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Decision No. SIORS GCT 41977 @RH@BN[@\\L

BEFORS THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

R SRR R ©

CTRIC or : ntd

a certificate of public convenience %%E%;gajtin go.lggz§9
and necessity under General Order No., ... ged Februy 18 1976)
131 for a 230-kv transmission line : Y =%

loop from Applicant's Herndon-Ashlan

transmission line to Applicant's

proposed Figarden Substation.

(Slectric)

Kermit R. Kubitz, Attorney at Law, for
Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
applicant.

lLionel B. Wilson, Attorney at Law, and
John Dutcher, for the Commission staff.

QRINZIOX

PG&E's Request

On July 8, 1974, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E)
filed Application No. 55019 seeking an order of the Commission
issuing a certificate, pursuant to General Order No. 131 of the
Commission, that the present health, safety, comfort, and con-
venience of the public and the present and future public con-
venience and necessity require or will require the construction,
installation, operation, and maintenance of a 230-kv overhead trans-
miscion line facility, wreferred to as the Figarden loop, from PG&E's
Herndon-Ashlan transmission line to its proposed Figarden sutstation.

On February 18, 1976, PGEE filed an amendment ©O the
application in order to reflect changes in land use planning by
the city of Fresno, requiring a change in the proposed transmission
line and substation.
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Hearings were held in Fresno on October 20, 1976 and
at San Francisco on January 24, 1977 before Examiner Gillanders.
Calef Environmental Engineer Robert C. Moeck issued his Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) on March 11, 1977
Exceptions to the report were due on or before March 31, 1977. As
no exceptions were filed, the matter is ready for decision.
PG&E's Proposal

General

The proposed project is located in the Figarden area of
Fresno on the northwest fringe of the Fresno wrbanized area. The
project facilities consist of an overhead 230-kv transmission
line, substation, and associated 2l-kv underground distribdution
circuits. Three transformer banks will eventuvally be installed
at the substation, but only one transformer bank will be installed
initially.

Transmission Line

The route of the Figarden 230-kv overhead transmission
line begins at a junction with the existing PG&E Herndon-Ashlan
overhead transmission line at a point approximately 1,200 feet
southwest of Gates Avenue and 1,700 feet west of North Brawley
Avenue. The line and its attendant 100-foot wide right~of-way
proceeds northeast for approximately 4,500 feet parallel %o
Gates Avenue and then crosses over The Atchison, Topeka arnd
Santa Fe Railroad tracks and Santa Fe Avenue before dropping into
the new Figarden substation. _

The transmission lines will be supported by lattice
steel towers at the take-off point and tubular steel poles else-
where. The poles will be 90 to 125 feet in height and from 800
to 900 feet apart. There will be a total of five tudular steel
poles along the 0.8 mile route and an additional pair of poles
at the substation.
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Substation

The proposed Figarden substation site is a 5.5~acre
parcel bounded by West Bullard Avenue on the north; North Martin
Avenue on the east; North Santa Fe Avenue on the southwest; and
by an undeveloped dedicated street, Kadota Avenue, on the north~
west. The substation will occupy approximately two-thirds of the
parcel with access from North Martin Avenue. PGE&E will surround
the substation with an 8-foot chain link fence and landscape the
remainder of the parcel. Facilities within the substation will
range in height from 18 to 45 feet.
Environmental Matters

A record on eavirconmental matters was developed in this
proceeding through public hearings, preparation of a Draft and
Final EIR by owr staff, consultation with public agencies, and
presentation of testimony and exhibits by PG&E and the staff all
of which are elements in the EIR process culminating in the
issuance of the Final EIR.

This decision includes, pursuvant %o Rule 17.1 of our
Rules of Practice anc Procedure, a series of findings based on the
Final EIR's coverage of (2) the environmental impact of the
proposed action, (b) any adverse environmental effects which
cannot be avoided if the proposal is implemented, (c) mitigation
measures proposed to minimize the impact, (d) alternatives to the
proposed action, (e) the relationship between local short-term
uses of man's environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long=-term productivity, (f) any irreversible environmental changes
which would be involved in the proposed action should it be
implemented, and (g) the growth-inducing impact of the action.
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Discussion’

The area referred to as the Bullard-Marks No. 4 Annexation
(roughly the area bordered by Marks Avenue on the east, West Herndon
Avenue on the north, Valentine Avenue on the west, and Bullard Avenue
on the south, a total of L350 acres) was annexed to the city of Fresno
in December 1974. In this area PGZE's proposed Figarden substation
site is located. Generally Fresno annexes land so that it may be
developed. As the Bullard-Marks No. 4 Annexation EIR states,

"Although the mere act of annexation carries with

it no automatic¢ entitlement to development of the
L51 + acres of private lands involved, policies

and actions of local govermment certainly would
seem €0 imply that the transfer of land use control
to the City of Fresno, as a result of annexation,

is the only major procedure remaining in the process
of allowing urban expansion in the subject area."

On October 2, 1975 the Fresno City Council adopted a general
plan for the Bullard portion of the area to be served by the proposed
substation. That plan included a substation site which is now PG&E's
amended proposed site.

Following is the Plan's Population and Housing Projection:

BULLARD/MARKS STUDY AREA
POPULATION AND HOUSING PROJECTIONS*

Population Housing Units

Single Multiple
1975 7,216 1 526 gg

1980 11,459 3,298

1985 13,661 Ly 080 109
1990 +2,373 4,592 123
1995 16,515 4,993 132
Ultimate*# 34,909 10,116 274

*Projections assume the availability of public
Sanitary sewage service throughout the entire
Planning Area.

**After year 2000.
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Within the plan's boundary are areas zoned residential,
éommercial, public facilities, light irndustrial, and open space.
Circulation within the area will be by freeway, expressway, arterial,
collector, special treatment, and scenic drives.

The areas bordering the study area to the northeast, east,
and immediate south are predominantly single-family developments.

The major portion of the single-family housing immediately east of
the study area (east of Marks Avenue) is new construction, with
above-average priced homes on lots of 12,500 square feet and above.
Further east near Van Ness Avenue (Van Ness Avenue is two blocks east
of Marks Avenue) the single-family area comsists mainly of estate
homes on lots that are % acre and larger in size. Fresno Planning
Department characterizes this area 35 representative of Fresno's
finest residential developments, and in recognition of its pleasing
appearance, the tree-lined Van Ness Boulevard has been established as
a scenic dxive.

PGEE's proposed transmission line right—of-way (cither
overhead or underground construction) is 100 feet in width
and passes through areas designated medium density residential or
recreational/open space transition. In eddition, it is adjacent to
an elementary school site and a2 high school site. A 100-foot wide
right-of-way would create a barrier in the heart of the Bullard
community. PG&E's proposed alternate underground route is on clty
streets and is only slightly longer than the right-of-way.
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According to the staff's Final EIR:

"There is only one significanul/effect on the

environment due to this project. This is
the visual impact of transmission lines and
supporting structures. Tubular steel poles
will reduce but not eliminate the aesthetic
intrusion inte this area that is planned
for residential development. Testimony
and exnibits have been introduced to
demonstrate tihat the impact cannot be
nitigated by the alternative of under-
grounding in 2 feasible manner due to
excessive cost.

"1/ SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

Signiticant etffect on the environment
means a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of
the physical conditions within the
area affected by the activity in-
cluding land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and
objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.”

staff concluded thast:

The granting of a certificate and the
subsequent construction and operation
of the Figarden 230-kv line and
Substation project in accordance

with the foregoing conditions will
eliminate all but one significant
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impact on the environment. The
visual impact ¢of the trans-
mission lines will remain as a
significant impact that can be
partially mitigated through the
use of tubular steel towers
instead of lattice towers but
not eliminated by undergrounding
because undergrounding has been
established as economically
unfeasible.

Because the transmission line
and substation will be in place
before most development in the
area, later residential con-
struction and buyer awareness
of the project will partially
mitigate the noise and visual
impacts."

We do not agree that "...undergrounding has been
established as economically unfeasible.” At the hearing held on
October 20, 1976, it became apparent that the staff had made no
study of alternate methods of supplying the substation underground
nor had it made a check to see if PG&E's cstimated underground costs
were reasonable. The staff's recormendation that overhead trans—
mission be authorized was based solely on its belief "...that in fact

overhead was cheaper than underground.™ The record also showed that
PGEE had made no study of undergrounding other than their

proposed method. As the Commission is required to cousider
alternatives to the proposed action (Rule 17.1(B)4), the
examiner directed PGLE to prepare studies of alternate methods
of supplying the load underground. Subsequently, PGEE supplied
the staff and the Commission with its estimates of the costs
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of alternative methods of supplying the Figarden area which
were received as Exhibits 5 and 6 at the hearing bheld
Janvary 24, 1977. Cost data presented by PGZE's witnesses for
the transmission facilities of the alternative proposals was as
follows:

Proposed Project
(Plan 1) $ 380,000 230=kv overhead
transmission o
Figarden sub-
station.

$ 2,054,000 230-kv underground
transmission t0
Figarden sub-
station.

$ 7,040,000 115-kv underground
transnpission to
Figarden sub-
station, 230 to
115-kv transfor—
mation at takeoff.

$ 8,502,000 Use Plan 2 with
upgraded source of

supply.

$ 7,007,000 230 to 70~kv trans-—
formation, 70-kv
underzround trans-
missioxn.

Alternate Plan $19, 067,000 230 to 7%-kv trans-
formation, 70-kv
wnderground trans—
mission, three 70-
21-kv transfor—-
mation substations.

As it was obvious that Plans 2 through the Alternate Plan
were not responsive %o the examiner's direction they were given no
consideration at the hearing nor will they be given any
consideration in this decision. Cross—examinstion developed that
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Plans 1 and la contained serious errors—-—overhead costs were
understated, and wnderground costs were overstated. In addivion,
the record revealed that the city of Fresno and other interested
parties were never informed of the reduction in costs between
overhead and underground due to the relocation of the substation
as reflected in PG&E's amendment to the application. The infor-
nation the city had, based solely on PG&E's EDS, indicated a
cost differential of 33,150,000. The city apparently never was
directly informed that the cost differential as currently
estimated by PGAZ is only §1,674,000.%

PG&E's witnesses were wnable to justify 1ts estimated under—
ground costs--indeed, they were not even able to Justify the designof
the line. The witnesses priced out only what was given to them;
they could not testify that the underground line was properly designed.
PG&E did not present a qualified engineer to testify why PGEE
claims it is necessary now to build an underground line of
425 MVAg/capacity £o supply an ultimate load of only 280 MVA.E/

The California Administrative Coce, Title M,
Division 6, Section 15088, states:
15088, STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS.

"(a) Existing law requires public agencies
t0 have reasons to support thelr decisions.

Woere ageneled NAve Taken action withowt

preparing written reasons to sSupport the

1/ If right—of-way costs for the overhead line ore pr?perlz
included, the difference becomes 31,014,000 as PG&E's EDS

states that the underground lines would be placed in
eity streets; therefore, there would be no right-of-way costs
involved in such construction.

MVA = million volt-amperes

If an underground line of only 280 MVA capacity were to be

constructed, the cost differential between overhead and
underground would be considerably less thaan $1,000,000.

e L
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decision based on information in the
written record, courts have invalidated
the action.

"(b) Where the decision of the public
agency allows the occurrence of sig-
nificant effects identified in the Final
EIR, the agency must state in writing
reasons to support its action based on
the Final EIR or other information in
the record. This statement need not be
contained in the EIR.

"(¢) The reasons to support an action
described in Subsection (b) may be set
forth in a statement of overriding
considerations. If such a statement is
made, it should be included in the record
of the project approval and may be attached
to the Notice of Determination.”

. Based on this record, there is no basis to prepare a
"Statement of Overriding Considerations™, nor are there any reasons
to recommend overhead construction. On the contrary, this record
shows compelling reasons to order the transmission line underground. -
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Findings
l. The evidence demonstrates the need for the proposed
substation and a properly designed underground transmission line.
The Commission has carefully considered the evidence
on environmental matters contained in the Final EIR, and makes
the following findings pursuant to Rule 17.1(3)(3) of its Rules
of Practice and Procedure:
Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action
2-2. If constructed as proposed, the project would have a
significant effect on the enviromment. If the substation were to be
supplied by a properly designed underground transmissicn line
installed in city streets, there would be no significant effect on
the environment.
b. The proposed substation is in a residential neighborhood
and the proposed overhead transmission line would create a barrier

through the heart of the community. The area is newly developed and
is expected to grow considerably.

Any Adverse Environmental Effects Which
Cannot bYe Avoided if the Proposal is
Implemented

3+ If the construction of the transmission line is done
underground there will be no permanent adverse environmental effects.

L. The construction of the project will cause some transient
envirommental effects from noise, dust, and disruption of vehicular
traffic, but since the Figarden area is rapidly undergoing urbani-
zation, these impacts will not represent a significant adverse effect
to local residents.
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Mitigation Measures Proposed to
Minimize the Impact

5. Operational effects of the Figarden substation will
include some low-frequency transformer noise dependent upon the
type of transformers, the location and landscaping of the sub-
station, and the location of surrouwnding residences.

6. PG&E can adequately mitigate transformer noise impact
through the use of one or more low-noise transformers. PGEE is
required to comply with an existing Fresno noise ordinance
requiring noise levels of 55 DB or less at the property line.

Alternatives to _the Proposed Action

7. In the event of "o Project" as an alternative, PGEE

would have to design some other method of supplying the load.

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses
of Man's Environment and the Maintenance
an<_Enbkancement of Long-=Term Productivity

8. There are no irreversible and long-term impacts of the
project. JShort-term effects would be the impact on air guality
and the temporary effects resulting from tae construction.
Balanced against these environmental effects are PGZE's obligation
to provide recded electric energy in its service territory and
the adverse impacts, both social and environmental, of any failure
to do so.

9. The ¢nly short—term use of the environment involved in
construction and operation of the project is in the use of land
at the substation. Balanced against this short-term use are
the energy needs of PG&E's customers in the area.




A.55019 car

Irreversible Environmental Changes Which
Would be Involved if the Proposed Action
Should be Implemented

10. There will be no irreversible environmental effects of
the construction and operation of the project if the trans—
nission line is placed underground.

Growsh-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action

1l. Construction and operation of the project will have some
minimal growth-inducing impact resulting from the addision of
construction employees during construction of the project. There
will be some secondary effects resulting from the impact of the
additional property taxes on the local econonmy.

12.a. The need to build the project in order to provide
reliable electric service is a response to anticipated growth in
PGEE's territory.

b. Without additional substation capacity, reliadble electric
service could not he maintained, even for present customers, as
new customers are added and sufficient load growth occurs. In
that event PGEE would not meet one of its fundamental public
utility obligations.

13. The transmission line assoclated with the substation
is being constructed to meet expected electrical demand, not to
¢reate any increased demand.

Environmental Assessment in the Aggregate

14, In summary, the project should not, on balance, have a
significant effect on the environment.

15. The public safety, health, comfort, convenience, and
necessity require the installation, maintenance, operation, and
use of the substation together with underground transmission
lines and related facilities.
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16. As a matter of law, PG&E must comply with applicable
noise standards lawfully adopted.
17. The construction of the project:

a. Is reasonably required to meet area demands
for present and/or future reliable and
economic electric service.

b. Will not produce an unreasonable burden
on natural resources, aesthetics of the
area in which the proposed facilities
are to be located, public health, and
safety, air and water quality in the
vicinity, or parks, recreational and
scenic areas, or historic sites and
buildings, or archaeological sites.

Will not place an unreasonable burden
on the general body of ratepayers.
The three major electric utilities in
California in 1977 will spend $34
million for conversion of overhead
distribution to underground. PG&E's
share 1s S$14 million.

The action taken herein is not to be considered as
indicative of amounts to be included in future proceedings for

the purpose of determining just and reasonable rates.

The Notice of Determination for the project is attached
as Appendix A to this decision, and the Commission certifies that
the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the
Guidelines and that it has reviewed and considered the infor-
mation c¢ontained in the EIR.

Based on the foregoing findings the Commission coancludes
that the project should be authorized in the manner and to the
extent set forth in the following order.
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IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is
granted to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGE&E) to construct
and operate a substation together with an underground trans-
mission line and related facilities in the Figarden area of the
city of Fresno.

2. PG&E saall file with this Commission a detailed statement
of the capital cost of the substation togetiher with transmission
lines and related facilities, within one year following the date
this project is placed in commercial operation.

3. The authorization granted shall expire if not exercised
within three years from the effective date hereof.

The Zxecutive Director of the Commission is directed
to file a Notice of Determination for the project, with contents
as set forth in Appendix A to this decision, with the Secretary
for Resources.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days

after the date hereof. _ 0
Date San Francisco , California, this_ &

Yty , 1977.
Btct Pl e

President

day of

Commissioners
ner Wililam Sywezs, Tr.. deing
1v absens, <44 nct ﬂarticipato
spesition of this prococdings

Cenmicst
neeesaar
in the ¢

a
b4
i

Commissioner Clajre T. Dedriok, helfwe
an g --o..-\'.
-15- necessarily absons, dig N0t particivase

iz the disposition of thig procecdizng.
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APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

. T0: K/ Secretary for Resources FROM: (Lead Agency)
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1311 California Public Utilities
Sacramento, CA 95814 Commission

350 McAllister Street

San Francisco A 2

[7 . County Clerk
County of

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 22108 or
21152 of the Public Resources Code

Project Title

State Clearinghousc Number (If submitted to State Clearinghouse
76082442
Contact Person | Telephone Number
Phillip Blecher ) 415-557-1487
Project Location
Fresno City
Project Description
Application by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGEE) to
California Public Utilities Commission to construct a 230-kv
transmission line and substation for service to the Figarden
area of the city of Fresno. (A. 55019)

'
'
)
'
H
|
{
)

This is to advise that the California Public¢ Utilities Commission
(Lead Agencey)

has made the following determinations regarding the above-described project:

1. The project has been approved by the Lead Agency.
disapproved

2., The project will have 3 significant effect on the environment,
will not (See Decision No. avtached. )

3. E An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant
to the provisions of CEQA.

[j A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA. A copy of the Negative Declaration is attached.

Date Received for Filing Sigrnature

Executive Director
Title

Date




