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Decision BZ 03 ::"CS m 1 61H! 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UT!LITIES COMMISSION OF 

In the Matter of the Application 
or SA~ DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
COMPANY ror a certi::cate that 
present a~d ruture pu~liC con
venience ~~d necessity ~equire 
or will require the construction 
and operation 0:: a dou~le 
circuit 230 kV tr~~s~ss10n line 
from Y~ssion Tap to V~guel Sub
station; ~~d a single circuit 
500 kV trans~ssion line from 
Miguel Substation to the Palo 
Verde Nuclear Generating 
Station Units 17 27 and 37 
Switchyard. 
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Application 59575 
(Filed April 47 1980· 
amended Y~rch 24~ 1981 

and June 17 1901) 

O?~E? MODIPYING DECISION 93785 
A."l'D DENYING F.EHEARING 

Petitions tor rehear~ng o~ Dec~sion 93785 have been 
tiled ~y Calito~ia Fa~ Bureau ?ede~at10n ~~d I~per!al County 
Farm Bu~eau, I~perial Valley Corridor Co~~tt~e, CO~~~~1ty F.ne~gy 
Action Network, Co~~ty ot ~~per!al, ~ucalyptus Hills Lando~~er's 
Association a~d C1 ty o~ Calexico. ~Ire have thoroughly :-eViewed 
all of the allegations raised in the petitions ~~d a:e of the 
opinion that good cause tor granting rehearing has not been 
shown. However, throu&~ the further study given to the decision 
in considering the petitions it is concluded that the decision 
should ~e ~od!t1ed7 and that an ~~ended ~ot:ce ot Dete~~~t1on 
should be pre~ared. Therefore, 

IT IS HERESY OF.DERED that: 
1. Page 47a is ~od1r1ed to state: 

"The env~ronmental doc~ents in this case do not contain 
a comprehensive analysis of the potential for a~~1t1onal 
conservation in the SDG&E se~Vice terr1to~J to serve 
as an alternative to the Project ~ut the ~~a1ysis in the 
record is sufficient to demonstrate that su~stantial 
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additional conservation is, possible. We conclude not 
that the conservation potential is triVial, but rather 
that SDG&E should be actively promoting such conservation 
in addition to the P:-oject, in ord.er to ~~her reduce 
the c0m?any's dependence on oil and natural gas." 

2. The last para~a?h on page 48 should be modified to 
state: 

~It was not necessary to pe:-form Phase II studies 
to determine that the Ba~~ing Pass ~~d International 
Border alternatives cannot eo~ete ~avorably with 
·the environmentally pre~e:":,,ed !"oute. ~ach would 
c~oss as much or more agricultural land as would 
the pre~erred route. Banning would also be subst~~t1ally 
longer. It would appear that the Banning Pass 
Alternative Corridor would provide no signi!ic~~t 
cuoulative enviro~~ental savings over SDG&E's 
pre~erred route, particularly considering its 65 
~i1e additional length." 

3. The following sentence is added to the last 
paragraph on page 50: 

~~~ny o~ the sensitive ecological archaelogical 
~~d historical conditions present in ~~derdeveloped 
areas have already been adversely impacted in 
agricultural areas." 

page 51 is ~odi!1ed to state: 

~As will be discussed below in the Agr1eultu:al 
Impact Section; while we are sensit!ve to inter
ference with agricultural la~d, we rind that 
fully mitigated impacts to agriculture will not 
be as seve~e as cumulative i=pacts to other 
resources on ~~y o~ the proposed alternatives." 

5. The last sentence in the !irst pa:a~ap~ on 
page 51 is mod1t1ed to state: 

ff~'le rind that the preferred :"oute · .... ould produce 
the least severe 1~acts to ~~-:n product1V!ty 
~~d fa~mworker sa~ety ot all the routes that 
impact agricultural l~~d~~ 

6. The first !ull sentence on page 52 is modified 
to state: 

~From Devers it would be necessary to build additional 
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lines through the Banning Pass a:ea to P.ainbow, which 
would expose it to the same enV1ro~~ental concerns 
as the B~~ning Pass alternative route, or to upgrade 
SDG&E's interchange capability at San Onofre." 

7. The following paragraph should ~e added to 
page 55 of the decision as the second pa:agraph: 

The Cor.~ssion recognizes that the route identified 
in the FES as the en.v1ron .. :lentally preferred route 
no~h is inconsistent with I~er1al Co~~ty's Tr~~s
r.~ssion Co~1dor Element to its Gene~al ?l~~. ~1s 
Plan, which was conSidered in the preli~n~y 
environmental studies while it was still a draft, 
provides that any maj or East-vlest trans~1ss1on line 
in Imperial County shall avoid the irrigated agricultural 
lands of the Co~~ty. i{h!le the Co~~ss1on has considered 
that plan and recognizes the inconsistency posed by 
the adopti.on ,,! ~ route wh!.eh does cross such agricultu:,e, 
we believe that the enViro~~entally preferred route 
has the least cumulative impacts. 

8. ~he following pa:,a~a?h zhould be added to ?a~e 
• 81 of. the decis10n following the f!.rst ~ara~a?h: 

• 

The proposed project will have a $i~ificant effect upon 
the env1ronment, no ~tter where the Project 1S located. 
Ho ... re"ler, the beneficial effects Of the pro'; ect out ... :e1P-.h 
such eftects. The proposed proj ect "ifill reduce SDG&E "s 
inordinate dependence on oil and natural gas-fired 
generation 7 enable SDG&E to secure delivery of contracted 
coal-tired ~ower purchases, facilitate the trans:!ssion 
of. economy energy purchases and geothe~~l energy trom 
the Im,er!al Valley and Mexico, enhance system :'eliabil!ty, 
and help SDG&E to ~eet its !uture torecasted de~~d in 
the r.~d-to late 19803. Alternate tec~~olog~es and 
conservation do not eliminate the need ~or the Project. 
The mitigation measures ordered in the deCision are 
designed to reduce the impacts of the Project as much 
as possible. The overriding considerations suppo~ 
approval of the Project • 
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Q F1nding 0: Fact ~o. 29 is mod1r.!ed to state: 

"The Ba~~1n~ Pass alternative would be zubstant1ally 
10nge~ th~~ the p~e!e~~ed ~oute." 

10. F1nding ot Fact No. ~7 1s mod1t1ed to state: 

~=he expected 1m~actz on agr~culture ~~om this p~oject 
a~ter mitigation are deemed to be moderate when com~a~ed 
to othe~ tyPes o~ sisn1!1c~~t 1~~acts." 

11. F1nd1ng o! Fact No. 50 is mod1!1ed to state: 

"Tohe proposed Project will have a s!sn1!!c~~t ettect upon 
the envi~o~~ent. Howeve~~ ove~!d1ns conside~at1ons 
as contained on page 81 outwei~~ such e!!ects and support 
app~oval o! the prQjeet." 

12. Conclusion ot taw 15 1$ mod1!!ed to state: 

"15. The F!nal ElSIEI? has been completed in compl~~~ce 
with CE~A and the EIR Gu1del:nes. ~e have ~ev:ewed 
and considered the 1n!o~t1on contained in the ?1nal 
~~S/~-~ ~n -eac~~~N -h~s A~c~~~on ~~nAing o~ ~ac· ~. <l4J......., ..... ~ .... 'J:) '-"-'" ........ .~.. •• .. ..... ""'.. ,... ~ 

No. 50 re?resents a Statement or Overriding Consider
ations. k~ a~ended ~otice o! Dete~~nat!on tor the 
Project is attaChed as Appendix B to this decision, 
indicating that A State~ent o! Overr!d!n~ Considerations 
was adopted ~or the project." 

13. !~ o~eer tQ eo~eet a clerical e~or, the las~ 
pa~ar,~aph on page 32 is ~od~!ied to state: 

"It states that tl'le DES a."ld SDES a~e !nadeo,uate in 
that they have not been ~repa:ed ~~th a su!~ic1ent 
de~ree ot a.~a17s!$ to provide dec1sion-~kers ~~t~ 
1nto~t!on w~!ch would enable them to ~~e a dec1s!on 
w~ich intel11gently takes acco~~t o~ enviro~~ental 
conseque::'lces." 

~ehea:!ng ot D. 93785, as mod1t!ed herein, is denied. 
~h!s order is er!ect!ve today. 
Dated · _____ M __ AR ___ 1S __ ~_82 __________ , at Sa.~ FranCiSCO, Ca11~orn!a. 

JOH~ E. BRYSON 
?r<.-r.G.-nt 

nICj~A!\D 0 eRA VELLE 
~O~I\:~D ~. cru~ JR. 
Vl(,1"CiR Cf.LVO 
Pl".!SCIL!..A C. CR'£W' 
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NOTICZ OF DEl~~L~ION 
-'to: Seeree.uy for Raso~ces 

14 T 6 Nil: t:h Streee: Room 131 Z 
S.a.cramceo, Q 9581-4" 

FROM: Cal ifor.:li.a. ?ub lie 
Ue1L1:ies Commi~~io= 

350 McAlli3~e= Se:ece 
$6n, Francisco, ~" ~4 • 

Suan:C:t: Filing of Noeiee of Deter.ni::ta.t:iot: i:l ecm'pli.mee Wi,: 
Section 21108 or 22152 of oe ~lie Resou:::ees Code 

Proj ~t: Ti ele 

APS/SDG&~ Ineereonneeeion P:cjece - A-S9S7S 

sea 79061204 

Contace Poersotl 

Bill Ytr.en Lee 

?raj eel: Location 

I'" 

(415) SS7-17l..8 

Scm Diego aDd I:rroerlal. Co'C:C.t::te~ 

Projeee Cesc:ipeion 

SDG&E. - a double eircui~ 230 kV T/~ ::ac Mission T4~ :0 ~~~cl 
SubseaeiOtl" anci'; a· 3i:g.le ci=e,;:i~ 500 kV T./L fro:: ~":'~l S~
s~tiOtl eo Qe ?al"o Ve:::ce ~t:clea.:' Gene::'a.:!.otl ~iC3 1, 2. & 3 
S....n.tdlyard .. . 

~is is to advise ~e ~e Cali:or=ia Public Ut:ili:ies Co:ciss:to~ 
(LeAa 4&e~ay 6f &espod~l3.~ ~~~YJ 

ha3 ap?roved ~e above de3c=ibed ?::,cjec: ~C has, =ade ~e :011o~: 
ceter:_~ac1ons =ega=di~g c:e above dese:ibed ?~ojec:: 

t. !he proj ec: '/XT will b..a.ve .a. ~ig:li:1ecm: e::ee; Cll 
- Cte env:.:omne:c.:. 

2 .. 

3. 

4. 

/ 7 ~ll t:.o~ 

An Envi:on=e:eal I=pae: Re~or~ ~a3 pre~a:ee :0= 
~s projee: pa:sua:c eo ::e provis.on~ of CZQA. 

A Negative Declara:ioe vas ?re~a:ec for ~is 
projec: pu=sua:: :0 ::e prov1s~oU3 0: CEQ~_ 
Ihe EIR or Negative Deela=ation a:d =eco=c 0: 
2roj ece a:gproval ::47 oe exoiCi:lec at 350 Mc.Alliscc: 
St •• San :r~eisco. CA . 

Mitigatio::. measu=es !Xi we:'e n we:'e :'0:, :aee a 
co~d~tio:c. of ~e a?p~a! 0: ~e ~:ojec:. 
A stcu:e:nent of Overrid:t=g Cousic!era:io:.s l!7 ..... as, 
f":.. ,., was not. aclopeecl for :!lis -project., ... 

Date Reee~vecl for Fili:.g ________ -----
~ec~tlye ~.=eceor Date ____________ __ 


