project, including:

Vineyarad substatlon is preposed to be
approximately 400 by 420 Xeet, constructed on
the leveled quarxy site and landscaped to
minimize visual impact. It\is to consist of
two 230 kV underground cable terminations, two
230 kV power c¢ircuit breakers, one 230/21 kV
transformer, two 21 KV pothead foundations, and
_ a control bullding:;

The underground portion of the line is proposed
to use high-pressure oml—rilled

consists of three underground cableg encased in
an 8-5/8 inch oil-filled pipe, pressyrized to
200 psig with.pretreated electrical i
oil, buried in trenches 4 to 6 feet deep and 20
reet apart. A pressurization plant will be
1nstalled at the Vineyard substation to :
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maintain proper oil pressure. Manholeslwill*be
placed at intervals of 1,000 to 3,500 feet for
installing and joining cables. B

The overhead te underground transition station
is located in a 150 by 150 foot fenced in area,
constructed on f£ill, and comprised of a control
building, dead-end termination structures,
potheads\ (termination of overhead 230 kV
lines), 280 kV disconnect switches, suxge
arrestors, and coupling capacitor voltage:

transformers. The station is to be painted and
landscaped.i : .
ad

The overhead \portion of the line is a double~
circuit 230 k¥ tower line with 1,113 Xkemil
aluminum non-gpecular conductors. Towers are
galvanized steel lattice type ranging from 100
to 175 feet high, with a base of 25 to 30 feet
on a side. Each\leg is supported by a concrete
foundation; spans\range from 700 to 1,400 feet
with an average of\ 1,200 feet.
- . = .-‘ . ’. = - 2 :.— - ‘-,I."L- ' B ) N . . ‘
The Pr nmental Assessment (PEA) identified
several potential environmental ‘mpacts. as well as mitigation
‘measures. Following is a summary o![thdsevimpacts-and'proposed
-mitigation: " ‘ i L
1. gQultural Resoyrces
. No known cultural resourcei were identified, however,
unknown cultural resources could be affected by the construction
activities. As a result, when actual.‘ tions are determined for
roads, towers and any other ground-distuybing activities after
~certification, a qualified archaeologist Will conduct an intensive
survey of cultural resources. I:fsignificaet'resdurces.are*
identified, they will be avoided or research mitigation will be
undertaken. , S ' o
2. Biological Resources ,
No threatened or endangered species are known to exist in
“the project area, but habitat Suitab1e~:orjseveral state or
. | federally listed species dees exist. ' Therefore, after specific -
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locations dre?determinedvrdr construction'dndv:acilitiés,'an
intensive biolo&%gal survey will be conducted. ‘Project facilities
and construction will then be" adjusted it necessary to aveid such
resources. W&\\ ' :

PG&E has identified approximately 15 homes within one-
half mile of the overhead transmission with significant impacts on
some views. Strategic towei\placement and: landscaping around the
transition station.are proposed to reduce the visual impact.

Figure 10-2 is reproduced here as Table 1 as a gu;de to
comparative route locations for e-alternates- ‘
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PG&E presented a number of altexnatives both in supplying
load and in route alternatives to the proposed project as described
below: ' -

a. no project alternate, which PG&E
dlsmissed as not feasible since load growth
in\this axe would cause overloading of
existing facilities after 1990.

A tower design alternate discusses tubular
steel\ towers but concludes that the
proposed lattice steel towers are
preferable because they are less noticeable
visually at long distances which are
typical\of the majority of views of the
line. The use of tubular steel towers
would alsg add approximately $400,000
(1986%) t‘\the total project cost.

altermative\was reviewed, but PG&E
concluded that this alternative could not

keep up with \load growth in the Pleasanton
area. - o . . .

An energy cg:éervation—load management

The 21 kV feeder, alternative could sexve
the load growth in the Pleasanton area by
reinforcing the San Ramon substation and
its transmission system and adding 21 kv
feeders from it. This alternative was
rejected by PG4E as not feasible since the
cost would be about 503 more than the
proposed project. ‘ :

An underground alternative was evaluated
but dismissed due to cost} the overhead
line alternative was estimated to cost $148
per foot compared to underground at $1,167
per foot, not including right of way costs.
PG&E concluded that *visual henefits gained
by undergrounding the remaining 3.7 mlles
of overhead transmission line ‘are
outweighed by the economic constraints.”

An all overhead route was not coneidered a

feasible alternative due to residential
developmentexpanding'in;o.the.;rzg\\\;

-
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g. A number of route alternatives were
considered, resulting in the three
alternatives in the PEA:

(1) Route 1 alternatives; the two best
alternates of the five variations
udied were considered as final
contenders for the project; V-T1-Rl
and\V-Tla-R1l.

Route\ 2 alternativesg the two Route 2

alternatives considered
the variation that
e the proposed project
(V=-T5~a=-R3) was\selected because it
allows a greater\length of natural
screening of the oyerhead portion
against the rolling\hills.

PG&E’s prepared testimony lists\ the estimated project
cost for the proposed project and three alternates plus the all
underground alternate, considered by request g DRA. This
information is shown in Table 2. PG&E’s prafe ‘ alternate is
PG&E Alternate 4, Route 3, 0ption 2. -




A.86-10~006 /ALI/WRS/vdl -

Table 2, p. 1
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PG&E selected the preferred alternate as enVironmentally
.sound end cost justified, in the current era of competition in
" serving and generating electricity.

Iv.

The Rraft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), prepared by
the CPUC as lead agency under CEQA, was issued July 20, 1987. The
purpose of the DRIR is to comply with all provisions of CEQA, and
assess the enviropmental impacts of the proposed project, and
project altermatives. Included in the analysis are concerns of
local governmental wand citizen groups.

The DEIR includes a critical assessment of the PEA,
supplementing basic P data with archival andptield work in
biology, geology, land Wse, and visual quality carried out by the
EIR team, which includes members end,environmental‘and
engineering consultants. \

The DEIR states tha in the process of public contact and
‘participation, it became clear %hat the public was more concerned
with two environmental factors thyn the others. The two are land
use, and visual quality. Less condgrn was expressed regarding
‘geology wildlite, archaeology, construction traffic, and noise. as
a result, the DEIR gave increased . emp' sis to those two ractors in
determining the least environmentally
alternative.

in investigating other impacts in order to
requirements. These areas include:

o vegetation and wildlite
geology ‘
traftic and construction‘

 noise. C
public health and sarety,j~i‘;”
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© culftural resources.
inducements
atives to the proposed’ project, includ:.ng the
were evaluated, as. descnbed undexr Section
L35 pages 1-4 and 1-5 f_‘ the DEIR, rollowing as Ta.ble 3z '
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. 1.3 ALTERNATIVES DESCRII’TION
ALTERNATIVE 1: ROUTE 1, OP‘I’ION 1

Begmmng at the proposed Vxneya.rd subsi:ation, Alternative one is. undergrounded in &
southwesterly direction for 1.2 miles unti] it reaches Picos Road extension at the
boundary ‘of the Kottinger Ranch subdivision, wbere 11: turns south to Transition Station 1.
From this point alternative‘one is overheaded for three miles to- 'Vallecitos Road tummg
southeast and: tapping into th‘ Tesla-Newark 230 kv transmxssion Iine. The alternative is-

ALTERNATIVE 2: ROUTE 1, OPTIQN 2

Alternative two was included to exanine a mitigation for visual impacts of alternative’
one. The underground portion of Alternative two would be the same as Alternative one
except Alternative two would turn ehsr&t transition stat:on 1 for appro:amately 1,400
feet. The route would turn south for 2,500\feet to an alternative transmon station (T1 A)
where it would be overheaded and  would w the same route as alternative one. The
total distance of Altemative‘twé would be 5.1\miles with 1.9 miles underground.

ALTERNATIVE 3= ROUTE 3, OPTION 2

Alternative three would follow.the same route as\the prbject'until- it reached Vineyard
Avenue where it would turn southeast to East Vineyard Avenue then to the westernmost
boundary of the Wente Brothers property. Alternative two would proceed southeast along
the Wente Brothers property emerging at a transition station at the westernmost end of
the Wente property in the R.3 corridor. The alternative ould be overheaded for two
miles to Va.nec:tos Road then to the Tesla-Newark 230 kV tr miss.on hne. Alternanve ,
three would be 5.6 miles long with 3.5 miles undergrounded. :

ALTERNATIVE 4: Route 4

Alternative four would be 5.6 miles long with the entire route undergr nd. Altema.twe
four would follow the same route from the substations.to East Vine Avenue as
Alternative three. At East Vineyard Avenue the route would turn southe following an
easement along East Vineyard Avenue to Valleeu:os Road.. The route wo M go under
Vanecnos Road to a transition station dn‘ecﬂy under the Tesla-Newark kV 230««
transm:ssion line. ‘ T

RS
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ALTERNATIVE 5: NO PROJECT R S

-E:cis:ting statutory authority uires that each electri'c'utility in California, incIudihg-
PG&E, furnish and maintain adéquate and continuing electrical service to the customers
in its service area (California PubNe Utilities Commission Code, Section 451). Based on
the projection of load and customer owth, the electric dxstm‘bution system that serves
the Pleasanton area will be deficient bX 1990. The magnitude and duration of required
load reduction would grow as area deman £row, until new: and' e:dstmg customers would
be forced to ntilize other energy sources or. uuhzmg energy alt_og:ether_. -
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A. utemnm
DEIR" Table 1-1 indicates. comparative environmentel

impacts of the pr sed project and rour project alternatives shown
as Table 4. ‘ : 5 S .
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Al%hough the table lists 1mpects by all envuronmental
topics and doéen’t speci:xcally differentiate relative importance,
the discussxon\repeate that ~“the land use and visual quality
1mpects are consedered by locel government agencies, affected
property owners, citizen groups and other publxc particzpents as
the issues of paramount concern.” : '

The alternetes considered superior are all-underground
(all-U.G.) Alternate 4 (Route 4), and 60%- underground (0.G6.)
Alternate 3 (Route 3, Option 2); both alternates were developed in
the DEIR and were not in the PEA, but were later investigated by
PG&E as a result of CPUC d ta request ¥

Alternate 5, the no project alternative, is not
considered viable in the LEIR ‘since projected load and customer
growth will cause the electric distribution system sexving the
Pleasanton area to be deficient b 1990, with obvious servxce and
reliability impllcatzone. ‘

-~ Alternate 3 is similar to ‘the proposed project except
that it bas twice as much underground\&GO%), which reduces land
use and visual quality impacts. Beginning at Vineyard Substation
the underground line runs easterly to a crossing south through
Arroyo del Valle Creek, entering Vineyard‘Mobile Trailer Park
beneath Montana Drive, it then follows Montana Drive to~v1neyard
Avenue, following it to East. VLneyard Avenue. It then turns
southeast, following East Vlneyard Avenue undexground to the
western boundary of the Wente property, then proceeding southeast
along the Wente property to a transition stet;on.at the
southwestern most end of the Wente property. It then,leeves the
transition station and continues overhead following the hills south

- for 2 miles. to Vallecitos Road, crosses it and turns ;butheast to '
 shortly connect with the Tesla-Newark transmission linel

All-underground Alternate 4 is the only alternate to |
aveid significant visual impacts including those assoc1eted thh “
_cross;ng over scenlc roads, 1 e., Vineyerd hwenue end”vallecltos

¢ ‘w -
e
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Road. This alternate léaves Vineyard Substation and follows the
same route initially as .alternate 3 to Vineya.rd- Avenue, then
continues southaasterly following an easement aiong East Vineyard
Avenue to Valle;\itos Road, crossing under it to a transition
station where it y comes overhead and connects shortly to the
Tesla-Newark tr sion line.

Figure 2-2 ‘on page 2-4 of the DEIR shcws the relative
- locations of the alternates considered in the DEIR shown as Table 5

following. = (DEIR Altez\ma.te 3 is the same: as PEA. M.ternate 4, DEIR
Alternate 4 is’ the same \s PEA Alternate 5.)
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‘ Comparative osts of the 'altemtives' are listed in
Table 2-1, 'p. 2-12 of the DEIR, shown below as Table 6:
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Y OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

‘ . L o - ‘ Total
Plan ’ Miles of  Milesof - . Total Estimated
Des g_lgatzon Underground. - ‘Overhead-»‘; Miles - Cost

R3, Option 11 | 1.6 3T 5.3 $21,129, 000= '“

‘ R‘.l, Option 1

Alternative 2 SN 3.2 5.0 $23,208,000%
Rl. Optxon?. o T A

 Altemative 3 o as\U 2. 5.6 26,206,000 . .
- R3, Option 2 S ‘ _, S S
A.ltematwe 4, Route 4 ‘ - . - k 5.6 ;3‘1._034‘,000;: .

Apphcants preferred plan.

I
¥
|
| . Alternative 1 \ 1z _ »3_5,_*_‘.. 4 -, 'lsz1_..1_s1,ooo~f"j -
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B. Susmary of Findings _ ‘
The DEIR investigation concludes that the only
significant, unavomdable, adverse impacts are visual impacts of
ssion lines and’ towers,in at least three locatiens
along the proposag route:
ng Vineyard Avenue, a COunty
ted Scenic Route;
idjacen to the Wente property:

And crossging Vallecitos Road, a cOunty
designated Scenic Route. :
All other impacts identitied-in'the DEIR'as siqniricant
can be reduced to moderate, low, or insignificant by mitigation
measures. ‘ '

The DEIR ranked the alternates by comparing impacts in
areas where clear differenceX exist between them. Those
differences by category of impact are summarized below. .
All-underground alterhate 4 is environmentally superior

because of:’

o Elimination*b£~visual nmpacts of overhead
scenic road crossingS‘

Low impacts to other land uses due to use of
any existing right-of-way

Mitigation for the substation site would
reduce impacts to low levels ot
significance,

Low impacts to»airport satety,
conservation, and land use pl
policies. _
60% U.G. Alternate 3 is ranked second dhe to low impacts
on land use in the underground segment, insignitic t impacts on
Williamson Act contract lands. (agricultural conserva ion policies),

and it is out of Federal Aviation.Administration (FAA 'rlight
‘.reterral areas. . c ,
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The PG&E proposed project is ranked third because of
potential significant impacts on flight safety and FAA polzcxes,
potential significant impacts on existing and’ proposed land uses in’
the overhead segment and potentially significant impacts on County
Scenic COrridor policies.

and £ifth ranking went to the two Route 1
alternates because of potentially. signi:icant 1npacts onnexzsting
and proposed land s in the overhead areas, impacts on
agricultural conservation policies and visual‘zmpacts.

Public hearings\were held on August 25 and 26, 1987 to
elicit public comment on the DEIR.in a less formal manner than in
the evidentiary hearings were toarollow. At each public
hearing session, DRA Assistan Project Manager Orebic explained the
responsibility of the DRA in this type of proceeding, that public
comments from the earlier public\workshops were 1ncorporated in the
DEIR and that consultants were empNoyed by DRA starf to assist in ‘
specific areas, i.e., EIP Consultan (EIP) to prepare the EIR and
R. W. Beck to prepare the engineerind\report for the DRA evaluation
of the application. Representatives o E:P-sunnarized the findings
of the DEIR. Staff counsel Harrington
participating or in understanding the Comyission process.

A number of interested parties pade statements regarding
their views of the proposed project and the DEIR. Support for the
DEIR recommended all-U.G. Alternate 4 was unanimous. concerns over
aspects of the project and other alternates varfed but all who
offered comments supported all-U.G. Alternate.4. Among,those
offering their views were residents of the cities of Livermore and
Pleasanton, the County of Alameda, and Mayor Turner ot Lavermore.
CPUC Commi351oner Mr. Duda attended these hearings.
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Concerns centered around visual impact and effect of the
proposec project on land use, with,partlcular concern voiced about
negat;ve effect of overhead transmission facilities in.this
generally picturesque area of vineyards and historic old wineries.
Additionally, the area, sometimes referred to by interested parties
as the “fertile grescent” was characterized as baving the potential
to be a significapt tourist attraction due to development plans
that could result \in facilities not unlike those of the Silverade
area of Napa Vallex, - including hotels, wine tasting rooms, golf
course(s) and similar amenities. Public~sentiment, although
strongly favoring the all underground elternate, generally did not
otherwise oppose buil Lng a transmission project in the Pleasanton
area. :

On September 17, \1987, PG&E filed. a motion to limit
issues relating to alternat underground technologies and to
prevent appointment of a Co ction Project Board (Board). The
DRA in its prepared testimony Yecommended that a comparative
analysis of alternate technologies for 230 kV undexrground be
conducted before PGAE is granted\a CPCN for this project, based on
the R. W. Beck report (Exhibit 12)\entitled ~Technology and
Environmental Assessment Guide on Uhderground HV Power
Transmission”. DRA believes that the\Vineyard project is a
potential opportunity for evaluating téchnologies other than high-
pressure oil-filled pipe-type cable propesed by PG&E: alternative
technologies include low-pressure oil-filled cable, solid. '
dielectric cable, compressed SF6 gas insulated cable, and nitregen
gas insulated cable. PG&E argued that such assessment could not
be accomplished within the schedule for the project, and that it
was unnecessary since the R. W. Beck’ report cone uded that PG&E’s
proposed underground technology is a reasonable one{\ Additionally,
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PG&E’s motion argued that Public Utilities (PU) Code Section 1091
does not apRly to line extension projects of this type unless’ the
cost exceeds\$50 million, and that the Board would have to be
appointed earMer in the CPCN process so that its recommendations
could be considered in the CPCN.

sed the motion on the grounds that adequate time
exists to caxry qut the evaluation of alternate technologies
without affecting thovschedule for the CPCN, and that potentially
cheaper alternativgs offer not only possible savings, but can also
provide valuable opkrating experience for PG&E for use when
considering appropriyte technologies for future underground
transmission facilitiys. DRA also argued that PG&E’Ss
interpretation. of PU Cide Sec. 1091 is faulty, that the $50 million
project cost relates to plant, not electric, and that the Board

reporting to the Commission after

issuance of a conditxonal PCN.

Wente Brothers Wi exy and signature Propertxes (Wente)
opposed. the motion on simil

The types of undergr unding technologles are descrlbed
below: all types use a cable coNsisting of conductor(s) to carry
the electricity, insulation to p 'tect,the conductor from
electrical grounding and from the &nvironment, insulation shielding
to smooth electrical stress and ca 'fadlt'curronr, a sheath to
add strength and protection to the le and provide a moisture
barrier, and usually also a protective \jacket. to»rurther protect
the cable from the environment. ‘

The high-pressure oil-filled pi type system (BPOFPT)
uses cables in steel pipe filled with oil upder about 200 psi
pressure. The purpose of the oil is to abso gas in the
insulation, to eliminate voids and prevent-io zation,‘corona
discharge and insulation breakdown. A.typical osg-section from -

the R. W. Beck Assessment Guide on underground t ‘ologiés'
:ollows as Table 7. ' S
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The two circuits for this project will be separated for
cooling purposes; requiring separate trenches, usually on both
sides of the road, oxrder to allow adequate‘thérmal separation.

The low-prexsure oil-filled (LPOF) system is a self-.
contained system using ‘a conductor with an interior duct that
carries oil at pressures the range of 25 to 40 psi. Oil sexves
a function similar to the FPT system; it absorbs gas in the

insulation and eliminates void formation and 1onlzation.f A typical °
cross-section.follows as Table'&.
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The solid.dielectric system "has no oil, rather it is a
solid cable system. nsisting of a central conductor surrounded by
msulat:i.on and protec :Lve sheathing' ag shown below as 'rable 9:




Copper or aluminium conductor

—  Conductor screen

LDPE, HOPE or XLPE insulation

Leadshedth |
(plus alumiNum wires. at 420 kV)

TYPICAL SOLID DIELECTRIC CABLE CROSS-SECTION
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VII. Evidentiary Hearines

. Four ddxs of evidentiary‘hearings were held in San .
Francisco on Septembexr 28, 29, 30, and October 1, 1987. On the
first day of hearing the Administrative Law Judge (ALY) denied
PG&E’s motion tonlfhit testimony on altermate U. G-technologies and
to limit dxscuss;on\bt appointment,of e,COnstzuction Project Board,
so that the record could be developed on this issue._

The positions\of the‘parties:canvbe'Summarized«aSw”
follows: - ' U |
1. -PGEE \ . .

Applicant PG&E beleves that load growth in the
Pleasanton area necessitates creaSed'abilityvto-serve-electric
demand, and that the proposed pxoject is the preferred means of
sexrving it, that undergrounding 2 approp:iete only for the length
propoeed. In PG&E’s view, undergrr ding the entire line is not
worth the additional cost in other p '
alternate since resxdential development in those areas, i.e. the
Ruby Hills development (Wente) is specul tive and uncertain. For

the project minimized. PG&E arques that overhead t ,
facilities are compatible with residential development and are a
fact of life, and that proper subdivis;on des;gn mlniﬂizes the
resulting visual and land use impacts.v

PGSE witness Maslowski testified that the all-U.G.
Alternate 4 may not be an optimal. solution. even if visuval impacts
of the proposed: project justified full’ undergrounding. “In that
case, PG4E would serxously consider alternates to the project such
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as expansion of the San Ramon substation, at a comparable cost to
Alternate 4, but with the advantage of spreading the costs over the
next 20 years sinde the substation expansion can be done in
increments as load\grows. This contrasts with the high initial
costs associated with a new transmission project that can’t
practically be built\in increments. However, the substation
expansion ¢could result in less reliability than the proposed
project. ) _ _

PG&E witness itake testiriediou technology selection
for the underground sections of the ptoject, relating PG&E’s
experience and knowledge of\ other technologies suggested by the
DRA consultant’s engineering\report. PG&E has one 3-1/2 nmile
section of 115 KV low-pressure oil-filled self-contained systen in
Oakland in service since 1938. \ Several sactions were replaced in
the 1950’s due to corresion of the lead.sheath,,With_several‘more
replaced in 1985 for the same reason. Corrosion of the lead sheath
. allows intrusion of tree roots whi ultimately ‘cause failure.

PG&E alse has three.230 \LPOF circuits installed at the
Helms pumped storage plant, which are\installed in a vertical
shaft, a type of installation that woudd be difficult or‘impossible
using'conventional pipe-type cable due the need to support the
cable in the vertical run. Kunitake beli \es that LPOF systems
should usually be installed in ducts ror edge of maintenance, in
which case the cost would be comparable to
system.

PG&E has indservice about,loo circuiks of the high-

an average age of 25 years. oil-filled-pipe-typ are notmally‘
used except in hilly terrain where gas-filled pipekxtypes is used to
reduce the problem or static head due tO«elevation

‘ Exhibit A of Exhibit 8 tollowing as Table 10-
trouble rates in cable, jointa, end terminations for fou;\types of
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installations, Fi .e. extruded, paper lead, self contained, and pipe
cable, as xepoxted in an Edison Electric Inst:.tute publication
entitled "Transmzss:.on Cable 0peration-1986' dated May 1987.
"Extruded refers tc\» extruded solid dielectric type cable, paper lead
is not a technol being addressed for this project, self-
contained is the I.Po\l-‘ t}fpe in_ use at the vm;éal,.vjrun at Helms as
descrxbed while p:u cable is the HPOFPT technology proposed by

PG&E.
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The trouble rates for cable are per 100 circuit miles,
and for joints and terminations are per 1,000 installations.
Clearly the le and joint zailure rates are szgnlricantly lower
for pipe cablé than the other types, while the termination faillure
rate shows no clear advantage for pipe cable. However, Kunitake
testified that terminations are relatively easy to repair.

Kunitgke testified that PG&E’s experience with solid

. \ ‘
dielectric cables has not been encouraging due to premature -

failures in lower\voltage distribution systems; such failures arxe
occurring after 15\years, half the design life. However, he
believes .the quality to be adequate for voltages to 60KkV; above
that voltage, the insulation is’ subject to degradation by
ionization of gases entrapped in the voids of the insulation. This
ionization can degrade\the insulation to. the point where tree roots
can intrude and ultimately cause cable failure.‘ Tests conducted by
the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) at the Walt’s Mill .
test facility in the 1970’% resulted in failure of all cables
prematurely. More recently the early 1980’8 tests. of 138 and
230 kV solid dielectric cableg also resulted in premature failures.
One conclusion is that Americak-made solid dielectric cable is not
adequate at these voltages, but thatjsome'foreign~made cables may
be adequate; therefore EPRI intends to test them at 230 kV in 1988
at Walt’s Mill. The tests are accRlerated durability tests that in
two years simulate a normal 30-year life cycle, so the results of
the 1988 tests should be available i

PG&E witness McCullough test{fied regarding land-use
impacts, visual effects and costs. His testimony offered examples
of development that occurred.: despite the \existence of overhead
transmission facilities, a notable examplé\ being the Blackhawk

‘subdivision, which has two overhead. lines cxossing it. McCullough

believes that subdivision developnent is compatible with
transnission lines, and that Ruby Hill could. \be developed
reasonably w1th the proposed project. Since nost vmsual impacts

R ‘. "' . Lo -
. 8 . .
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would be at a distance they would not be signizicant due to natural
shielding and strategic placement of towers. On cress—exam;natxon,
McCullough stated\that he had not talked directly‘toranyone
representing Blackhawk in rormclating“his conclusicn regarding the
effects of transmisgicn lines on residential development. Although
he testified regarding\ potential impacts on the Ruby Hills
development, “I think at if the towers were in and then this
subdivision were construtted , the impact on those would be
negligible.” (Txr. p. 250),\ on cross-exnmination he conceded that
#The perception of the vast majority of the ‘people is. that they
don’t like transmission lines, yes.” (Tr. p. 251.) Regarding
PG&E’s decision to not give the Ruby Hills proposal the same
treatment as the Xottinger and\Lund pro’ects, McCullough stated
that Ruby Hills is difrerent‘be"use7Kottinqer Ranch has an
approved Planned Unit Development \(PUD), and although the Lund
project does not yet have a PUD, or\at least didn’t at the time of
PG&E’s selection of the proposed prodect, it is, in his estimation,
very close to receiving approval from the county;'Ruby Hills, in
his opinion, is speculative since appro a) would require either
changes in existing county,planning, ch gcs in zoning, or
annexation of this area to the City e:,Pl asanton. He conceded
that zoning laws frequently change and tha c*ty boundaries of a
growing city such as Pleasanton usuallngro .or extend over time.
Further testimony of McCullough cextered on land
acquisition costs, visual impacts of. tower piicement, and the issue
of who should pay for the additional costs of underg:oundlng the
entire route, as in all-U.G. Alternate 4, if that is ordered by the-
Commission. He believes that those parties who}benerit from the
undergrounding, should pay the addead costs, 'i.e.,\”...the City of
Pleasanton, the City of Livermore, and the portion £ the county

N
_where property owners live where the. trenamission line would
cross.” (Tr. pP. 338.) oot
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PGSE witness Jones, PG&E’s only routing engineer,.
testlried regarding effects of overhead transmission lines on
residential dev:lgrment. Although he was. unsuccess!ul in contact;ng
Blackhawk represe tatives, he did talk to another developer,
Tassajara Developnent Corporation. (Tassajara) who is developlng a
parcel adjacent tq the transmission‘corridor. Tassajara feels that
competent architects and designers have many factors to deal with,
and things such as orxentation of the house can overcome problems
such as immediately adjacent visual impacts. Ot!settlng _
advantages in developing a home adjacent to-a,transmiSsion line
are open space or green belt in the transnission corridor.

Jones investigated parcels adjacent to and away from the
transmission corridor egarding‘aeseseor valuation to determine if
a difference in value wis apparent. He found no such difference.

Jones also testified regarding another developer,

Braddock and Logan Associates (B&L), who had been in contact with

_ PG&E concerning the possible purchase of a parcel of property owned

by PG&E adjacent to a transpission line.. The B&L representative
indicated that the presence ©f two parallel transmission lines -
bisecting a development would\not have a measureable effect on the
selling price of homes in the-$%200,000 to $300,000 price range in
this development. ' :

Jones acknowledged that\PG&4E’s preferred route includes
an added $9 million foxr mitigation undergrounding 1.6 niles of
line, as compared to the cost of an all overhead route, but did not.
agree that the additional $10 million
DEIR recommended all-U.G. alternate 4 colld be justified under any
assumptions. :

DRA. presented four witnesses, beginning with the panel
consisting of witnesses Wood and Pereira. ‘The anel testified to
the engineering report and to the report by R. W. Beck and
Associates entitled 'Technology and Environmental\hssessment Guide
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on. Undexrground High Voltage Power Transmission”. The latter report
is intended as a generic reference guide for the CPUC, to Be used:
also for other transmission line proceedings.

| Pereira testified that the data used by PG&E in
evaluating the reliabilitytwof solid dielectric cable is. not
necessarily the best to use \since it covers only recent years when
the United States has gone ough its learning curve, and
therefore the data is not comparable with data for the HPOFPT
system. He also believes that\the LPOF system should be considered
for the project. The panel disgovered a number of errors in the
failure rate data, some of which\were corrected on the stand, and
others were corrected in the final report. _

Witness Trembley sponsorkd the DEIR; in response to the
many comments in public sessions regarding the relative impoxrtance
of environmental criteria, he explaingd that the alternatives wexe
ranked for each category on a best to rst basis. Regarding
suggestions that relative we;ghtlng be ujed considering the
impoxtance of each category, Trembley sug ested that such wemght;ng
_is not practical. The environmental asses ent and rankings of the
alternates was done without consideration of\ costs, since although
it is easy to express costs for items such as\easements or land,
#It is quite another thing to give a quantitative fiqure for the
value of an Alameda striped racer, or give a nudper for the value
of a single visual impact.” (Tr. p. 447.)
| Trembley explained that considering all \spects, the all-
U.G. Alternate 4 is preferred and that many of the Xppacts
associated with it are very short term, such as cons
tratfic, and noise. All other alternatives have significant
unmitigatable visual impacts that occur at the crossings Qf county
designated scenic Corridors,'i.a;;,at Vineyard Avehue and a
Vallecitosunoad. Co ‘ S

Witness Russell test;tied regarding the recommendation ot '
a cost cap based on. PG&E’B cost estimate ror the HPOFPT system.
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_Her recommendatzon is that if a lowe: cost alternate is selected
" the cost saved can be set aside for contingency in .case added
maintenance costs resultth{rom ;he alternative undergroundlng
technology. | - _ B
‘ She explained t the role of DRA in evaluating an
application for CPCN is to\ evaluate four major factors; need for
the project, economics of the project, engineering feasibility, and
environmental impacts. Russell also explained that additional |
impetus for the all-U.G. Altexnate 4 is provided by the stated
intent of some of the local re resentatives‘tc'enccurage
development of a tourist attrachion centered on the region’s wine
growing. T
Regarding the issue of who should be responsible for the
extra costs of undergrounding, Russqll testified that if the all-
U.G. Alternate 4 is selected, all . ratepayers should share the
cost. She testified that DRA gave congiderable thought to the
issue, but couldn’t determine a rationa ‘means for any other
allocation; “...it would be very difficult to draw an exact line .
around .hose people that have‘a'direct“b tit rrom-this line going

Livermore Valley and the direct communities
reglon,...maybe a little beyond that. .. -"

‘too difficult towdc-that.' (Tr. p. 501, 502 )

._'.41‘ -
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3. VWente Brothers Winery, Signature Homes or Signature

Properties, a?d cextain vg::yaxd Avenue Property

owners (Wente) :

Wente witness Weissman testified regarding visual impacts
and that Alternates 1 and 8 will interfere with development of
residential housing. Althdugh the Wente project (Ruby Hills) is
not as far along as the twojalong Route 1, it is being actively
developed at this time. In jher view, the only environmental
difference between the routes\ is that the timing of development
along Altermate 3 is slightly behind Route 1, but the visual and
land use impacts are comparabld. Weissman pointed out that the
photographs with superimposed tkansmission towers leave out a majbr"
feature of the proposal, i.e., adcess roads necessary to construct:
and maintain the towers and line.\ . ‘

Weissman believes that - proper way to do a view-shed
analysis is to take photos from ev point along the line; the
assumption in wvisual andlysis is that\if you can see something, it
can see you. Furthermore, the phbtbs_ urnished'by‘PG&B.are about a
mile away from the transmission line an therefore don’t show the

impact on possible residents of Ruby Hille who would be much
closer. | ‘

Weissman testified that she talked to the President of
Blackhawk Properties and the Executive Vice-President of Blackhawk
Corporation regarding impacts on development ‘ d property values of
the transmission line crossing that area. They felt that the

impact was greatest during the initial sales o the properties, and
also indicated the need for substantial changes to the project as a
result of the transmission line. Homes adjacent to the
transmission line initially sold for 20 to 30% leis than comparable
homes away from the it, while resalés were less affected in price.

Weissman contacted several vineyards, Chakeau Souverain,
and Wente, who she is representing, on the impact of
trdnSmission lines on viticulture. - A-number of concerns were
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expressed inéluding,conrlict with farm machinery especiallf'when
vines are replaced, hazard of electrocution of workers, aerial
spraying dittfculty, effect of herbicides used to control growth in
the,transmissio& line corrider, and aesthetics. Aesthetics affects
marketability and pricing of varietal wines since the price people
are willing to pay for a bottle of wine depends on their perception
of the winery itself. Additionally, as related by Mr. Wente to
Weissman, publicity\by wine journals and magazines is adversely
affected due to visudl effects of overhead transmission lines.

Weissman believes that the visual impact of the proposed
project would be as great on Ruby Hills as it would be on
Pleasanton if PGAE were %o build the transmission line overhead
through Pleasanton, becausg much of the alignment through Ruby
Hills would be part way up the hillside and‘thus beuﬁore\visiblev
from the surrounding area. - \

Wente witness Howextolh, a landscape architect and
planner, testified that in his :ience there would be no reason
to spend the time and money that’s en spent on'the Ruby Hills
project if it were not a viable, max etable project. In his v;ew
the project should be considered like - to be consumated.

Witness Cavagnaro testified that the cost estimates by
PGAE for the underground portion are que tlonable since they vary
substantxally from the est;mates by Beck. or Alternate 4, PG&E
estimates labor at $4,001,591, compared to at $6,699,000;
material is estimated by PG&E at $8,240, 695 compared: to Beck’s-
estimate at $4,858,000. Cavagnaro-recommends indensive
. inwestigation of the rationale and numbers used by PG&E.
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Properties, Inc., Jack Nicklaus Golf

Witness, Ghielmetti testified that the proposed project
would have very significant effects on the proposed development of
the Wente propertiee and surroundings. He believes that the
additional $10 million cost foxr the all U.G. Alternate 4 is
justified for the long-term benefit of the Livermore Valley.
Ghielmetti doesn’t see\undergrounding as a benefit to the Wente
property since it would\not improve the-existing condition, but
would merely maintain approximately'the status quo. Wente is not
interested in sharing the jdded $10 million cost of undergrounding.
The witness indicated a wil -gness'to negotiate underground
easements, possibly at no cos to PG&E, and added that if overhead

were pursued, potentially costl ‘condemnatidn‘procedures could be
required.

Mxr. Lund testxfied reqardin- the effect of alternate 1,

on the Lund Ranch, a planned residential\development located within
the City of Pleasanton. The planned development is in conformance
with the City’s general plan. Alternate 1 lies within the Lund
Ranch along its northwestern border.. pports all-U.G. _
alternate 4 as an environmentally acceptable alternate benefitting -
the area and those passing through it. |

Mr. Hahnexr owns 37 acres that he anticipy
at some time in the future. The PG&E proposed projact goes through
his property with the transition stationflocated in NMs front yard.
He supports all-U.G. Alternate 4, and believes that triffic and
noise impacts of it are overstated in the DEIR as they are short
term in nature, compared to the 40- or 50~-year lire of an\overhead
transmission line. :
N ~ Ms. Heinz owns a parcel of 21+1a¢res‘and lixewise \intends
 .to develop it at some future time:'hér'concgrnfreggrds.theﬁ
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preferred alternate. ¥Heinz would be willing to-dedicate rights or
way for either Alternate 2 or Alternate 4.
6.

Mr. Fairgield, a consultingfcivil engineer for Kottingex
Ranch, with consideyable experience in CEQA and environmental
impact reports, testified concerning visual impacts of Alternate 2.
He believes that the top half of the tower exiting the transition -
station would be visible from many lots of: the Kottinger project.
He emphasized tbhat the impacts of underground construction are much
greater when the constru ion is done a:ter completion of a
"residential development pxoject, as compared to before.

Fairfield also tistified that he talked to a prlnclpal of
the Blackhawk Company and was told that lots in close proximity to
the transmission line had to discounted by 20 to 40% to the
original builder or honmeownex \bPecause of negative feelings about
transmission lines. He believés that the visual impact of overhead
transmission lines would be com le tof'thevxottihger’as for the
'Ruby Hills developments, assuming)\the latter developed in a
definable period of time.
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. 7. The City of Pleasanton :

| pete‘.;\- MacDonald, City Attorney for -the City of
Pleasanton, tes%iried regarding the o!!icial'pqsition'of“ ‘ _
Pleasanton, i.el, that all-U.G. Alternate 4 is the environmentally
superior alternative, that 60% U.G. Alternate 3 is marginally
acceptable, and the other three alternates are unacceptable in
varying degrees. \The city is most concernmed with the Fertile
Crescent as a tourist attraction, and is concerned that overhead
transnission lines may disturb the unique setting the area offers.

Alameda cOtnty Supervisor, was unable to
attend the hearings, but filed a late-filed exhibit stating the
concerns of the county regarding the Fertile Crescent. Alameda
County’s constituents cléarly favor the all-U.G Altermate 4,
feeling that overhead towers would have a great negative impact on

hearings, as well as responses to all comments. Incorporated by
reference in the final EIR are the draft EIR, the R. W. Beck
Engineering Report, and the R. W. Beck prelim%pary report
~Technology and Environmental Assessment Guide, on Underground High--
' Voltage. Power Transmission” of Septembexr, 1987.\ '
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The conclusion is the same as in the draft EIR, that
significant ﬁn&ﬁeidable impacts that cannot be mitigated are
associated with all DEIR alternates except all-U.G. Alternate 4.
Those impacts are Visual impacts of transmission lines crossing |
over scenic roads (Vineyard Avenue and Vallecitos Road). All other
impacts can be reduced to moderate, low, or imsigmificant ratings
through mitigation méhsures. Alternate 4 is the environmentally
superior. alternative, Alternate 3 is second best, followed by the
other tbree alternates. o ‘ | -

Comments on the FEIR were receivedytron several parties .

who repeat the comhents they furnished on the DEIR, that the
categories of impacts should be wéighed. We conclude that the
explanation of ralative impoXtance of the categories adecuately
considers that issue. The other major comment on the FEIR is from
the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(Flood Control) repeatinq the congern they expressed by letter
about the impact the Alternate 4 Youte would have on construction
of the Zone 7 proposed 36~inch Vine¥ard Pipeline, a water line.
Flood Control is concerned that the npute and construction of the
'pipeline may be severely hampered by the location of tke
underground transmission line, resulting in potential substantial
cost escalation. \

We find that the FEIR will not a complete document
that complies with applicable statutes untiy it is supplemented
with a study of all-U.G. Alternate 4 includi g the efifect on the
Flood Control water line. - The mitigation measpres described in the
FEIR are reasonable and will be adopted. We will further consider
the supplemental EIR and its'; mitigation ‘mea.suﬁres' in a later order.
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‘f ' = IX. Discussion

The applMcant, DEIR, and parties agree that there is a
need for additionai\electrical capacity to serve this. growing area.
No party offered reasonable alternates to~expand1ng the :
transmigssion capacity except for the PG&E alternate of expanding
the San Ramon substation, which could be more cost-effective but
might offer less reliabi ity than the. proposed transmission line.

The Pleasanton area is situated strategically both as a
bedroom community and as o\pub for commercial and business park
development due to its location near the junction of two major
freeways, Interstate Routes\?so and 680. Growth in electrical load
has been 9 MW per year recently, and that trend is expected to
continue in the foreseeable f&ture; Concern has beenlexpressed by
the cities about reliability of\ electric service, an important
consideration for commercial and\business park development.

We conclude that an upgrade of electrical ‘capability to
Pleasanton is needed, but of the se eral options available we
. ¢annot determine which is best to meet this need without additional
study comparing the costs and benerxts tween all-U.G. Alternate 4
and upgrading the San Ramen substation. \We will order PG&E to
submit such a report to the Commission. '
B. CEOA - R N I
The California Environmental Quality Act requires in
Section 21081 that 'no‘publio agency shall'app ove'or'carry out a
project for which an environmental impact repo has been. completed
which identifies one or more significant effects ereor unless
such public agency makes one, or more, of the rolbeLng fzndzngs-

#(a) Changes or alterations have been re red
in, or incorporated into, such proje
which mitigate or avoid the significant
environmental effects thereof as
identified in the completed environmental
'impact report...” :
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w*'*_'
#(c) Specific economic, social, or other
nsiderations make infeasible the
:gtigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the
environmental impact repo:t. o
(Emﬁpesis added.). ‘
C. ﬁﬁ1ﬂESiQD.QI.BQﬂ&Q.AII&IDﬁSﬂ
The five alternates to the proposed project considered in
the draft EIR and tinaf\E:R include: the two Route’l options in the
PEA, Alternmates 1l and 2.\\?wo additionnl alternates are a variation
of the Route 3 option hav;e? additional undergrounding (60%), the -
all-U.G. Route 4, and the no, project alternate- Those‘rive
alternates are: RA
Proposed project: Route 3, Option 1.
~ Alternate 1: Route iy Option 1
Alternate 2: Route 1,\Option 2 -
Alternate 3: Route 3, Qption 2 (60% U.G.)
Alternate 4: Route 4 (all-U.G.)
‘Alternate 5: no-project
1. The proposed project, Route 3, Option 1, generated
significant controversy regarding: thevtwo environmental areas‘of
greatest concern, visual quality and. land use, with visual quality
as the predominant consideration. Exteésive”testimony of DRA and
consultants, property owners, publio.offfbials, developers,
planners and other experts, and local ci;f‘ens all express
considerable concern about .the impact of overhead transmission
towers and lines on this unique area referred\to as the Fertile
Crescent. The cities of Pleasanton and Livermqre, Wente, and othexr
parties mention potential plans for development of a tourist
attraction similar to leverado in the Napa Valldy. The attract;on'
would likely consist of hocel(s), golr course, temnis facilities,
wine testing, active vineyards and small wineries, as well as otker
suitable taoilities- In.their view, overhead t:ansmission 3

T

T -
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facilities are not compatible or desirable with suoh,uses.
Propertyfowneng who have either begun.plonnipgvdevolobment as Wente -
bas with Ruby Hills, oxr who are considering development of their
land at sonme later date, fear that overhead transmission lines will
reduce the des;rabmllty of their property and development, both by
rendexring some portion unusable for’ development and by degradation
of the natural beauoy of this unique area. Concern was expressed
by many parties over\ the visual. impact of transmission lines
crossing County designated scenic roads." '

PG&E de:ends\the pre:erred alternate as adequately
protecting the environment by underground;ng the 1.6 miles
proposed, and believes that any further undergrounding is not
justified unless the a:!écted or benefited parties are willing to
pay the added costs.

We don’t agree t.Rnby'Hills is'a~speculative‘or
unlikely development even though some changes in zoning or city
boundaries are required berogh it’ can be approved. Changes of this
type are not unusual, especlafly in rapidly growing areas, and
there has been no indication in\this proceeding of any attempt to
slow or stop growth in the Pleasanton area. The changes could
delay the development, but the intent and commitment by Wente to

‘developing the project would indicate probable success of Ruby
cat

Hills or a similar development, by ite or others. We strongly
disagree with PGLE’s decision to treal, the Wente potential
development as unlikely and unworthy o\ the same consideration
granted the Kottinger and Iund Ranches. In our view, the fact that
Ruby Hills is behind the schedule of development for the Lund Ranch
and Kottinger Ranch is not significant when\compared to the visual
impact (and land use impact) of transmission Nrowers and lines with
an expected life of 50 years. PG&E’s argumenty ‘that overhead
transmission lines and residential development are not only

.. compatible but a fact of life are not. convincing. The example of

tne Blackhawk project merely~shows that iz andoverhead transm;ssxon~7“
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line is already in place, development can etill occur, but not
necessarily as well as if the line-were underground- If PGEE’S
contention is valid, seemingly most of the undergrounding in PG&E’s
proposed project oould have been avoided. However, PG&E doesn’t
gee an all-overhea alternate as viable, ard’ proposes a project
that includes $9 million added costs for' undergroundzng. We agree -
that all-overhead 1s\not viable for this project. We similaxly
don’t see overhead as \viable in the vicinity of the Wente property
and at the two crossings of County designated Scenic Roads. '
2. Alternate 1: \Route 1, Option 1 has a number of.
environmental impacts thmt are greater than-the proposed project,
although most others are the same or similar to i{t. The greater
impacts are included in all the general environmental categories:
land use compatibility, visuadl quality, biotic factors, geology,
and traffic and construction. It ranks worst of the alternates in
“the first two categories, and i ferior to-the proposed project in
all categories. Some of the reaeens :or higher impacts axe the
amount of access roads required, 27,000 feet, causing damage to
marsh and potential loss of trees, \local. edverse impacts on land
use planning, visual impacts of the trensition station and five
towers on the Kottinger Ranch and sting homes to the northwest.
Additional impacts are the effects on development of some of the
Lund Ranch lots, towers visible from- he ‘Alameda- County fairgrounds
and the Pleasanton Ridge, and some sout nerly towers are skylighted,
i.e., are silhouetted against the sky d as a result are clearly
visible even at a distance. The transit on station is visible from
portions of the Lund property. Because' o all these impacts, and
since other alternates have reduced impacts, we conclude that this
alternate does not warrant further consideration for this project.‘
3. Alternate 2: Route 1, Option 2 was developed in the DEIR
as an attempt to mitigate the visual impacts\or Alternate 1,
through additional undergrounding -and relocetfcn of the trans;t;on -
station, at an additional cost of $z- million.”’
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improvements resulted, this alternate is still rated worse than the
preferred profhot in all five major categor;es. Compared to
Alternate 1, Alterrate 2 has less impact in land use compat;bllxty
and visual qualit;?\but greater 1mpact in biotic factors, geology,
and traffic and construction. Some of the areas of concern are
loss of woodland, visi?ility of the transition station and a tower
from the Kottinger Ranch, and some skylighted towers. Skylighting
is a particular concern\to the City of Pleasanton, as it wishes to
maintain an uncluttered line view. For. this reason it required
Kottinger Ranch to revise \its development to eliminate 1ots,where
homes could be built on tho\skyllne.

The results of Alternate_z seem to indicate that the’
improvements achleved were*at\the expense of other environmental
considerations. The net result is an alternate with significant
impacts, very similar to Alterqete 1:'we‘theroforevconclude that
this alternate also does not w t further consideration.

4. Alternate 3 (60%'U.G.)\is a variation of PG&E’s preferred
route with two miles of additiona undergroundlng and an added cost
of $5 million. It has less impa than the preferred project in
three categories, land use, visual ality, and biotic factors
while it has a greater impact only in traffic and construction.
Among the alternatives it ranks seco\d to the all-=U.G. Alternate 4
in the categories deemed most impo £ by the participants in this
proceeding, i. e., land use and vizzzz\quality. The added
undergrounding eliminates the overhead crossing of Vineyard Avenue,
but the overhead section still crosses Véllecitos Road. Transition
Station TSA would have visual impact on exdsting'rural residential
and possible future Wente homes, and the overhead towers would have
the same impact as this section of the propgbed"project; The
additional undergrounding to the southwest of “the Ruby Hill winery
site might eliminate the need for Federal Avmation Administration
(FAA) referxral and attendant potential for signlt;cant adverse
- impacts on-air navigation and sofotx, The sogment ‘o ‘the alternate
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south of the tr;:;iﬁion station could cause signiricant adverse
impacts on the City ‘of Pleasanton General Plan Conservation and
Open Space Element Pngrams due to the amount o: land needed for
overhead rights of way\and access roads.

Although Alte te 3 has the least inpacts of all

alternates having overh d portions, this alternate with 60% U.G.

" has greater impacts than\the all-U.G. Alternate 4. However, it

‘ellminating potential concerns about electric and

cannot be dismissed as a potentially viable alternate until other
aspects as cost and mitiga\ion_of impacts are considered further,
especially in view of PG&Es strong contention that the extra cost
of all-U.G. Alternate 4 is not justified and can’t be sustalned by
PGLE’s ratepayers as a whole\in this period of competition in -
supplying electricity.

5. All-U.G. Alternate 4\15 the all underground route that
costs about $10 million more than the proposed project and
eliminates the land use and visual impacts that are associated in
varying degrees with all the other alternates. It was developed by
DRA as a means of alleviating publjc concerns over those impacts.
Since this alternate was selected after environmental zmeld work
was underway on the other alternates )\ it was not possible in the
time available to conduct a complete en
Additional environmental work resulting \in a supplemental' EIR wWwill
be required, if this alternate is selected. Of the five broad
environmental categories, all-v.G. Alternake 4 has the least
impacts in land use, visual quality, and gedlogy, ‘the greatest
impact in traffic and" constructlon, and middl"impact in biotiec.
Since traffic and construction is a short-te impact and it is not -
a major concern to the parties in this proceed g, it is not a
major shortcoming. - o

_As the only all-U.G. alternate, it is ¢ the only one
aixzung'ne't:ic fields

that can induce voltage and currents in- objects in\proximity~to-the
transmission line. Additionally, ozone and nitrogen oxides are_

v
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generated. At 230 kilovolts many of the problems associated with
highexr voltages come ingignificant, but the guidelines issued by
. the State of California, Environmental Protection. Agency,'and the.
National Electric Safety Code need- to be. considered with regard to
overhead transmission lines. The DEIR.recommends testing a:ter
construction to insure compliance.. : 5

6. Alternate 5 is the no—project alternate. PG&B'dismissed
this as not viable glve the load growth experienced and expected
to continue in the Pleas ton area. The DEIR reached the same
conclusion, that the ele ric distribution systenm serving the area
would be deficient by 1990 ,\ so that dererral ot the project and
without reinforcement of the$an Ramon substation, overloading
would occur, ultimately causind\ brownouts, ‘load shedding or other
loss of service. Section 451 of ‘the California Public Utilities
Code states “Every Public Utility shall furnish and maintain such
adequate, efficient, just, and reasonaple service, .
" instrumentalities, equipment, and facilities...as are necessary to
promote the safety, health, comxort; and wonvenience of its
patrons, employees, and the public.” We coxclude that a no-project
alternate is not viable and will not further \consider Alternate 5.

We now focus on all-U.G. Alternate 4\recommended in the

FEIR and the 60% U.G. Alternate 3. The area of\controversy is
whether Alternate 4 is required ox justified condeering the
additional cost of about $10 million more than the proposed
project, and $5 million more than 60% U.G. Alternatd 3. All ,
parties except PG&E believe that the added cost is :}ther warranted
or required under CEQA. PG&E strongly supports its‘pte erred
project, stating that added undergrounding is not justified given
the speculative or uncertain nature of the potential Ruby Hills
development. Additionally, PG&E is concerned with mdnimiz;ng costs
in order to keep rates as low as possible to-minimize the. threat of
bypass by existing or potential PG&E customers-.
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The impactsrcaused by ‘the proposed project and' 60% U. G.
Alternate 3 are similar except that the former . has additional
impacts in the eree\yhere it is overhead and the latter is
underground. If we were to aﬁbrove\en.alternete containing an
overhead portion it Qbuld be Alternate 3, essuming the addltionel

$5 million over the p posed project were justitied or necessary
undexr CEQA. '

Next we compare 60% U. G. Alternate 3 to all—U.G.
Alternate 4. The major \lmpacts caused. by Alternate 3 that are
substantially elimlneted or reduced to-accepteble ‘levels in
Alternate 4 are:

a. Land use imp are essociated with new
residential development and with regional
development plans. Residential development
is affected by land needed for the overhead .
transmission lind corridor, the resulting
views from residehces, the access roads
required for maintanance, and the broad
public perception that nearby overhead
transmission lines axe not desirable.
latter causes a probakle reduction in
property values, especially in original

sales, a primaxy concery of developers
considering feasibility ‘of development.

We are convinced that in

future development will octur at a steady
pace in the Pleasanton area\ Testimony
about development pressures \due to the
proximity of Interstate Freeways 580 and
680, and the recent history of growth
convince us that the Wente property is
likely to develop, whether by

others. Equally important is
development underway or planned Xor- this
area is being done in an environmentally
sensitive manner emphasizing the
picturesque rural nature of the area. This
leads into the next concerm. N

Visual impacts are a concern of
substantially all parties to the
preoceeding, relating to planned new
development, existing homes, scenic ::oads,
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and the general character of the Fertile
Crescent area. From the standpoint of
regional development an overhead
transnission line detracts from the
picturesque nature of the area, and would
make\development of a tourist attraction
similar to Silverado in the Napa valley a
more difficult and probably less successful
venture. Even without that type of
development the proposed project would
visuallyx impact people visiting the area as
well as those residing there. This
application for CPCN is an opportunity to
protect alunique area from avoidable
significant environmental impacts.
Although we applaud PG&E for its concern
with minimizing costs in general, in this
proceeding the added costs must be weighed
against the xelevant environmental factors.

The California Enwironmental Quality Act requires, among
other things, in Section 21081 that “no public agency shall approve
or .carry out a project for w an gnvi:onmental impact report has
been completed which identifies, one or more significant effects
thereof unless such public agency makes one, or more, of the
£ollowing f£indings: :

#(a) Changes or alterations have been required
in, or incorporated \into, such project
which mitigate or avaid the significant
environmental effects\thereof as o

identified in the completed environmental
j-mpact reporto o” :

* * %

Specific economic, social,\ or other
considerations make infeasible the
mitigation measures or projggt
alternatives identified in the
environmental impact report.
(Emphasis added.) ‘

Saving $5 million in our view does not satisfy the CEQA
requirements that would allow,significgn;‘qnvironngntal impacts to
' remain because of specific economic factors making mitigation
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infeasible. PG&E has not made an adequate showing that the $10
million additional cost of all-U.G. Alternate 4 over the proposed
project would cause such effects; we. conclude that the $5 million
additional cost £ all-U.G. Alternate 4 over 60% U.G. Alternate 3
would cause even'less significant economic effects. The final EIR
clearly indicates t total undergrounding‘is”required-tOLmitigate
significant unavoideble impacts. Thererore}‘hlterhate‘4 is the
eﬁvironmentally superior alternate and as lead agency under CEQA is
the only alternate t we can certify. However, as we: indicated
earlier, PG&E stated t upgrading the San Ramon substation might
_be preferrable to all-U\.G. Alternate 4 with its added $10 million
cost compared to the proposed project. We will order PG&E to
provide a cost-benefit an 1ysis comparinq the upgrade of the
substation to Altermate 4. :

D. Responsibility for the ditional

_ We now deal with tgk issue of financial responsibility
for the added cost of all-U.G.\Alternate 4. PG&E argues that the
local cities and benefited residents along the route should pay the
added cost. DRA attempted to dewise an equitable means of
assigning cost responsibility but decided that it was not
practical, due largely to the difficulty in determining who
benefits from the additional undergighnding. DRA therefore
recommends that this cost be shared by W1l PG&E ratepayers as has
been done in the past on similar CPCN applications. The other
parties who addressed the issue also recomiend that all the
ratepayers should share the cost. ‘

The issue of responsibility for addqeiéostsot

undergrounding is a complex one with potential |eequities. For
example, is it reasonable to charge Wente for a portlon of the
extra $5 million cost of undergrounding in Alterna e 4 compared to
Altermate 37 Should Kottinger Ranch and Lund Ranch- share in the
added $9 million cost of PG&E’S preterred project ovexxan all

EANE

Y,
.
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overhead aiternate?' How much of either or both of these costs
should the cities of Pleasanton and Livermore share° How should
the County of Alameda share, i. e. all the county, or only that
portion in reasopable proximity to the project? How will future
‘ developments and residents share these added costs that will
environmentally benefit the area for perhaps 50 years? Should
visitors and tourists share directly or indirectly in these costs?

Although the Commission will consider methods for
equitable sharing of added costs of undergrounding in the future,
we are convinced that at this time no such method has been
developed. We therefore will treat the‘added«undergrounding‘costs,
the same as other reasonjble project costs, to be ultimately shared
by all ratepayers. o

In oxder to proparly consider the issues raised in this
proceeding on responsibilitX for additional costs of undergrounding
and the related issue of the \proper and desired level of
reliabzlzty and service quali » the COhmission.belleves it
necessary to commence an Order nstituting Inwestxgat;on (0IIX) .
The two central issues are:

© How should the Commijgsion more specifically
define reliability and service quality as
related to electric t mission and
distribution projects order to nore
closely meet customer preferences regarding
cost and service level? :

How should the costs of rqliab ilitX
requirements and envirommental mit gation be

allocated among customers?
The result of the OII should be a detazled set of rules

or guidelines that will clarify the COmmission's intent on these
issues.

E. Iechnologies for Undexrgrounding ‘
DRA recommendation’ that a Project Construction Board

(Board) be appointed by the Commission to evaluate the alternate |

. underground technologies possible for the Vineyard project deserves
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considerationfalong with the intormation presented on those
technologies. | The information indicates a significant level of
uncertainty regarding the reliability and durability of the
alternate undeyground technologies, as’ shown on the Trouble Rate
- table above. ‘
' Testimony by DRA consultants. Pereira and Wood- attempts to
minimize the importance of the comparative data, but they offer no
better means of comparison. Pereira’s contention is that utilities
were going througﬂ\a learning curve, with alternate technologies
and whether they now may be comparably reliable is speculative and
without foundation i test results or in actual field experience in
the United States. liability data from other countries is
difficult to compare to that of the U.S. since outage criteria are
not identical, and langfhage barriers add a level of uncertainty in
understanding the data ' '

PG&E witness itake presented the most up-to-date
information on testing of seolid dielectric cable conducted by EPRI
at the Walt’s Mill test facility. Tests to’ date have resulted in
consistently premature failur another set. of tests are scheduled
to be started in 1988 and will ‘conclude in 1990. Those tests will
evaluate foreign manufactured ; le, since other countries such as
France and Japan appear to have batter. experience with this
technology, indicating that they have better mastered the
manufacturing and, or, quality contrpl processes. We are convinced
that at the present time so0lid diele ric cable is not a viable
technology for this project, and that ﬁurther evaluation of the
technology is not warranted at this time. PG&E is encouraged to
continue to monitor test results and evaluate the teasibility of
solid dielectric cable for new installations. -

The other alternate technology proposed‘in the DEIR to be
considered is low-pressure oil-filled: cable,_which has potential
advantages of lower initial cost and less oil spill volume in the
‘ event,o: a rupture or leak. Regarding cost, testimony by Kunitake
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points out that a major element of cost suving for th;s technology
results from nof using pipe as is used for the high-pressure oil-
filled pipe~type \system. Kunitake recommends that if the LPOF
system is used, it be installed in pipe for increased reliability
since the oil would otherwise be contained in a lead sheath which
is weak and subject\to fatigue failure. Additionally, the pipe
provides better protection against damage from digging, backhoes,
etc. Although Kunit bad no detailed, accurate cost information,
his opinion is that costs would be close between HPOFPT and LPOF if
the low-pressure system were installed in pipe. The additional.

-cost of installing the system in pipe appears justified given

the consequeances of outages of underground transmission lines,
especially with regard to the length of time needed to repair it.
Although such an outage doesi’t necessarily imply a service outage,
at times an outage could result, especially if problems occurred
concurrently on other systems supplying the electricity.

‘ The R. W. Beck report\on alternate underground

‘technologies also indicates that\compressed gas insulated

transmission lines are available, ‘cut that they don’t appear
feasible here at this time, due to igher'cost. The report states
that this system has been used mostly for short distances due to

Testimony by both DRA and _convinces us that we can
depend on the excellent service reliabilNty of the system most used
by PG&E, the HPOFPT system. Xunitake testified that the cémpany
has not experienced a single failure of this technology which is in
very widespread use (Tr. p- 199). The average age ot the HPOFPT

system in service on the PGLE system is 25. years. The LPOF is an

older technology than HPOFPT, so it is not likely that we will have
enough added experience with it in the near zu:ure to determ;ne

-comparative reliability. ~ AN

Also worth noting is that PGLE is totally familiar with

. all aspects of installation and maintenance of the'high-p:essurg
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system. We see no probable advantage to the ratepayer in further
considering the LPOF system for this project- Perhaps in the
future other technoloyies may offer potentially worthwhile savings
or other advantages, but at present we will not risk compromising
service reliability for\questionable benefits.

In summary, since solid dielectric, gas filled, and low-
pressure oil-filled techn logieS'do'not‘ortér advantages over the
high-pressure oil=filled pipe-type system proposed for underground
use by PG&E, we conclude t there is no need to employ the Board
recommended: by DRA to evaluate alternnte underground technologzes
for this project. »
Findipgs of Fact

1. PG&E filed an appli tion tor a certif;cate ot public
convenience and necessity on October 1, 1986 for. authority to
construct, operate, and maintaim a 230 kv ‘transmission line from
PG&E’S Tesla-Newark 230 kV transmission line to the proposed
Vineyard substation in Alameda Coynty.

nton area recently has been and
'is expected to continue at the rate\of approx;mately 9.0 MW per

3. The present transmission“sy tem-serving the Pleasanton
area will be deficient by around 1990.

4. The proposed project will u de the present
transmission systen adequately to serve e expected maximum future
load of the Pleasanton area. - .

‘ 5. The proposed project consists of four main parts:

O Vineyard substation on Stanley
near the Valley Awenue extension\in
Pleasnnton.

1.6 miles of underground 230 kV transmission
line from Vineyard substation to a \ \
transition station.

A transition stntion,to-éonvert rrom
underground to overhead located near the
Axrroyo del anle gravel quarry
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3.7 miles of overhead 230 kV transmission
line from the transition station to a
junction with the existing Tesla-Newark
transm;ss;on line south of vallecitos Road.

6. PG&E proposes t?~use conventional technologies including
high-pressure oil-filled pipe-type cable for the underground.
section, and steel lattice\ type towers for the overhead: section.

7. PG&E indicated that it may consider expanding the San
Ramon substation instead of constructing the all—U G. Alternate 4 .
transmission system. Lo :

8. Expanding the San Ramon substation may offer benerits or
shortcomings as compared to constructing the all-U.Gt Alternate 4
transmission system.

9. DRA recommends that a Project COnstruction Board be
appointed by the Commission- to‘evéluate alternate underground _
technologies. '

10. PG&E has not experienced any !ailures in its high-
pressure oil-filled system which is in widespread use.

1l. The two major concerns of. Qhe parties regarding the
proposed project are visual impact an land use impact.

12. The Commission issued a draf Environmental Impact Reporxt
V(DEIR) on July 20, 1987 as lead agency under CEQA.

. 13. The DEIR recommended all—U-G., lternate 4 for the
‘projecta . R .
 14. At the public hearings, all part es%except PG&E . supported

the all-U.G. Altexmate 4. o -

15. Four days of evidentiary hearings were held in San
Francisco on September 28, 29, 30 and October 1, 1987.

16. At the evidentiary hearings.all witn ses except for PG&E
supported all-U.G. Alternate 4 as appropriate t mitigate visual
and land use impacts. . o\h

17. PG&E opposes undergrounding beyond th

+6 miles
recommended to be undergrounded in the proposed project as not
{being justitied considering the additional cost- X
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18. All DEIR alternates except- all-U G. Alternate 4 have one
. or more significant environmental effects that can’t be mitigated
to lesser levels. - 2

19. The CommYesion issued a final environmental impact report
(FEIR) on October 15) 1987 as lead agency under CEQA. The FEIR
adopted the conclusions of the DEIR.

20. A number of ﬁhrties~indic;ted)potential plans for a
tourist attraction in.tﬁk Fertile crescent'o! the Pleasanton--
Liverncre area of Alameda\County.

21. PG&E recommends that it all-U G. Alternmate 4 is
certificated, the local parties who benefit from the added
undergrounding pay the added\costs of it. ‘

22. The Commission intends-to open an OII on the issues of
reliability and service quali related to electric transmission
projects, and allocation of cosEs of reliability requirements,and
environmental mitigation among
f 23. 2Al1-U.G. Alternate 4 may\conflict with potential plans by
~the Alameda’ County Flood Control and Water Conservation District to
" comstruct a 36-inch water line in the vicinity'ot a portion of
Alternate 4 along Vineyard Awenue.' \
conclusions of Law

1. The Pleasanton area requires

tomers.

2. PG4E should evaluate the costs and henefits of the
approved project compared to expansion of the San Ramon;substation
alternate before commencing construction.

3. A supplemental EIR is required for all- -Gm Alternate 4

before it can be given final certification approv&i.
‘ 4. Alternate technologies for underground smission do
not at this time offer potential for significant athntages over
. the high-pressure oil-filled pipe—type cable system proposed by
' PGEE for undarground use. ‘ :

T
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5. The high-pressure oil-filled pipe-type cable proposed by
applicant for the underground section bas proven ‘extremely reliable
and is the appropriate technology for this project.

6. It is not appropriate to-appoint a Project Construction
Board to evaluate ajlternate. underground technologies tor this
- project. .

7. The economics of all-U.G. Alternate 4 do not make it
infeasible under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

| _ .

IT IS ORDERED that. :

1. A certificate o public convenience and necessity (CPCN)
is granted to Pacific Gas apd Electric. Company (PG&E) to construct,
operate, and maintain the all-U.G. Alternate 4 variation of the
proposed project, subject to \the !ollowing conditions: -

a. PG&E is ordered to prepare a study
comparing the ecdnomics and operational
considerations of\all-U.G. Alternate 4 with’
the expansion of the San Ramon substation
alternate and serve\it on the Commission
and all parties to the proceeding within 90
days of the effective\date of this order.

PG&E is ordered to comply with the
nitigation measures condained in the. Final
Environmental Impact Rep and in this
opinion.

PG&E is ordered to-comply ith the

mitigation measures containéd in the

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

that will be prepared on the proved all-

U.G. Alternate 4.

‘ 2. The commission's Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA)
shall prepare and subnit to all parties of recérd in this
proceeding a supplemental environmental impact report (EIR) on

Alternate 4 ‘within 60 days of the ettective date‘bt this,order.'"ﬁ
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APFENDIX A
mucxa_rmmmm-

for Resources - mm. cali:t mblic‘otjlitimm '
1416 9th St., Room 1312 . 350 McAllister Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 : San Mrmsoo, CA 94102

SUBTECT: F:.ljngo:Noticeotnemmi:mtim incmpliancemthSectxmzlooa
or 21152 oftbemb\l.zcnesamcode

Pmmcr'm:r.z zaommrmissimmmﬁ:mv:imyaxdsubstauontothem&ﬂ
mmmewmmm :

Mmm N/A\ _

CONTACT PERSCN: Elaine Russell \

City of Pleasantb{u and Alameda County, California.

PROJECT DESCRIPITCN: Vﬁ:seya:dsmbsta"'égn, 5.6 miles of wndergroumd 230 KV
transmission line, and an underground overhead transition station, and an

weﬁ:eadoomect;mtothet\ashmﬂ'\zaommissxmlm

M:stoadw.sethattbe@litmmbhcmuamssion, as Lead

approved the above-mentioned ectmdhasmadethefollo&dng
detammtim:egardmgtbeabcve-mmti pmject : _

mtlgaticn measures. m made a cond:l.tim the
approval of this pu:oject.

A&atmtofwmmmsidua:timmm
adopt:edrortbispmject. . ,

DATE RECEIVED KR FELING
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The supplementallEIRfshall include consideration of impacts on the
Alameda County Flood Control and Water conservation District plans
to construct a new water line along a portion of this project.

3. PG&E shall subq&f/, updated cost estimate for all-U.G.
Alternate 4 reflecting the supplemental EIR:mitigation.measures, _
final design c¢criteria, and any Revisions to project costs resulting
from the conditions in this oxrdey, withrn 90 days of the effective
date of this order.

‘ 4. DRA shall evaluate and recommend to the Commissxon on the
reasonableness of the PG4E updated cost estimate within 150 days of
the effective date of this order. o

5. The authorization granted in this decision shall expire
if construction is not commoncod-w n one year of the effective
date of this order. ‘ o

6. The Executive Director of the Commission shall file a
Notice of Determination for the projéct as set forth in Appendlx A
to this decisioh with the Secretary f£op Resouxces.

7. The application is granted as\ set zorth above.

Th;s.order is: otfective today.

Dated ‘ , at S' ‘Francisco,'Caiitornia-




| sState of california ' public Utilities Commission

' San Francisco - -

 MEMORANDUN- o
Date  : 27 Janvary 1988

To . . The ¢oﬁzission'-

From . Commiss dnerﬂrrqdéfiékun..bud"'

File No.

Subject . : Alternate\to Agenda Item No. 4 of January 28th —- The
230 Kv PGLE Line to \the Vineyardv' s“bﬂtﬂtion‘ o ‘.

~ The proposed alternate clarifies the Commission’s concerns

regarding the following matters:

1. That the relative ehvirohméntalmbene:ité/costs of each of
the alternative routes s not well defined by PGLE; ' '

‘2. That, given the cbost of the all underground alternative,:
PGLE did not define additi nal alternatives to the project
adac¢uately (such as the Sa Ramon substation).: R

__ 3. That we are not comp \pely‘convinced.that,the‘crossing of
Vallecitos Road is in ractlag¢§§gniricantﬂ'fvisual/enviromental
impact given the large tower r-the Tesla/Newark line on the -
adjeining ridge: - L ‘ . '

‘ 4. That PGLE may proceed to iitroduce additional evidence on
environmental:mitigation measures, roject costs, and other ‘
projgct alternatives; ' A _ . ;

5. That CACD will provide adVic§ o the Commission on issues
related to allocation of costs for unde grounding-and
environmental,mitigationf1and,f o ' L

5. That transmission reliabilityfan@
issues should be addressed in future proceadi
Commission (instead of in an OIR). = .sxéi

© overall, this.ﬁiil_pﬁﬁtPG&E‘in a'pbsi ) fdffsuﬁpofting,

 alternatives To the all underground alternative if they chose to
do so. _ A T NN L
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Specific econonmic, socxal, or other
considerations make infeasible the
mltzgatzon measures or project
alternatives identified in the
envixonmental impact report.”
(Emphlasis added. )

C. selection of Route Alternate o

The five altarnates to the proposed project considered in
the draft EIR and f£inal \EIR include the two Route ) options in the
PEA, Alternates 1 and 2.\ Two additional alternates are a variation
of the Route 3 option hav ng additional undergrounding (60%), the
all-U.G. Route 4, and the no.project alternate. Those five
alternates are:

Proposed project: \Route 3, Option 1

Alternate Route\l, Option 1

Alternate Route Option 2

Alternate Route 3\ Option 2 (60% U.G.)

Alternate Route 4 (311-U.G.)

Alternate 5: no project\

We note at the outset that PG&E could haVe prov;ded more
sutficient justification for choosind between the various
alternmatives in this case on environmental grounds and has not
adequately defined other alternatives to the proposed project which
are comparable in cost to Alternatives 2\ 3, and 4.

1. The proposed project "Route 3, Option 1, generated
significant controversy. regarding the two e vironmental areas of
greatest concern, visual quality and land us with visual quality
as the predominant consideration. Extensive stimony of DRA and
consultants, property owners, public o¥ficials,
pPlanners and other experts, and local citizens a\l express
considerable concexrn about the inmpact of overhead \transmission
towers and lines on this unique area referred to as\the Fertile
Crescent. The cities of Pleasanton and Livermore,. W te, and other
parties mention potential plans for development of avtourxft
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attraction s:.milarXo Silverado in the Napa. Valley. In their view,
overhead transm.ss:.on\ facilities are not compatible or desirable
with such uses. Property owners and developers fear that overhead
transmission lines w:.l\l. reduce the des:.rab:.l:.ty of their property
and development, both by rendermg some port:.on unusable for
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Testimony about development pressures due to the proximity of
Interstate Freeways 580 and 680, and the recent history of growth

. convince us that the Wente property is likély to develop, whether
by Wente or others. \ Equally important is the fact that
development underway 'or planned for this area is being done in an
environmentally sensiéive manner emphasizing the picturesque rural
nature of the area. Tﬁ&s leads into the next concern.

- Visual impacts\are a concern of substantially all
parties to the proceeding) relating to planned new development,
existing homes, scenic roads, and the general character of the
#fertile crescent” area.

From the standpoint of regional devélopment‘an overhead
transnission line detracts from the picturesque nature of the area,
and would make development of Q\tourist attraction similar to
Silverado in the_Napa valley a m?re difficult and~p;obably less
suceessful venture. Even without) that type of development the
proposed project would visually :kpact people visitihg_the-area as
- well as those residing there. This application‘ror CPCN is an
opportunity to protect a unigque area\from avoidable significant
environmental impacts. On the other hand, given the large towers
and high voltage lines (Tesla~-Newark) on the ridge over Vallecitos
Road, we are not entirely convinced that in fact the overhead
section resulting from construction of the 60% Alternate 3 creates
an additional ~“significant” v;sual/env;ronnental impact. In this
regard, we believe that PG&E has not provxded sufficient evidence
to make better comparisons between alternative routes. Although we
applaud PG&E for its concern with minimizin;\costs in general, we
must rely upon the record in this proceeding by weighing the added
costs against the relevant environmental factors. -

All~-U.G. Alternate 4 has a cost approxﬁmately $S million
greater than 60% U.G. Alternate 3 and $10 mxlllon reater than the
PGLE proposed project. Saving $5 mllllon in- our: v;qy does not
satisfy the CEQA requirements that wpulg allown51gnizgg§nt :

o o N

- 56 =




 A.86-10~006 ALT/WRS/jt *

envirommental impacts to remain because of specific econonmic
factors making mitigation infeasible. PG&E has not made an
adedquate showing that the $10 miliioniadditional cost of all-U.G.
Alternate 4 over its propeosed project would cause such effects; we
conclude that the $5 mli&;on additional cost: of all-U.G.

Alternate 4 over 60% U.G.\ Alternate 3 would cause even less
significant economic eftec&s. The final EIR clearly indicates that
total undergrounding is required to mitigate significant
unavoidable impacts. Theré!ore, all-U.G. Alternate'4 is the
environmentally superior alternate, given the record in this case.

As we indicated earlier, PG&E stated that upgrading the
San Ramon substation might be\preferrable to all-U.G. Alternate 4
with its added $10 million cost conpared to the proposed project.
We will order PG&E to provide #\cost—benef;t analysis comparing the
upgrade of the substation to all-U G. Alternate 4. PGSE may
petition the Commission to modlrykthis decision and reopen this
proceeding if they so chose toAprov1de additlonal evidence on the
relative environmental merits of alternatmve routes and on other
alternatives to this transmission project.

D. mmnmmmms_xgr_auﬂ.s.._mmﬁu

Mitigation measures are identitied in the DEIR and
adopted in the FEIR to reduce or avoid sign;t;cant impacts in the
envxronmental categories that follow:

A preconstruction survey is needed to determine presence
~and location of nesting raptors, nesting burrowing owls, active kit
fox dens, and coastal sage scxruw. \\

If raptors nest in the area route the\ line to avoid the
nest sites and seasonal restrictzons placed on constructlon to
- minimize interference with courtship, nest bu;ldlng and' incubation..

: Route to avoid riparian areas and coastal\ sage ‘serub, and
‘make maximum use of existing roads and trails. - b\\\:. ‘
- ‘ N

N
hS
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If burrowing owls nest in the area} PG&E should‘avozd the V/p
nest sites, and should leave mounds of dirt from constrUCt:.on and l/
malntenance in the areas if doing so doesn’t cause maintenance or

' health hazards. ‘

Seasonal restxiction on construction in Arroya del valle
Creek are needed to mxnﬂwaze interference with migration of fish
and breeding of fish and wildlife. Revegetate of disturbed arcas
in consultation with the liformia Department of Fish and Game.
Revegetate disturbed vegetat%on sites with native plant species
that have value as food and cover. for wildlire.




A.86~20-006 ALJT/WRS/Jt *

example, is it reasonable to charge Wente for a portion of the
extra $5 million cost of undergrounding in' all-U.G. Alternate 4
compared to Alternate 37 Should Xottinger Ranch and Lund Ranch
share in the added $9° mzllzon cost of PGLE’S praposed project over
an all overhead alternate’ How much of either or both of these

osts should the cxtzes of Pleasanton and Livermore share? How
should the County of Alameda share, i.e. all the county, ox only
that portion xn.reasonablg proximity to the project? How will
future developments and réﬁidents share these added costs that will
environmentally benefit the area for perhaps 50 years? Should
visitors and tourists sharé\eirectly or indirectly in these costs?

Although the cOmmi351on will consider methods for

equitable sharing of added costs of undergrounding in the future,
we are convinced that at this élme no such method has been
developed. We invite the Comm;ss%on Advxsory and Compliance
Division to advise us by‘memorandm%‘or the scope of this issue,
including other options for having certain additional costs borne
by local entities directly benezitting. We especially seek advice
on the how we might address the local qptmon issue and how it may
be raised in the future. In the instant proceeding, we will treat
the added undergrounding costs the same as other reasonable project
costs, to be ultimately shared by all ratepayers.

F. Cost-Effectiveness, Cost Allocation, an
Reliakility Determinations

This proceeding has presented the COmmz551on with 2
numbex of very difficult issues related to the ﬁevel of reliability
needed, the cost-effectiveness of the project given the cost of
undergrounding, the benefits which flow to surrouﬁaing‘landowners
from undergrounding, the alternative routes and optzons proposed,
and the allocation of costs for additional underground;ng- We
believe that PG&E could have defined other less expensave ‘
alternatives to the All U.G. Alternate 4, but did not do so.

\
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The issues raised in this proceeding on responsmbmllty
foxr additional costs of undergrounding and the related issue of the
proper and desired level of reliability and service quality are of
great interest to the Commission. We expect to address these
issues more fully in gpecxzzc applications anolv;ng the major

electric utilities. we expect the parties, including DRA, to
address the following two issues:

\
© How should the Commission more spec;:zcally
define reliability and service quality as
related to electrxc transmission and
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distribution projects in order to more
closely meet customer preferences regarding
cost and service level?

How should the costs of rel;ab;lity -
requirements and environmental mitlgation be
allocated among customers?

In the conteé@ of specific applications we hope to
develop quidelines for future application to proceedings such as
this. %\ :

6. Technologies for Undergrounding

DRA recommendatfqn that a Project Construction Board
be appointed by the Commissiion to evaluate the alternate
underground technologies poésible for the Vineyard project desexrves
consideration along with tne\in:ormat;on presented on those
technologies. The znrormatxom indicates a signlrzcant level of
uncertainty regarding the rell&bxllty and durabilxty of the
alternate undexground technologxes, as shown on the Trouble Rate
Table 10 above. :

Testimony by DRA consultants Pereira and Wood attempts to
minimize the importance of the compératlve data, but they offer no
better means of comparison. Pereira\s contention is that utilities
were going through a learning curve w;th alternate technologies
which now may be comparably rellable-ls\fpeculatlve and without
foundation in test results or in actual field experience in the
United States. Reliability data from other countries is difficult
to compare to that of the United States sznce outage criteria are
not identical, and language barriers add a lgvel of uncertainty in
understanding the data and underlylng assumpt;ons.

PG&E witness Kunitake presented . thé\most up—to-date
information on testing of solid dielectriec cabla conducted by EPRI
at the Waltz Mill test facility. Tests to date*have resulted in
consmstently premature failures:; another ‘set of éests are scheduled
to be started in 1988 and will conclude 1n’1?99.' mhose tests will
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6. PGLE proposes to use conventional technologies including
HPOFPT cable for the underground section, and steel lattice type
- towers for the overhead section.

7. DPG&E indicated that it may consider expanding the San
Ramon substation instead of: constructlng the all-U.G. Alternate 4
transmission system. \

8. Expanding the San Ramon substation or other project
alternatives may offer benefits or shortcom;nga as compared to
constructing the all-U.G. Alternate 4 transm;sszon systenm.

9. DRA recommends that a Project Construction Board be
appointed by the Commission to-evaluate alternate underground

5

technologies. N

10. PG&LE has not experienced any tailures in its hzgh-
Pressure oil-filled system which xs in wzdespread use.

1l. The two major concerns or\the parties regarding the
proposed project are visual impact and land use impact.

12. The Commission issued a drazt Envirormmental Impact Report
(DEIR) on July 20, 1987 as lead agency under CEQA.

13. The DEIR determined all-U.G. Alternate 4 to be the
environmentally superior alternate for the project.

14. At the public hearings, all partﬁes except PG&E supported
the all-U.G. Alternate 4.

15. Four days of ev1dent1ary hearings were held in San
Francisco on September 28, 29, 30 and October\l, 1987.

16. At the evidentiary hear;ngs all. wztnebses except for PG&E
supported all-U.G. Alternate 4 ag approprlate to mitigate v;sual
and land use impacts. \\ :

17. PG&E opposes undergrounding beyond the 1.6 miles
recommended to be undergrounded in the proposed pro&ect, as not
being justified considering the additional cost. AN

18. All DEIR alternates except all-v. G. Alternate 4 have one

oYX more smgn;t;cant environmental e:tects that can't be m;t;gated
to lesser levels.. - ‘
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19. The Commission’s DRA issued a final environmental 1mpact
- repext (FEIR) on October 15, 1987 as lead agency under CEQA. The
FEIR adopted the conclusions of the DEIR. /

20. A number of parties indicated potential plzms for a
tourist attraction in the “fertile crescent” of the Pleasanton-
Liverﬁore area of Alameda County.

21. PG&E recommends that if all-U.G. Altermate 4 is
certificated, the local parties who benefit from the added
undergrounding pay the added costs of it.

22. The Commission intends to include in future proceedings
the issues of reliability and service quality. related to electric
transmission projects, and asks for advice from CACD on allocation
of costs of reliability requirements and env;ronmentel nitigation
amnong customers. ‘ :

23. PG&E may petition to modlry and reopen.th;s-proceedlng.
conglusions of Law

1. The Pleasanton area requires upgraded electrical
facilities by 1990 to meet growth in electrical denmand.

2. PG&E should evaluate the costs and benefits of the
approved project compared tO»expensien‘ot"the San Ramon substation
and other project alternates before commencing construction.

3. A supplemental EIR is required for all-U.G. Alternate 4.

4. Alternate technologies for underground transmission do
not at this time offer potential for significant advantages over
the HPOFPT cable system proposed by PGLE for underground use.

5. The HPOFPT cable system propoéed by applicant for the
undexrground section has proven extremely reliable and is the
appropriate technology for this project. 4

6. It is not appropriate to appoint Pro:ect Construction
Board to evaluate alternate underground technolog;es for this
project. : : \ :

- 7. fThe economics. of all-U.G. Alternate do~not'make‘it
infeasible under the CEQA. N '
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from the conditions in this order, within 90 days of :eceipt.d!_the ] |
supplemental EIR. - ' o o '
/5. DRA shall evaluate and recommend to the Commission on the
reasonableness of the PGAE updated cost estimate within 60 days of
receipt of the estimate. - ' '
. 6. The authorization granted in this decision shall expire

if construction is not commenced within two.fears-of-the<e££ectiVe \/',
date of this order. ' ' :

7. The Executive Director of the Commission shall file a V//
Notice of Determinmation for the project as set forth in Appendix A
to this decision with the Secretary for Resources. _

8. The application is granted as set forth above. v//

This order is-eftective.tbdaya. . 4
. Dated JAN 28 1988 | at san Francisco, california.

..‘\ )

) T Presi
\ L DONALD viar e
\ . . FREDERICK R DUDA"
G MITCHELL WHK © |
JOHN R OHANIAN .




