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Dec1s1on No. 90371 JUN SlSZS 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the matter of the Application of 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity under General Order No. l3l-A 
Authorizing the Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance of a 230 kV Transmiss10n 
Line trom App11cant's Vaca-Dixon-Contra 
Costa 230 kV Transmission Line to 
Applicant's Peabody SUbstation in Solano 
County, California. 

(Electric) 

OPINION 

Application No. 58183 
(Filed June 28, 1978) 

PacifiC Gas and Electric Co~pany (Applicant) seeKS an 
order of the Commission granting it a certificate that present and 
future public convenience and necessity will require the construc
tion and operation of a double-c1rcuit, initially unbundled, 230 kV 
tranSmiSSion line !rom Applicant r s 230 kV Vaca-Dixon-Contra Costa 
transmission line to Applicant's Peabody Substat10n s1te near the 
C1ty of Fa1rf1eld, Solano County. 
Project Description 

The proposed project is located immediately north of the 
City of Fairfield 1n Solano County_ The proposed project cons1sts 
of 4.2 miles of double-circuit 230 kV transmiSSion line start1ng 
from a point on the existing Vaca-Dixon-Contra Costa 230 kV trans
miss10n l1ne and running west tor approximately 0.7 miles and then 
southwesterly for approximately 3.5 miles to the Peabody Substation 
site at the intersection of Peabody and Vanden Roads. The 3.5-mile 
portion of the route parallels tne Southern Pacific Railroad and a 
portion of Vanden Road. For tne most part, the line 'Would be 
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supported on lattice steel double-circuited towers 80 to l50 teet 
high placed on the average at l,075-foot interv8l.s within a nominal 
120-foot right-or-way. Twenty-three towers would be required along 
the project route, one of which would be a double-circuit tubular 
steel pole (adjacent to the substation). The line would parallel, 
for some 1.8 miles .. two existing 60 kV wood pole lines along the 
ra1lroad right-of-way (Vanden Road also par8l.1els those two lines 
for 0.9 miles of the 1.8 miles involved). 

The design capac1ty of the proposed overhead line .. assuming 
one ei~euit out of serv1ee,w111 be approx~telY 400 MVA ~t~ally 

without bun(jl.j.ng; and. w:1.th eventual conductor bundling, the capacity 
could be increased to apprOXimately Boo MVA ~~ ~t should be reqUired. 
The design capac1ty 1s based upon the use of standard conductors 
which will allow the addition in the future o~ tec~e4l reatures 
which ~prove system protection and flexibility. 

The proposed project's route passes through agricultural .. 
commerc~al, industrial and native Tegetat10n land With the exception 
of 0.7 miles where it would be located between the edge ot a gol~ 
course and intensive agricultural. land. A row of trees parallels 
the golf course edge. 

The substation will be constructed with1n a 6-acre site 
with substation structures beL~ apprOximately 26 teet h1gh and 
pull-off structures 50 feet high. Three 230-21 kV transformers 
(one initially) are proposed ror the substat10n which ~l be located 
on industr1al-zoned land. 
Need for Project 

The Fairf1eld-Su1sun area is presently supplied With power 
,~& the SUisun and Cordelia Substations with power contributed by 
other substations as needed. Applicant's prOjected annual megawatt 
load growtn rate of lO.~ (based Up?n & f1ve-year bis~r1c trend) 
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in the area indicates a need tor electr1c power transmission 
facilit1es this year. Even using a more modest projected annual 
megawatt load growth rate (6.25~), the need for electric power 
still may exceed the existing capability ot 110 megawatts later 
this year (and would result 1n apprOximatelY doubling electric 
demand within 10 years). This 6_25~ growth rate 1s based upon an 
analysis made by the Assoc1ation ot Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
which shows Solano County housing may develop at an annual rate ot 
over 6.~ between 1977 and 1990. As electrical demand has 
histor1cally increased at a greater rate than housing construct1on, 
the use of 6.25~ appears reasonable. Applicant w1ll be utilizing 
temporary facilities to handle the load this summer. 

The staft has made an independent evaluat10n of growth 
rates ut1lizing the Assoc1ation ot Bay Area Governments' projections 
on population, housing, employment and land use and has round the 
est1mate of growth between 6.25~ and 10.0% to be reasonable. No 
comments have been received objecting to the start's concurrence 
with Applicant's views concerning the load growth rate. 

As1de from the immediate needs the project would satiSfy, 
it should provide sufficient transmission capab11ity to the area 
for the next 10 to 15 years. 
Env1ronmentl:U. Impact Assessment Process 

In compliance with the provisions of the California 
Env1ronmental Quality Act (CEQ.A), the CEQ,A Gu1delines and Rule 11.1 
of the Commiss1on's Rules ot Practice and Procedure, App11cant t~ed 
on June 28, 1918~ as part of its application, a request tor issuance 
of a Negative Declaration. In support of its allegation, Applicant 
submitted an Environmental Data Statement (EDS). 
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The statt analyzed the EDS~ made a field inspection and 
concluded that a significant v1sual impact was poss1ble due to the 
placing ot over 20 transmission line towers in the relatively flat 
terrain existing between the operating Vaca-Dixon-Contra Costa line 
and the Peabody Substation site. That conclusion was reported in 

the starf's Initial Study which was circulated on August 8~ 1978.to 
state and other agencies having expertise in environmental matters. 
:Applicant was informed that an Ennronmental Impact Report (EIR) 
would be required,and environmental impact 1nquiries were sent to 
Applicant requesting~ among other things, analysis of an additional 
route and of the effect of combining different voltage circUits on 
the same tower over part of the proposed line rout1ng. 

Draft all.d Final EIR f S were prepared in connection with. 
this application in compliance with the provisions of the laws and 
regulations noted above. 

The Environmental Impact Branch of the Utilities Division 
prepared the Final EIR based upon comments received on the Draft EIR. 
These included one from Applicant and one from Solano Irrigation 
District which supported Applicant's preferred route. (The IDS 
also contained support tor Applicant's preferred route trom the 
Solano County Planning Commission.) Four other letters were received. 
One from a tenant farmer generally supported Applicant's preferred 
route but objected to four of the transmission towers being on 
agriculturaJ. land. Two letters from landowners having property 
near Applicant's preferred route and wishing to eventual~v develop 
their far.mland !or residential use recommended underground1og or 
a route completely parallel to the transportation/utl1ity corridor. 
One tarmer having property on two of the other alternative routes 
made the same recommendation as that of the latter two landowners. 
All letters With sta!'t comments are included in Chapter X 01' the 
FEIR. 
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When the availability of the Dratt EIR was advertised 
(in February 1979) the public was informed that hearings would not 
be held unless a need for them was shown. As a result of receiving 
no request tor a hearing, and the magnitude of the proposed project, 
it was determined that a hearing on this matter was not necessary. 
Alternatives to the Project 

Applicant, through its EnVironmental Data Statement, 
recommended the use of 1ts preferred alternate for the subject line. 
Two other alternate routes were also discussed. All three alternate 
designs were based on the use of conventional lattice steel trans
mission line towers. 

The statt requested that the utility consider an alternate 
route which would essentially contine the tranSmission line to the 
railroad right-of-way from a tap on the 230 kV Vaca-D1xon-Contra Costa 
l1ne to the Peabody SUbstation site. In addition, the statf requested 
Applicant stu~ the possibility of reducing some of the clutter of 
poles and Wires existing along the railroad right-of-way (adjacent 
to the transmiSSion line) by use of towers that might combine the 
different voltage circuits existing and proposed along the route. 
Applicant, in response to these requests, undertook an innovative 
study of alternatives which 1ncluded the use of different types of 
towers and routes. Results of underground and No Project alternatives 
were also reported to the Commission staff so that a total of 14 
alternatives were evaluate<! (see Final EIR, page s-6, for a snmmary 
description ot alter.nat1ves). 

Each alternat1ve cons1sts ot a spec1fic route, tower des1gn 
and circu1t combination. App11cant's studies expanded App11cant's 
preferred route and tower design into s1x alternatives. App11cant's 
studies 1n response to the staft's requested route evaluation 
resulted in the development of tour more alternatives. Appl1eant's 
other two alternatives, the underground study and the No Project 
study, completed the list of alternat1ves studied by Applicant and 
statt. In addition to examining four princ1pal overhead routes~ 
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standard lattice, double lattice, sl1m line lattice~ and tubular 
steel towers were investigated. The 1nvestigation included con
sideration of not only combining the 60 kV circuits with the 
proposed 230 kV circuits out included comb1ning future 2l ltV 
d1str1oution c1rcuits,as well as the railroad's communication and 
signal circuits, over part of the route. Extensive art work was 
prepared by Applicant to assist the statf in its analysis of the 
alternatives and is contained in the Final EIR. 

The alternatives based upon Applicant's preferred route 
w1th various combinations of towers were estimated to cost between 

$1,345,000 and $2,000,000. The two alternatives 1n1t1allY studied 
and reported by Applic~t in its EDS as alternates to its prererred 
route and tower des~ (wh~ch ~s est1mated to cost $l,345,000) cost 
between $1,255,000 and $1,316,000,wh11e the overhead alternatives 
that resulted :rom the staff overhead request varied in cost between 
$1,500,000 and $2,419,000. The underground system was est~ted 
to cost $6~915,oOO. 

The alternatives were analyzed based upon the number o£ 
towers to be erected, the visual appearance ot the towers and other 
vertical elements in the context of the regional landscape, the 
lengths and location of lines, land used by structures as well as 
land use and zoning in the vicinity of the alternatives> and cost. 
It was concluded after extensive analysis that the possible gains 
1n visual appearance of the transmisSion line> in the agricultural/ 
industrial corridor that surrounds the ra11road line, which would 
result trom the use of more expensive alternatives 1n preference 
to Applicant's preferred alternat1ve> were cOnjectural at best and 
would not Justity the additional capital and operating costs whiCA 

would eventually be borne by Applicant'S customers. The use of 
less expensive alternatives was rejected because they crossed 
relatively open land, had the maximum length of run outSide the 
transportation/utility corridor> crossed the most country roads

l 

and ~ht require the construction of maintenance roads. 
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Environmental Matters 
A comprehensive record of environmental matters was 

developed in the Final EIR. It was concluded that while the 
environmental effects of overhead construction on th.e preferred 
route are s1gnificant~they are acceptable. Construction impacts 
will be temporary and minor. They will include land alterations 
and effects on land use~ traffie generation~ dust and nOise, 
alterations and reduction of wildlife habitat, and visibllity of 
construction equipment. Operation of the transmission line, how
ever, will have but marginal ef!ects on Wildlife and wildlife 
habitat and will only remove approximately one-half acre from 
agricultural production. Occasional radio interference will oecur~ 
and the transmiss10n l1ne may interfere with some crop dusting 
operations. 

Applicant's preferred alternate includes several mitiga
t10n measures. One sl1m-1ine tower and the use of existing access 
roads are proposed. The O.7-m11e westward run of line will parallel 
an existing line of trees wh1ch should somewhat mitigate visual 
impacts. Should previously unknown archaeological r·~sources or 
historically sensitive areas be discovered during construction, 
work w1ll be stopped until the proper course of act10n can be 
determined oy a professional archaeolog1st. These are reasonable 
m1tigation measures and should be carr1ed out. 

While there will be a short-term disturbance to the 
env1ronment ar1sing out of the construction phase of this project~ 
and a long-term commitment to use 01' the phySical area~ improved 
electrical reliability and availab1lity 01' service to the Fa1rtield
Suisun area populat10n resulting from the project will promote its 
hea1th~ comrort~ sarety~ convenience~ and long-term productiv1ty. 
There are no 1rreversible environmental changes occas1oned by the 
project, although there w1ll be an 1rretrievable commitment o~ 
mater1als and labor. 
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Findings 
1. Pac1f1c Gas and Electric Company is a publicly regulated 

utility engaged 10 the generation> transmission, and distribut10n 
clf electricity in northern and central California. 

2. The projected growth of demand tor electrical energy 1n 

the Fairfield-Suisun area this summer may exceed the capacity of 
the existing permanent system to meet service requirements. 

3. The proposed project is reasonably required to meet area 
demands for future reliable and economic electriC service and to 
prevent foreseeable overloading. 

4. The construction of the proposed project will not produce 
an unreasonable 'burden on natural resources> aest,ht'!tics of' the 
area in which the proposed facilities are to be l,ocated> public 
health and safety, air and water quality 1n the vicinity, pa.rks~ 
recreational and scen1c areas, historic sites and bu1ldings> or 
archaeolog1cal sites. 

5. Land Resources - Minor alterat10ns of phys10graphic 
features w111 result from the project. The disturbances assoc1ated 
w1th construct10n will be of short duration while those aSSOCiated 
with operation w1ll be neglig1ble. 

6. Vegetation and W1ldlife - The major disturbance to these 
w1ll occur during construction of the l1ne. No s~~f1cant permanent 
adverse impacts on the biological resources of the area Will result 
once construction is completed. 

1. Air, Water and Noise - The proposed tran.smiss1on line is 
expected to have no adverse impact on the water> insign1f1cant 
impact on the air and negligible 1mpact on noise of the area. Audible 
nOise and radio and telev1s1on interference w1ll increase directly 
benea.th the transmission l1ne. These effects, however> will not be 
s1gn1f1cant outside the r1ght-o!-way. Brief' radio interference 
might be experieneed by motorists as they pass near the transmiss10n 
line. 
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8. Cultural Resources - No significant impact to archaeo
log1eal~ paleontolog~cal or histor~cal resources has been identified 
as a result of the project. In the event such resources are dis
covered during construction, authorities will be notified so that 
the value of these resources can be rapidly and adequately assessed. 

9. Aesthetics - The proposed project will have a visual 
impact on the surrounding area. Part of the line will be visible 
from Vanden Road as well as several other thoroughfares. A new 
slim-line latt1ce steel pole, however, w1ll be used adjacent to 
the Peabody Substation to reduce the aesthetic impact, and part of 
the line will follow a row of existing trees which will mitigate 
visual impact. 

10. A public h~ar1ng 1s not necessary. 
Conclusions 

1. Present and future public convenience and necess1ty 
require the construction and operation of this transmiss10n project. 

2. Because ot the general ex1sting nature ot the terraL~~ 
both natural and manmade, the local population density and use of 
the land by industry and agriculture, added investment to improve 
the aesthetics of the proposed line is not justified. 

3. Applicant is placed on notice that operat1ve rights, as 
such, do not constitute a class of property which may be capitalized 
or used as an element of value in rate fixing for any amount of 
money in excess of that orig1nallY paid to the state as the con
sideration tor the grant ot such rights. Aside ~rom their purely 
permissive aspect, such rights extend to the holder a full or 
partial monopoly of a class of business. This monopoly feature 
may be modified or canceled at any time by the state, which is not 
in any respect limited as to the number of rights Which may be given. 
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4. The action taken herein is not to be cons1dere~ as 
1ndicat1 ve of ~Qunt5 to be included. in future proeeed1ngs '£or the 

purpose o£ deter.min~ just and re&sona~~e rates. 

5. The Notice of Determina.tion for the project :1.$ attache<1 

as Appendix A to th~s dee~s~on. T.he Commission certifies that the 
Final EIR has been completed and adopte~ by it in comp~:Lanee w~th 
CEQA and the gu:Lde~~es and that it has reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the Final EIR in arriving at this 
decision. 

6. Based on the foregoing> the Commission concludes that 
the 230 kV Peabody transmission line as proposed by Applicant 
should be authorized in the manner set forth in the follo~ 
order. 

ORDER --------
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A Certificate o£ Public Conve~ence and Necessity is 
granted to PacifiC Gas and Electric Company to construct and operate 
the 230 kV transm1ssion line in Solano County> California, as 
proposed in this proceeding. 

2. Paci£ic Gas and Electric Company shall file with this 
Commission a detailed statement of the capital costs of this 
transmission line project, together with related appurtenances, 
Within Sixty days following the date the project is pls.ced in 
commercial operation. 
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3· The Executive Director of the Co~ss1on is d~rected 
to file a Notice of Determ1nation for this 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 thirty days 
after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ San __ P'nn __ d:5eO _____ > California, this 

day of ____ ........ ~--...._~~ 
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NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

TO: Secretary for Resources 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1312 
Sacra:m.ento, Cali!ornia 9~14 

FROM: California Public 
Utilities Commission 

350 McAllister Street 
san Francisco, Cali!. 94102 

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with 
Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources Code. 

Project ~tle Peabody 230 kV 1'rsmmiss1on I.:Lne, Pad.tic G~ anci Electric Compcmy 

State Clearinghouse N~ber (It sub~tted to State Clearinghouse) 
780828'94 

Contact Person 
D. B. Steger 

Telephone Number 
(415) 527-0442 

Project Location 
Solano Count;?" CaJ.i1'ortlia. 

Project Description The p:t"Oject eonsi~ts or 4.2 miles o! double circuit., 
'bwldled Z30 kV transmi5~1on line trom the ex.tstirlg Vaca. - Dixon - Contra. 
Costa Z30 kV trammission line to the Peabody Substat.ion. 

This is to aa~se that the California Public Utilities Com=ission 
as lead agency has made the following dete~nation regarding the 
above described project: 

1. The project has been L!:7 R~prov~d by the Lead Agency. 

L::7 di$$~Droved 

2. The project L][( ~ have a significant effect on the environ
ment. 

C7 wi)) not 
3. ~ An Environcental Impact Report was prepared for this project 

pursua..'"l.t to the provisions or CEQA. 

L::7 A Negative Decla=ation was prepared for this project pursu
ant to the prOvisions of CE~. A copy of the Negative 
Declaration is attached. 

Date ReceJ. ved for J;till.:c.g Executl.ve DJ.rector 
Date ________________________ __ 


