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E/PCG/BW/WSC 

Decision -----
BEFORE 'I'HE PUBLIC U'!!LI'IIES CO~SSION OF '!HE SUn: OF CAtIFOR..~IA 

In the Matter of the Application) 
of SAN. DIEGO GAS & ELEC'!R!C ) 
COMPANY for a certificate that ) 
present and future ~ublie eon- ) 
venienee and neeess:l. 'Cy require ) 
or will require the construction) 
and operation of: a douol~ ) 
circuit 230 kV transmission li~e) 
from Mission '!ap to' ~guel Sub- ) 
seaeion; and a single circuit ) 
500 kV transmission line from ') 
Miguel Subsea.tion to the Palo ) 
Verde Nuclear Generating ) 
Station Units 1, 2~ and 3, ) 
Switchyard. ) 

) 

OPI~ION 
-~--~--' 

App,lication 59575 
(Filed 'April 4 .. 1980': 
amended March 24,. 1981 

and June 1, 1981) 

In Application (A.) 59575 San Diego Gas & Electric 

Company (SDG&E) seeks a certificate of p~olic convenience and 

necessity for construction and operation of: a double circuit 230 

kV transmission line from Mission Tap to ~guel Subs:3tion 

(Miguel), both in San !>iego County; and a single circuit 500 kV 

transmission line ::om Miguel to the Palo Verde Nuclear Generati~g 

Station Onits 1, 2, and 3 Switchyard (Palo Verde) in Arizona. 

Afte: being advised that such an application was to be 

filed, the staff entered into an agreeme~t in ~y 1979 wit~ the 

United States Bureau of Land :~g~ent (BL~) to under~ake the 
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j oine preparation of cae Environmental I:npact Sca~emene/E.nviron­

mental Impact Report (ZIS/EIR) re~uired oy ~ational Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) and California. Environmental Qualicy Act (CEQA-). 

'the Draft EIS/EIR was issued on August 15, 1980, the Supplementa.l 

EIS/EIR on April 27, 1981, and the 11:41 EIS/EIR on October 2, 

1981. COmmission heari~gs extended from the prehearing conference 

in September 1980 to che ora.l argument in September j 981 • 

In this decision this Commission grants a certificate for 

construction along the route identified in the Final ZIS/EIR as the 

environmentally preferred route, i~clu~i~S t~e se~ent nor~h of 
._-- .... -- .... -.- .... ----- --"'~. -.-. ----~ ... -

Yuma, subject to =itigation and monitor1~g measures. 
, .. - ", ... , .-. _._ ................ __ .. .,..----,-_ .. "'--

!he Eastern Interconnection ~=ansmission Line ~ojec~ 

(Project) is needed to displace oil-fired generation. We have 

adopted mitigation and monitoring measures designed to reduce 

Environmen:al !~pacts resul~ing from this Project. 

!he measures: 

, • Require use of single pole tab'llar st:eel 
towers wit:h specular conductors and 
reflective markers thro~ghout agrie~ltural 
land. 

2. Re~uire SDG&E :0 investigat:e complaints 
and eliminate induced current, audible 
noise, and radio and telephone inter­
ference • 

-2-
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3. Require SDG&E to uncer'take Phase III 
site-speeific seudies before construc­
tion. 

4. Require the esta.blishme:1t of a Constrution 
Liaison Office= progr~ under supervision 
of the Commission staff to·oversee 
completion and results of the ~se III 
studies and the implementation of the 
mitiga.tion program • 

-3-
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Background 

In Decision (D.)8S758 dated'May 2, 1978 resulting from 

hearings in Order Inseieueing Investigaeion (OII) 4, this 

Commission recognized the inordinate reliance placed by SDG&E on 

the use of oil and natura.l gas for electric generation .a.nd ordered 

SDG&E eo: 

"Continue to use its best efforts eo negotiate 

a contract for the ~c~se of ~exican ?OWer ••• 

(and) conti~ to ana11ze and ?Ursue the co'o­

ce~t of building a transmission system to ~e 

Arizona border ••• " 

!hereafter" SDG&E began negotiations on several front:s, 

resulting in the following agreements: 

') Bot:h Tucson El.ectric Power ('l'Z?) &:ld ?ublic Power 

of New ~xico (?:M) agreed to sell coal-fired 

electricity to S'OG&Z from '982 thrcn:gb. j 983 

providing fi~ capacity in amounts ranging =rom 

236 megawatts (MW) to 870MW. ~ addition, beeh 

'IEP and Pm! agreed to make econO'tTlY energy 

available to SDG&E • 
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2) Commis1on Federal de Elee~rieidad (ctE) of Mexico 

agreed to sell to SDG&E 1 50~'t of fi:::u electric 

genera~ing capaciey from its Ce:ro ?=ieto 

geothermal power plants from ~.ay, 1984 orough 

1990. 

3) Sou~e~ California EdiSon (SCE) agreec to 

provide 20SMW of fir:l e:'ansmission service from 

the Palo Verde Nuclear Genera~ing Station (PVNGS) 

to San Diego through its Devers subsea~ion by 

using t~e Palo Verde-Devers 500 kV !ransmission 

Line, ".Jhieh is currently UDder eonst:ue:iou. 

SDG&E's Arizona purchases are deliverable at 

PVNGS. !he fi~ transmission capacity would be 

made a.va.ilable through May of 1986. Thereafter, 

seE would eon:inue to make interruptible trans­

mission service available to SDG&E • 
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4) OIl November 8, 1978, SDG&E .md Arizona. Public 

Service COmpany CAPS) . ell ~ere<i into a le1!ter of 

underseanding to proeure the necessary approvals 

and then to construc~, opera~e and ~ain1!ain SOOkV' 

transmission lines, sUbs~atious and communication 

facilities which will in~erconnect t~e electric 

power ne1:"'..1orks of tb.e 1:"'..10 utilities. !his sjst:em 

is referred to as ehe Eas~ern lnee=conneceion. 

'!'he lines "..1ould rtm from PVNGS through Yuma. and 

then across the bottom of cal.i::ooia to San Diego • 

In the current application, SDG&E seeks a certificate to 

. construct the Ea.seern !.:lterconneetion • 
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Projece Description 

!he Project is a transmission sys~em consisting of ~rans­

mission lines at various- vol~age levels, subseations, and communi­

eaeions facili~ies connecting the electric power ne~Norks of ehe 

Phoenix, Arizona, and the San Diego regions. 

!he primary component of cae interconnection is a 280-

mile si~gle circuit 500 kV transmission li:e be~Neen Palo Verde (40 

miles ~est of Phoenix) and Miguel (iO miles sou~east of San 

Diego). !he proposed 500 kV transmission line will also have lower 

voltage connections ~th the electric systems of IID and possibly 

• the Commision Federal de Electricidad (CFE). 

• 

!he 230 kV transmission li:e is a 24-mile double cireu!t 

tower line to be constructed in e~isting rights-of-way from Miguel 

northerly to Los Coches in Lakeside and then westerly ~o ~ssion 

tap north of Santee. 

The proposed 500 kV single circuit transmission line 

would have a normal capacity rating of i,OOO-1 ,200 XW and ecergencj 

rating of 2,000 MW. Ihe conductors would be 2,156 K~il ACSR and 

hung on 80- to 195-foot steel lattice towers. Tower spacing wou~d 

range from 1,300 feet ~o 2,000 feet. the mi~imum ground clearance 

of eonduc~ors would oe 35 feet in California. Outside tower base 

dimensions would be 38 feet ti~es 38 feet. !he line would be 

located wichin a new ZOO-foot right-of-way • 
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!he proposed 230 kV double circui~ transmission line 

would have a nor:n.a.l and emergency ea.pa.cicy of 440 MW. '!he 

conductors would be 1,033 KQ!il ACSR. and hung on j 05- co i 55-=oo~ 

steel·lattice towers. Tower spacing would range from 800 feet to 

1,600 feet. Ine mini:um ground clearance would be 30 feet. Ou~­

side ~ower base d~ensions would be 32 :ee~ ~i~es 32 :eee. !he 

line would be located wiuin an existing 150-foot transmission line 

right-of-way. 

Ancillary facilities include inter:nediate su.bsta'tious at 

Yuma, Arizona and the Imperia.l Va.lley, Califor.lia; a. , 61 kV :::ans-

• mission line to interconnect the 500 kV transmission line with ~e 

local power. neework. i:1 I:nperial Valley; a 69 k-V transmission syseem 

to interconnect the 500 kV transmission line with ehe local power 

network in the Yuma area; and communications facilities ~ro~ghout 

the syscem. A new sao kV substation would be required in the 

Imperial Valley and possibly i:1 the Yuma area. At: two of the four 

alternative substation sites i:1 t~e Yuma area (~oreh Gila and Dome 

Valley) a new substation would have ~o be developed. Exis:i~g 

subst:at:ions at: Palo Verde, Miguel, Los Coehes, and at: 'C"',,",O of the 

four Yuma alternative sites (Yucca and Gila) would be expanded or 

modified • 

• 
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the proposed communica~ions syseem ~ould re~uire ~he 

addie10n of new facilities and the upgrading 0: several exis~1ng 

facilieies. !he new and upgraded facilities would be re~uired eo 

provide an intertie of microwave systems among APS, SDG&E, and IID. 

Communicaeion services to be provided include ?roeecei~e relaying, 

system dispaeching, sys~em moni~oring, and conerol. 

A?S would have a:1 11 % (or 1 10 MW') e'll-ci tle:!lene bet"Neen 

Palo Verde and Yuma and would also be responsible for 11~ of ~e 

costs. Construction would begin in January 1982 and be completed 

in May 1984. The life of the proposed ?roj ee: is es-cimaeed to be 

• 50 years' • 

• 
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Compliance wieh ehe California Environmental 
Qt:.ality Act (CEQI!) 

After SDG&E announced ~ts i~tention to ?arsue ehe 

project p the ~~ an~ ene ~ission staff developed the procedure 

for the environmenta.l review. Onder 1 4 Ca.lifornia. Admi:z.is t'r&ti ve 

Code 15063(d), i: a project requires bot: a.n Environmental Impact 

Star:ement under th.e ~A and an Envirocmental !:lpact Report under 

CEQA, a comb i:ed document can be prepared by t::'e s tate and feeler 301 

lead agencies. A cooperative agreement was executed by the Bt.~ and 

the ~ission on May 4, 1979 to undereake tne joint preparation of 

an environmental doeument~ follo~g t~e receipt of the proposal 

and data from A2S and SDG&Z. !he objectives of the joint effort 

were to reduce delay and eX?ense by elimination of duplication, ~ 

integrate pUblic consultation and coordination efforts, to 

empb.a.size cooperation be~.o1een BL.'! and the CommiSSion, to ensure 

swift and fair resolution of any disputes and to define the 

responsibilities of the respective agencies. ~e BL~ and 

Commission held joint scoping meetings i: La. !1eea on June 28, and 

in El Centro on July 5, 1979, to solicit i~put for the envi:on­

mental doc'Ument. Wirth. Associat.es, !nc. I an environmenta.l 

consultant firz,was retained by SDG&E and A?S to prepare the 

environmental document under the direction of the environmental 

staffs of BL'! and the Commission • 

-10-
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A.59S75 was filed April 4, 1980 by SDG&E for a certificate 

eo construct the Project. Pursuant eo, CEQA, the DES was completed 

with notice provided to affected proper~ owners on August 15, 

1980. Notice also was published. A FEe was held on September 24, 

1980. ~blie hearings commenced October 6, 1980. 

!here was opportunity for public: comment in· ~Nr1ti~g' and 

a.t heari:lg as co tb.e adequaey. completeness, and accuracy of Qe 

DES. All parties had oppor1:'tll'lity to pre sene test:i!llouy and eo 

cross-examine withnesses. 

A joint: deeisioll was :nade ·oy 31..'1 and the Commission sea££ 

• to issue a SDES. !he decision was tlle result of comments, sugges­

eious, and re~uests by i~dividuals and various ?Ub1ic entities. 

Notice of Completion of ehe S'OES and eb.e hearing schedule :0 eom­

plet:e the hearings in A.59575 adopted in hearing on April 2, 1981 

were mailed by letters daeed April 27, 1981 to all appearances, 

other hearing participants, and properey owners along the route 

• 

.. 
including alternate routes. Noeice a.lso was plaeed in newspapers 

of general circulation. 

!he same opportunities for wri:ten comments and hearing 

participation provided following completion of the DES were 

provided following completion of the SDES • 
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A: the June,. 1981 hea.rings a panel of eJQerts wo 

par~ieipa~ed in ehe fo~laeio~ and preparation,of :he DES and SDES 

pre$en~ed tese~ouy and were then cross-examined. !he panel 

consis~ed of Rod Reller, project director, Garlyu Bergdale, project 

manager, Dr. Jeff Johnson, geoteehnical st:Udies,. Dr. "Walter 

Odening, ecological studies, Dr. Clyde woods, cul~al resources 

studies, Pam Berg::nann, socioeconomic seu.ciies, Christ:i:le 1Celle::-, 

suitability/feasibili~ studies, Jan Townsend, archaeological 

resource s~dies, and 3i11 3ilbo, agricultural resource studies. 

Preparation of :~e environmental documenes was directed by s~= 

• proj ece manager, Bill Y. tee and Bt...'! proj ect manager Sum Wagner. 

• 

Following Ul.e lase day of hearing 0'0 Jt:l.y 9, 1981, tile 

e~o lead agencies, BL'! and the Commission, prepared the combined 

Final Environmental Documen~ (FES)~/ for :he project. !he~-S 
is part of our record in this proceeding. It was filed Oeeober 2, 

1981. 

~/ !he combined federal/state Final EIS/EIR • 

-12-
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Route Selec1:ion 

~ order to selec: the' environmen:ally preferred rou~e, 

the Cousuleants firs~ examined the potential for Siting trans­

mission lines wi~1n var1oU3 broad corridors in Southern 

California.. !hen, more narrow cor=idors were drawn for more in 

dep~ seady wit~in the most suitable broader regions. !hese 

secondary, or Phase II studies, were designed to use survey or 

sampling techniques to identify the best areas :or'conserue:ion of 

the project. For this 280 mile transmission projec~, over 1,000 

miles of altercative routes were st-.ldied to the ?h.a.se II level. 

• Ot:h.er alternative routes were considered, bu.'!: find to be infeasible 

due to legal or technical li:nitat:ions, or uns1:itable in teos of 

their inability to overcome environmeneal proble:s identified 

through the Phase II studies. 

• 

The Phase I I st:u.dies provide an adequate cla'ta base to 

choose the least adverse corridor. Sowever, it will be necessary 

to perform site-specific or Phase III studies prior to construc­

tion in order to determine the best loeat:ion for each tower and 

road. It would not have been a reasonable use of time or money to 

have required Phase III st:udies for all of the alt"ernatives 

presented • 

-13-
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The Consultanta found that signifieant adverse ef=ects 

would result no matter wnere the project is constructed. !~ was 

therefore necessary to develop a weighti~g system for ~e potential 

adverse effects to determine which route would product the least 

adverse results. In conjunction wieb. 3L'! s-e.a££ r oe Consult.a.nt:s 

compared the alte~tive routes and derived the'e:vi=o~entally 

preferred route which is described below. 

For the Arizona portion, that statets citi~g authority 

has approved the environmentally prefer:ed route. It would 

originat~ at Palo Verde, and proceed generally in a so~thwesterly 

• direction through the So no ran Desert landscape of ~e Basin and 

Range Province. !he route would parallel the Sout~rn Pacific 

Railroad and traverse isolated parcels of agricul:ural land, the 

foochills of the Gila Beud ~untains, Dendora ValleYr pass be~~een 

Oa:man and Face mountains and continue through the basin of Ryder 

Valley. !he preferred route would proceed through the basin/bajada 

landscape, typical of ehe area noreh of the Gila River, tnen skir~ 

• 

tne souenern edge of the Muggins Mountains. 

~ the Yuma area the northern environme:tally preferred 

route would cross the Gila River before euming north to skirt ehe 

west side of the laguna ~uctains and then west to eross ~e 

Colorado River just below th.e Laguna Dam, cireu:nveneing the Ci1:y of 

Yuma in the north • 

-14-
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In 1:he Yuma area. ~he souehern environmentally prefened 

route wo~ld cross ~e Gila River, skirt the Gila MOuneains, 

circumvent the Ci~ of Yu:na to the sou~h, cross tile ":!u:na ~a. atld 

traverse the Yuma Valley before heading nor:h to cross the Colorado 

River. 'Ib.e sou:ther.l rOU1:e is an alter:lative to cite northe= rout:e 

in the Yuma area, beth in Arizona and in California. 

This decision will not discuss environmen'Cal cotlSeq,uences 

in Arizona. Section Z1080(b) (15) of ~e Public Resource Code and 

Section 1002 of the PU Code preclttde this Commission f=om 

including consideration of strictly o~t-of-$eate enviroamen~l 

4It factors in its decision-making process. 

• 

!he noreneru route after crossing the Colorado River into 

California would proceed in a westerly direction crossing the 

Picacho Basin and turn southwest a.t ':he base of the Cargo Mu.chacho 

~~untains before entering the Sand Rills. 

!he northe~ portion of the environmentally preferred 

route in California just wes,: of Arizona. is generally cb.a.racterizea 

as having ~odera1:e-to-high environmental conse~uences wi~ several 

significant unavoidable adverse i:pacts in the FES. !here ~ould be 

visual impacts. !he preferred route would pass through 0.2 ~ile 0: 
Colorado River habita:c and cross severa.l pa:k,. preservation, or 

-15-



~. 
A.5957S E/PCG/3w/WPSC 

recreatiQU areas. 'l'b.e route would a.lso traverse areas of 

archaelogical concern designated by BI-~ as having "very high" 

s,ensitivity. Numerous cultural-resource sites of ~tive ).meriean 

concern would be pocentially affected. 

The souehe~ route in Califor:ia would ?roeeed generally 

in a westerly direction from the Colorado River; crossing tne' 

sout:tern tip of tlle Fort Yuma (Quecb.a.n) Indian ReservatiQU p so~ 

of Pilot Knob. 

!he southern portion of the environmentally preferred 

route in California just west of A::izona. can genera.lly be 

• char~cterized as having moderate-eo-high environmen:al consequences 

with several significant unavoidable adverse i=pacts. ~ere would 

be visual i~acts. !he preferred route would pass ehrough 0.2 mile 

of Colorado River habitat and cross one park, preservation, or 

recreation use area. !he route would also traverse an area of 

• 

archaeological, historical, and Native ~erican concern. 

!he preferred route from Sand Rills to ~ssion Tap would 

traverse the Colorado Desert, Salton ~rough, and Peninsular 

sections of two physiographic provinces. !he route would cross t~e 

sout~ern portion of the Algodones Dunes (Sand Hills) and 

agriculeural land of southern Imperial Valley. Conei~uing wes:, 

.. 
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the preferred route would traverse In-Ko-?ah Gorge and ~un:ain 

Springs Grade and proceed into heavily vegetated rocky hills and 

valleys west of Imperial Valley, generally paralleling t~e 

International Border. !he route would then proceed northwesterly. 

through the hills south of Dul:ura and Engineer Spri~gs, cross 

Jamul MOuntains and continue along the southern 'edge of San ~guel 

Mountain.. !he fixlal ?ortion of the preferred route .... ould turn 

northeasterly, and proceed from ~gael Seoseatio'Q. a.cross ce nor:h­

west face of the San Miguel ~untain, through steep hills, to Los 

Coches Substation west of take Jennings. !he preferred route ~ould 

• then proceed west, traversing areas of urban development and steep 

hills, to Mission Tap. 

• 

!he environmentally preferred route be~ .. een Sand Bills 

and Mission lap is generally characterized as having moderate 

environmeneal conseqw~ces with several signi:icant ~voidable 

adverse impacts in the r-~. !here would be visual i~pacts. !he 

preferred route would pass througn 79.6 miles of special-stacus 

plant habitat and traverse raptor nesting areas and the habitats of 

the Andrew's scarab bee~le, fla~-tailed horned lizard, bighorn 

sheep, and magic gecko. Approxi~ately 22.4 ~iles of agricultural 

land would be crossed and 10.1 acres would be excluded from 

productive use. Ihe preferred route crosses several park, 
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preservation, or recreation use areas; one si~gle-family dwelling 

and one ~obile home would be highly impacted. !he route would also 

traverse areas of archaeological concer: de$ignaeed by Bt.~ as 

having "very high" sensitivity and "severe densiey" of sites. One 

nistorical site and numerous cul~ral resource sites of ~tive 

American concern would be potentially affected •. 

An environmeneally prefer:ed rouee was identified ~ ~e 

rES with ~o alternaeive environmentally prefer:ed rou'tes in the 

Yuma area, each route reflec~ing ~ different set of values_ or 

point of view, in trade-offs be~t01ee:l. resources. '!b.e southern 

• preferred alternative represents the route ~..;ith the least 

envi::'otlment.al impacts to Qe na'Cural environment. '!he norther:l 

preferred alternative respond$ to public concerns expressed and 

gives greater significance to land-use conflicts and agricultural 

impacts in Arizona. In California, SDG&Z's preferred rou'te and ~e 

B~~'s preferred route on public lands is ehe northe~ e:viron­

mentally preferred route~ 

• 
-18-



' .• A..59575 E/PCG/BT1/VPSC 

Hearings 

A prehearing conference (PRC), 39 days of public hear,iug, 

and one day of oral arguments "~ere held. before ACministra:cive 1...3:..7 

Judge (ALJ) J.. J.. Doradj in San Diego County a.ud in Imperial 

Count:y. 'lb.e PRe was held in Sau Diego 01l Sept:ember 24, 1980. 

Hearings t:e> receive public commen~ 0'0. ~b.e Draft: ·Environmen:.a.l' 

Doe'lJment: (DES)l/ and Supplement: to the Draft E:1viromne'O.tal 

Document: (SDES)~/ were held in Zl Cent:::e> on October 6, 1980 and 

June 1 7. 1981, in El Caj on on October 7. 1980,. and in San Diego on 

June j S, 1981. Ptlblic hearings "..7e:'e also held in San Diego 0'Il 

• October 8-10, December 2-4, 8-11, 1980; J'anua..-y 12-13, February 24-

27, ~~rch 10-'1 and 31, April 1, June 22-25, 29-30, July 1-2, 7-9, 

198:1; and in Chula Vista. 0"0. Ja.nuary 14-15. ~rcb. 12, and April 2, 

• 

, 981. 

Concurrent briefs were required eo be mailed no lat:er 

t:MU August 31, 1981. '!he matter was submitted folloW'ing oral 

argwent in San Diego on Se?temr;er 17" 1981. 

1/ ~ith Commissioner Claire !. Dedrick on December 9" 1980, and 
Commissioner Priscilla C. Grew on June 24, 25 and Septe:!1ber 17, 
, 981. 

~/ Ine combined federal/state EIS/EIR. 

~/ !he combined federal/state Suppl~ene to the Draft tIS/EIR • 
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Position of the Parties 

Position of SDG&E 

SDG&E, as applicant, was active in all pbases of the 

proceeding: W11:nesses, exhibits,. cross-examinat.ion, brief1::l.g, and 

oral argument. SDG&E s~t.es that. :he :ecord :ully support.s 

certificat.ion of tb.e proposed transmission lines wi:: a ?lanned i~­

service date of ~y 1984 along t::'e environment.ally preferred 

route. 

Ie states t.hat by definition, an envi:onmentally pre­

ferred route is one that. has, ou balance, ~e least. impact of any 

• of t.he alternative routes considered. 

• 

It. states t~t t.here are no other feasible alter:a~ive 

routes or mitigation ~easures available which would subseantially 

lessen significant envi:onmental i~pacts and SDG&Z ~rther states 

that significant impa.cts of tb.e Project along the environment.a.lly 

preferred route will be reduced to an accepeable level by implemen­

tation of the committ.ed generic and selective mitigation ~easures • 
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t.1itness ?oemmelt:, SDG&Z' s ma.na.ger of syseem planning, 

quoted from our D.S8758 enae ordered SDG&E to coneinue eo analyze 

and pursue ehe concept of a transmission line to the Arizona 

border. Be eest:ified tba~ SDG&E responded by initia~ing action on 

cae ?roj eet, and signing agreements -"nth '!'usco'O. Elee-erie Power 

('rEP) and. Publie Service Company of New !-f.exieo (?m-!) for power 
51 purchases.- SDC&E has attempted eo ootain fir.= transmission 

from Souehen California Edison Company (SCE) by using existing 

transmission facilities to bring in the above ease of Califor:ia 

power. Only interruptible service is available over ~isting 

• facilities. Further, SDG&E attempted to obeain fi== transmission 

service in seE's proposed Palo Verde-Devers transmission line and 

was only able to obtain 205 MW for t~e period Xay 1982 through ~~y 

1986. During tb.e above period, maxi'tlrum capaciey purchased from n:? 

and p~ would range from 466 to 566 MW, leaving ~e excess over 205 

MW' dependent on i!lte::-:uptible service. After May j 986 when the 

5/ -

• 
PNM agreement excenas to April 30, 1988 and It? extends ~o 
December 31, 1988 • 
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firm eransmission senice by SCZ ter:ninates ~ the maxi::rum capacity 

purchased would range from 436 to 736 MW. Only i~terruptible 

service would be available. 'l'b.e Proj ect ~"'ould provide a fic route 

~o receive this coal-generated ene=gy. 

!he wi~ess est~ated annual delive=ies from ~ and PNM 

ranging from 2,000 gw~ in 1984, to 3,600 gwll in '1987, and to '3,100 

gw1l in 1988 during the period 1984 to 1988. this is equivalent :0 

displacing 3.4 to 5.2 million Bbls of oil per year of 20 million 

Bels during 1984-1988. Duri::gthe same period, 'SDG&E' s sys'Cem 

energy requirements are estimaeed eo increase from '1,400 to 13,000 

• gWh. !nerefore,. the Project ~ould playa very significant role in 

reducing SDG&E' s oil burn. 

SDG&E's total capacity require:nenes, CEC's 3R. IIl"' peak 

demand with 20% margin, increases from, 2,500 to 2,900 ~ during 

1984 to 1988. During this same period, capaci:y under contract 

from TE? and PNM to be delivered through the Project ranges from 

300 to 500 or 300 to 700 MW at the t~e of system ?eak demand. 
-----

SDG&E and en have agreed that SDG&Z ~ pu:rc!:.a.se '50 MW of 

eFE's geotber.nal capacity from Cerro ?rieto during ehe period , 984 

to 1994. 'l1ley have not as yet deter:ined if the energy will be 

delivered over the Project or ove~ CF£'s 230 kV transmission system 

~hieh would require :acilicies both in ~~xieo and in California_ 

• *The Calitorni~ Energy CommiSSion's Third Bienni~l P.epo~. 
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SDG&E·s manager of system planning testified about the 

purposes of the Projeet. 

!he purposes are: 

1. To deliver low cost non-oil generated 
energy and capacity under contracts wi~ 
Tucson Electric rowe: in Arizona and with 
Pa.blie Service Company of Ne"'N' ~..exieo. 

2. !o be us.ed to deliv~ economy or su-:plus 
energy that could be available ea.s1: of 
SDG&E's serviee area. 

3. To provide for the delivery of geothe~l 
power currently being developed in ene 
Imperial Valley and encourage the 
developmen: of ~ore geot~e~al sites • 

4. To assis1: in negotiations for r~rther 
purchases of power ~hich would ~ove ~ore 
seriously if the transmission line 
exists. 

S. To provide a contingency plan for meeting 
projected demand if the additional San 
Onofre N~elear Generating Units r 

scheduled to begin opera1:ing by 1984r are 
delayed. 

Wi1:ness Raney. SDG&E's manager of finanCial services, 

tes1:ified that the ?roject's to1:&l cash construction coses to SDG&E 

to be $27' million. He estimated over one-half of tne costs :0 

occur in 1983 and over one-quar1:er in 1982. !he wi1:ness also 

stated chat about two-~irds of the funding would be ex:ernal 

so~rees, using conventional ca~i~al markets or other fo~s of 

financing such as conse:uc1:1on t=uses • 
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He testified ehae construction ex?endi~~res as a ?ercent 

of total capitalization ranged· bee-..:een j 4 to j S~ over :he pu: five 

years. Projected spending, including ehis P=oject, is est~ateG eo 

range bet~een 11 and j4% for 1980 to 1983, and to be 9% in 1984. 

!he financial wieness stated that if ?roject cost overruns occur, 

the tocal capital budget would ?robably noe change signi:ican~ly. 

If the total budget became too large, lower prioriey items ~ould be 

deferred. Ine staff ·..:itness said a constructiou cost ove::un ~ould 

be more likely in a power plant than in this transmission line. 

SDG&E concludes it ~~ll be able to finance the Project • 

SDG&E's ~anager 0: system planning testified that the !Z? 

and ?NM fi~ capacity and energy from coal generation is c~eaper 

than oil-and gas-generated energy. Re seated that the c'tlmUlative 

Energy Cost Adjusanene Clause (ECAC) savings of $521. million on a. 

present value basis of the TEe and ?NM con:raets fr~ the 1984-1988 

operations (first five years) would exceed the pres~t value of ene 
total revenue re~uirement of $434 :i11ion for the 50-year life of 

~b.e Project • 
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SDG&E is negotiating 'Jiu '!tP and Pm-! for additional 

?Urcnases. It has economy energy agreements with these and other 

utili:ies, including APS and Sal: River ?roject. Economy energy 

purchases would shor'Cen the '?:roject pay-back period,. ~..t'h.ieh is ·now 

estimated to run into the fi£~h year of operation. :he wi:ness 

presen~ed an exhibit showing the ef:ects of also including 5:' of 

a.vailable economy energy (1 07 gWhs 1:1 1984) a.:ld Mexican geoUer.nal 

under contract (420 gwlls in 1984). Be fur:~er testified that the 

annual llet: savings resulting from oil displace:1ent would range from 

$53 to $149 million. lhese ~ounts are after deducting the annual 

• cost of the. Project capital recovery and of the energy purchases • 

• 
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Posieion of the Commission Staff 

!he s:aff was active in all' phases of ~ proceeding: 

witnesses, exhibits, cross-examination, briefing, and oral 

argument. 

!he staff posi~ion is ~hat from an economic and electric 

planning perspec~ive, SDG&E mU3~ find a way to displace oil and gas 

consumption and the Project should be built to hel? meet that 

need. 

!he seaff teseified tha~ the resources pr~ided by ~ 

Project are needed, that no alt~te ?lan is more practical and 

'. that the ?rojeet is financially beneficial. Further, the se.ff 

testified that SDG&E's latest demand forecast indica~es ehat n~N 

• 

resources will not be necessary until after 1988, compared to the 

scheduled Project completion of 1984. Further, ~e seaff eesti:ied 

that this indicates that the Project might be postponed a few 

years, but the advantages of increase in reliabiliey, displacement 

of oil and gas, possible ?Urchase of economy energy, and 

possibility of acquiring additional purchased power would be lost 

during the delay_ 
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!he staff and a panel of experts representing Q.e 
. . .. - ---- _ .. _ .... _ ......... - . ,.- - .... _ ... _ ..... - .~_ ...... 

environ2ental consultants testified concerning. the contents of 
,-- - ... ~-- .... ---.......... -.. --- _ ........ -_. _ .. - , 

t~e environmental docucents. ~iti~ation and monitorin& ----_ .. _._. __ . __ ._ .. _-------------------
measures were specifically covere4~ 

:, . .:. .. ~.---~ .. --::--::-~ ... -:;,.~ .. .----------------.--... --.--... -........-.-.-

An environmentally pre:erred ro~ee ~as identifie~ in t~e 

FES, including ewo alter:a~ives (northern and southern) ~ the 

Yuma a.res. extending east and ',Jest of the Colorado River. 'llle suf: 

made no recommendation as to the' preferred route • 
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Position of Imperial Couney 
Imperial Coun:y (Coun~) was active in c=os$-examina:ion~ 

briefing, and oral arg~enc related to roucing i~ t~e County. 

County does not oppose the Project~ but does oppose the route. 

County ~ however, disa.greed with the Commission/3L't staff de'Cer­

minations that the "environmentally preferred" transmission l~ne 

corridor runs through the populated and ir:igaeed agrieulrural 

a.reas of the Co'UXlty. It is. the position of County that a. northem 

transmission corridor route 'by, or :hrougb., the'Salton Sea area., 

avoiding. the irriga.ted agricultural lands of County, is feasible 

• and should be directed by th.e Com:nission. County states that 

adequate consideration has not been given to the Salton Sea route, 

which. would provide for a transmission line corridor a.voiding the 

irrigated areas of the Cotmty .. 

• 

County recommends that the Project be approved and that. 

a. certifieate for the Project be granted. 

It also recommended that the "environmentally prefer=ed" 

route for the Project transmission eorridor in County be 

disapproved and that a Salton Sea corridor oe approved through 

County • 
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Position of CiFY of Calexico 

!he City of Calexico (Calexico) presented a wit~es$ 

stating that the envi=oameneal doeumen~s do not adequately identify 

the i~aets on Calexico. Calexico also eross-e~ined wi~esses 

and made oral argument. Calexico noted ~e proposed cor:idor is 

within three miles of t~e ci~y li~its an4 thae calexico is the 

fastest growing community i~ ehe ~perial Valley, and that ~e 

proposed alignment would adversely effect t~e gro~~ of t~e ci~ • 
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Position of California Fa~ Bureau Federa~ion and 
Imperial Couuey Fac Bureau 

!ne California Farm 3ureau Federa~ion and the IQperial 

COun~1 Farm Bureau (CFBF) were active in cross-examination, 

briefing, and oral argcment related eo rou~ing i~ Imperial Co~ej. 

Fur~her, they presented three pilots, an ex~~sion :a~ adviS9r, 

and a grower as wi~esses. 

CF.BF wants to see lower cos t power ~ade avai lab le to 

SDG&E and IID cus~omers. !hey seate tb.a.t the power should be :ade 

available without an undue burden on the ~perial Valley far=ing 

area. !he proposed route is seen by :h~ to i~pose a substantial 

burden on Imperial Valley agriculture. '!hey urge that the 

Commission defer a decision on the ?roject and direct the sea:: and 

SDC&Z eo conduet further studies into the ~lt~&tive routes and 

selee~ive undergrounding. 

they state that there are four alternatives to the 

proposed route which look promising: the International Border 

route, the Salton Sea route, the Banning ?ass route, and Palo 

Verde-Devers. !hey further state that all ~ould avoid agrieuleu=al 

land • 
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CFBF recommended ~itigaeion in ease ~e ?roposed rou~e is 

aut~orized. For agriculeural pilot safe~y, ehere should be high 

visibiliey marki~gs on conductors and towers where aircraft are 

known to fly, whether required by other governmental agencies or 

not. Transmission line towers shou.ld be ma:ked on top wit::' some 

sort of a light. lOwer structures in ehe agricul~~ral area should 

be of the steel tubular ?ole variety and tlO~ steel lat~ice-type •. 

'Illis ~.dll enhance flying safety, and aid fa.Ding operat:ions since 

less land will be taken and insec:s and weeds cannot grow under ehe 

pole towers. Transmission lines should be located near the edges 

.• of fields for both pilot and faoer convenience, but: t:ra.nsmi.ssiOtl 

lines should avoid obstacles, such as distribution lines, 

underneath them. For pilot a.nd fa.cer sa.:ety and convenience, 

diagonal crossings of fields should be avoided to the =ax~um 

extent possible . 

• 
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___ Position 0 f Im'Oer 13.1 Va.lley Corridor Commi ttee 

!he ~perial Valley Corridor Committee (IVCC) eu~ered its 

appearance on the 29th day of hearing. It represents far:ers along 

the environmentally preferred route in Imperial Coutl.q. IVCC 

?&rt1cipa~ed iu the cross-examina~ion 0: the s~= panel. presented 

testimony through. an entomologi~, a. cable engi:leer, and a farmer, 

filed a brief. and made oral argument. 

IVCC states that th.e DES and SDES erroneously conclude 

-eMt the impact on agriculture of Link 129, the' preferred rou.~e, 

will not be significant. . IVCC states that t~e s~a£f and its con-

• suleants did not make a. sufficient degree of analysis of the 

severity and probability of occurrence of injury and deat~ to 

h\JmaXlS, and loss to agricu.ltural production, to accurately assess 

the impacts. 

• 

It states that the DES and S'OES are inadequate. !hey 

have not been prepared wit~ a sufficient deg=ee of analysis ~o 

provide decision-makers with in£o~ation which wou.ld enable th~ to 

~ake a deci$ion wh.ich i:ltelligently takes account: of environmen~l 

consequences • 
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With respect: to Unk 129, IVCC :recommends oa:c the 

Commission order the staff and SDG&E to: 

1. Deter:ine and compare for eac~ alternative 
the severity and prooability of injury and 
dea.th to humans. 

2. Recalculate the loss of agricultural 
production, and reconsider Cle conclusion 
that i~pac~ is ~oderate. . 

3. Analyze selec:ive undergrounding for each 
Imperial Valley alternative. 

~. Conduct detailed seudies of the Salton Sea, 
All-American canal, Interstate 8, and 
31ghway 98 alternatives. 

IVCC recommends adoption of an alternative route • 

Mr. l'f.envielle, a fa.r:ner called as a ~eness for IVCC,. was 

an individual appearance and also a. member of IVCC. He cross­

examined witnesses and ma.de ora.l argtmlent. Ee up:ressed conceos 

about diagonal'c:rossing, aoout: towers being wi~in the right-of-way 

inside the edge of the field, and distribution lines being outside 

of fields on ro.a.dways;or ditcb. banks. He opposed construction along 

Link. 129 wh.ich crosses his land • 
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Posi~ion of EucalY?t~ Hills Landowners Assoeiation 

'!he Eucalyptus Rills La.ndowners Assoeiation ('£HI..A) eross­

examined witnesses, filed 8. brief, and 'made oral argument. EHI.A.'s 

position is that the DES and SDES are inadequate, i~compleee, and 

do noe comply ~ith CZ~A and NE?A; the proposed Project is 

inconsistent wieh :he Lakeside Cocmru.=.ity ?la.n; and :he Commis'sion 

did noe allow EHLA to int:oduce direct testi~on1 and effectively 

cro3s-~ine witnesses. 

EHLA first appeared to cross-e~ine ~~~esses on ~e 

31st day of hearing- It filed a brief and ~ade oral arg~ene. 

• EElJ. does noe question the need for the ?roject. It does not ~ant 

the transmission line placed next to the existing tran5missi~ line 

in ehe existing right-of-way tbro~gh Eucalyptus Bills, but ra~r 

placed north of it or plaeed underground. 

• 

The San Diego Boa.rd of Super-risors has expressed its 

support of this project, but did call for further studies in the 

Euea.11P~ Bills Area • 
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Position of Community Energy Action ~e~~ork 

!he Communiey Energy Action Network (CEA.~) protests ~e 

granting of & certificate. C~~ presented a -Hieness, cross­

examined ~e:le$se$ It filed a. brief, and made oral argument. CEA.N' 5 

position is e:ae additional conservation and alter:ativ~ 

:echnologies are alternatives. :urther ~~ states ~t 

alternative routing, including the Palo Verde-Devers corridor, 

should be considered.!t ~uestions ~e reliabiliey and cost of ~e ----,----_ .. --~-----

Project and t~e forecast data adopted in the C~li!ornia Energy -----_. .----;.........-
Commission's Biennial Repo~ I!! •. 
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Posieions of Other ?~ies 

?roeeseant william 3reez~ for himself. has ?ar~ici?ated 

in Utis ?roject since the seoping meeeing in La. ~sa on June 28,. 

1979. Dr. Bretz testified, cross-e~ined wi~esses, filed a __ .. ---- .... "'-_ ..... ,-_. 
brief, and made ora! argumene. Dr. Bretz's position is that ~he 

Project is unnecessary in light of the potential for developi~g 

alternative energy sources. 

If the- Project is approved, Dr. 3re~z recommends t~e Palo 

Verde-Devers corridor, liaoilit1 insurance for biological and 

h.ealth effects, notice to prope=ty o~ers abo1.:.t the electrom.agnetic 

• field, mitigation requirements, and conditions on selling trans­

mission service or owuershi? to IID. 

• 

____ a __ .. _ •• _______ _ 

Ar:J.old Hunsberger,. o.ppearlllg !or birasel! ~ 'the Jumul/Dulzura 
.. -----------._-- .... _.. . _ .. _- -- .. -.- .... -

Planning Group, testified, cross-exami~ed, and file a brief. His 

position is that the Project be denied because of the fi~cial and 

energy advantages of USing the recen~ technological advances in the 

field 0: amorphous silicon cell photovoleaics. 

Anita Hamlet, appearing for self and spouse, recommends 

that the Project be denied. Mrs. Ramlet cross-e~ineci, filed a 

brief, and made oral argument. Mrs. Hamlet's position is that the 

purpose and need were not de=onstrated, the routing description and 
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notice were no~ adequate r the absence of healt~ and safe~y hazards 

and radio interference were not adequately demonstra~edr and 

liability within the right-of-way and ~itigation were not 

adequately handled.' A si:ilar position was contained in a brief 

tendered by an i:divieual who was not an appearance. 

Sam Dawson, appearing for b.i!Uself. presented test:1:lony, 

cross exa:l1in&tion r and made oral argument. Mr. Dawson's position 

is that the Project no~ be appr~ved. He also states t~t if the 

Project is approved the Commission should establish a mini:um 
". "'. 

distance from the end'of the easement to habitable strue~ures. 

• He st:ates that the biological effects testimony is inconclusive as. 

to potential health hazards. Be s~tes that federal requiremen~ 

precluding the use of nat~ral gas for electric generation a:ter 

1990 have been renoved th=ough statutory a::::1endmen'CS. Be believes 

the Project should be delayed until alternative energy eosts 

improve. Be states that the shorter depreciation periods allowed 

in the new federal tax laW3 will cause electric rates to increase. 

Further, ~here may be severance eaxes on imported eleetrici~. 

• 

The posi tiOll of Gree;ory Mars!la.ll, ~-t'lg tor ll:i:i:SeJ.:r. 1$ that 
•• J __ ._ .. ___ ...... ",,~ _... • __ ..... ~~ __ ••• __ ,. .-. c· --- -- ~ -.- - .... -. . . 

radio f=equency ineerferenee and :i:iga~ion have not been 

adequa~ely assessed (in partieular along Link 144). ~. ~sb.all 
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presented testimony, eross-exami~edp and made oral argument. 

Further, h.e filed comments a.bout the envi::oonmenta.l documents. 

These comments have been responded to i~ the?ES. SDG&E is 

required to comply with ehe regulations of the Federal Communica­

tions Commission and will be required to respond :0 radio and 

telephone interference complaints. 

Cliff Hurley, appearing for himself, seated that his 

position is that the environmental documents ~ay not be properly 

prepared, and t~t ~A and CZQA have not been comple~ely followed. 

Mr. Hurley testified, cross-examined. .and made oral argument. His 

• obset'V'ations were filed as eomrllents to the euvironmental documents 

and were responded to in the PES • 

• 
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DISCUSSION 

As virtually all partieipants in this proceeding :ave 

agreed, SDG&E ~ust take steps to ease its qepeudence on oil and 

natural gas as boiler fuels. !he Company relies on t~ose fuels 

to generate almost all of its eleetrici~y (2219~ out of 236Q~~, 

yet oil and :l8.t'Il'ral gas a.re ve-:y expensive fuel options. A 

transmis~ion lin~ to the East represe:ts a major step toward 

breaking SDG&Z of this over dependence on oil cd gas. 

As SDG&E witness ? J. Roem.elt seated, the Eastern 

Interconnection will enable SDG&Z eo sec~re delivery of its 

contracted Arizona and New Mexico coal-fired power ?Urchases. It 

w11l enable SDG&E to compete in tlle economy energy market. It .. ..rill 

provide for delivery of geo~er.:al power currently being developed 

as well as encourage accelerated development. ~st i~portantly, it 

provides opcions for the future. SDG&E ~ll oe able to bargain 

from a position of greater strength for extensions of its power 

purchase agreements in order to continue to displace oil and gas 

generation into the 1990' s and to meet de:na:o.d shortfalls cUr:'e!ltly 

expected to occur beyond 1988 • 
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While the notion of cormeeeirlg s::G&E to the East is a slmple 

one, 'tlle legitimate CO~ :raised. by' ~ project of tbis rr:a.grrituee are 

col'JSider3.ble. To canply with ~ 3JlC. with ?ublie Utili'ties Code Section 

lool, we must be certa.:l.n 'that the proposed. project represents the best 

way to rnee't the identitied nood. If 3. tr.msmission line is the best 

:JJJSWf:!r, we must determine the route for the line wi 'ell the least adverse 

envirotJmellw COTJSeqUe:lCeS :md. identify all rd::ig::l.tion me:l.St:'es tb:lt r::ust 

reasonably 'be required to minimize signi!ic:ult ~ 1a:pacts. 

We b:l.ve fully considered. the 3J.te:-native rOU'tes, project :U.tema:tives 

and. need for the projee't as well 3S a.ll o'tber in~or.na'tion as developed in 

• tile record to Ul1s proceed.il:lg, -:he application and in toe envi..~~ 

d.ocor:Ie.l:rts. We have ~ fully eonsidered the ccmnents of parties, 1l:ldi v1du3ls 

and other agencies which are in.eluded in toe FES. In this deeis"I...on, 

• 

we tind tint the FES bas 'bee:l. ccmpleted in cccpli.lnce with Cf/:)j ... 

!be level of bigb. quality participa:t:ion in these proceed.ings by' 

groups a.nd. ind.i viduals is wor-..b:; of note. In toe discussion which :follows, 

we will address tlle ::ajor COIlcems ~ by those partieipants and our 

St3.tutory responsibilities . 
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Al~ern&~1ve Sources 

'Ib.e DES and SDES include an' analysis of the pC>teu1:ial for 

meeting the seated needs of oil displacemeu1: and la1:e-1980's 

capacity additions through the use of other generating technologies 

wb.ich might n<>1: require uj or :1e~ transmission capaci'ty such as Cle 

proposed Project. While there are promising developmen'C$ 

pertaining to the expanded use of low-head hydroelect=ie~ pumped 

storage, geothe~al, cogeneration, w~d, and phoeovoleaic 

generating sources, and we urge SDG&E to pu=sue' eb.ese sources, we 

consider their development to be comple:1entary to. rather than an 

~ alterna1:ive to the Project. 

~ 

Some public p~ici?ants i:1 the proceeding argued ~t 

alternative generation projects in conjunction .~~ accelerated 

conservation and load ~anage=ent efforts could supplant the need 

for this project. ~ese wi~esses were Sa: Da~son, Jay Powell. 

William Bretz, Arnold Hunsberger, and Dr. Charles E. Backus. 

Dr. Charles E. Backus, Assistant Dean 0: Eogineering at 

Arizona State University and a phoeovoltaies expert, called as a 

witness by Sam Dawson, stated on cross-examination tha~ he was not 
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in disagreemen~ with the followi~g finding con~aioed in a draf~ 

study prepared for ene DOE by Sci~oee'Appliea~ions, lae., entitled 

"San Diego Coun~y: A Case Study of Opport:r.mitie.s for Grid Connee­

cion Phocovoltaic Power Systems": 

"At DOE prices, een~ral station photovol~aics 
may be at~rae~ive to SDG&E eve~ with expanded 
coal sitin~ . 

"SDG&E depends heavily on costly oil-fired 
generation. Any capacity tha~ displaces oil 
tIlust be seriously e'"lalua.~ed. And, as 
expected, our analysis shows that SDG&B 
should ins~all as aueh coal capacity as 
possible to displace oil. However, our 
analysis also shows tbat because ?hoto­
voltaies ean be brought on line in less ~ 
half the time needed to bring a co~l plant on 
line, photovoltaic syste:s· at DOE pr~ces have 
value as oil displacers ~en ~der greatly 
expanded coal siting. 

"Further, the longer coal siting is delayed, 
the greater ehe photovoltaic val~ becomes. 
!his value is due both to lead ti:ne effects 
and declining price of paotovoltaie 
systems." 

Dr. 3ackus was optimistic thae the DOE i 986 cost goal of 

$1.60 to $2.20 per peak watt could be achieved. Assuming ~e goals 

are ~et, he is of the opinion that the national produe~ion will 

inerease from 4 ~ in 1980 to 500 MW i~ 1986. Further, it may supply 

5% or more of our electric energy by 2000. !he wit~es3 statec it 

will be 2000 before we see the impacts from n~ oaterials to reduce 

costs to the order of 10 eent per peak watt • 
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Dr. Backus responded on c~oss-examL~ation that an 

expenditure 0: $300 million ou photovoltaics might produce about 

413 gWh annually compared to 3~100 eo 3,600 gwll in 1987 a~d 1988 

from only the TEP and FNM firm contracts. !he firm capacity from 

such. a scheme might range from 38 to 56 MW' compared to 890 MiJ :from 

th.e Project. 

SDG&Z's manager of syste:a ?lanning ac1c::lowoledged Qat t::.e 

utiliey does not have any staff actively working on the development 

of wind-generated power. He estimates the development of 17 !!W of 

cogenerated electricity by 1988. despite ~he fae: that bo~ the 

• ueility a.nd the CEC· esti:aaee a potential for 70 to 76:-rw. Re also 

states that ~ue to the anticipated availability of :he new San 

Onofre units and the Project, SDG&E feels ~o pressure to eompleee 

a seudy of ~e poteneial for central station photovoleaics 

development a.t the Sundesert site. He says -:hat: if SDG&E gets 

approval of the Project, th.en it will start loo~ng at other 

options. 

• 

!he staff and SOG&E testified that while it is very 

important to promote each of these technologies as they become 

available, SDG&E's reliance on oil-fired generation is so great as 
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~o require actions on many levels. including ~~e purcbase of 

eas~ern coal-fired power. Ihe etC expressed ~is view through ~he 

sta~emetl~ of its execu~ive direc~or. John Geesman. a::ld in its 

comments filed in response to tne DES. 

At hearing. Geesman u:rged me Commission to approve c.e 

?rojec~. He noted SDG&Z's heavy dependence upon oil for 

elec~ricity and its resultant high electrical rate wnic~ forces 

cueomers to pay the second highest price i~ the country. Be called 

the Project a key link in bringing geothe~al power :rom the 

Imperial Valley and Mexico to San Diego. Gee~ seated ~~ the 

• Project would make a notable contribution toward the goal of 

getting California ueili~ies off oil as ~uickly and economically as 

possible. Further. he stated t~t presently c~ere is no direct way 

to get ~hat: geothecal power to San Diego. ~e Project is an 

essential link in assuring that SDG&E's ratepayers can benefit from 

this new energy source and break the cycle of escalating oil 

prices. Be also seated tha~ due to possible purchase cone:actsfor 

up to 500 MW of coal-generated electricity from TEP and P~. 

regional reliability may be i~proved and reserve ~argi~ require­

men~s redueed~ furthering the goal of increased ?Ower pooling ~ong 

u.tilities • 

• 
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!he SDES seaces c~: al~ough a princi?al objective of 

che utili~1 is to reduce oil and gas dependenee, all types of 

potencial generaeing capabilities were considered, including ~e 

add1~ion of new oil- and/or gas-fired units, repowering of .exis~ing 

uni~s. the a.ddition of coal or nuclea.r ?la.nts, developmene of 

hydroelectric facilities, development of geoeher=a.l ?OWer, 

cogeneration, ?UrcJ:r.ases ::0Ul Mexico, *.rlnd c".lroines, solar fm.ergy, 

biomass, and new technologies. SDG&E did not find these alterna­

tives reasonable because of constrain~s of eapieal eoses, national 

energy policy, environmental reg:u.laeions, s'Ca'Ce-of-tb.e-are e~h-

• nologies or lead-time requi~ed to construct new generati~g 
facilities in relation to ei~e-of-need. ~~se of the aleernative 

generation sources considered by SDG&E ~ould be located off-systeM 

and would re~uire new transmission facilities to deliver energy 

from each of the alternative generation sources eo the SDG&E 

service area.. 

• 

!n addition to considering individual generation 

alternatives, SDG&E also considered t~ ~la~ive e::ec~s of some 

of the al~ernatives in combina~ion Chat passed an initial screening 

based on criteria chat they reduce oil/gas requi:ements and mee~ 
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the time limit of the seated need. A potentia.l range of capac1q 

for eight alternatives--additional conservation, hydroelectric and 

geoQem.a.l development:, purchases from ~exico, cogeneration, wind, 

solar, and biomass developme:lt--was then compared to realistic 

estimates. 'the results indicated tb.a.t if eoul maximum potential 

capacity were fully realized, approximately balf of the capaci~ to 

O~ provided by t~e Project could be met. !his does not suggest, 

however, that the Project is unnecessary or that it should be 

downsized. Rather, these resources can and should be developed in 

conjunction with oe Project to the extent tha:c t.lley can reduce 

• SDG&E costs by displaeing oil and natural gas. 

• 

Alternative technologies such as wind, s~l hydro­

electric, cogeneration, and photovoluics can, wi'th tlle proper 

degree of attentiou from SDG&E mana.gement, make a. sig!lifican:t 

contribution to the company's resource plan • 
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Conserva~ion 

lhere was also considerable dicussion conee~ing ~e 

poten~ial for accelera~ed couserva~ion &c~ivit1es. wl1en cost­

effective, such an effort would noe defeat the potential for rapid 

oil and dollar savings provided by ~e ?roposed ?=ojee~. 

SDG&E asserts that its potential for saving ~ore through 

conservation ehau is reflected in the BR III forecase is nil. !he 

assertion is based on the fact that all conservaeion "reasonably 

e~peeted to occur" is already factored into the nP. III demand 

forecast. However~ we eake notice of the CECfs fi~ding ~t 

~ additional conserva~ion (beyond that contained in BR III) is 

achievable with the implementation of several programs not yet in 

place at the ti~e BR III was produced, such as the ~sidential 

Conservation Service and utility financing programs.i ! And 

SDG&Z's conservation ·Nitness Dougher~1 agreed that the BR III 

prOjections do noe assume the existence of a zero interest loan 

program (ZIP) for conservation ~easures installed on a retrofit 

basis. 

~/ 

~ 

California Energy Commission, Electricity !omor:~, 1981 Final 
Report, p. 151. 
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!he record in this case does ~oe contain & comprehensive 

analysis of the potential for additional conservation to serve as 

an alternative to the ?roject. ~e conclude noe that the conserva.­

tion poeeneial is trivial, but rather that SDG&E should be actively 

promoting such. conservation in addition to the ?roject, in order 'to 

further reduce tb.e company's dependence on oil and nattU'al gas • 
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Routing Al~ernatives 

Various par~1es have :aised'objectious ~o the adoption of 

certain segments of ~e environmen~ally prefe=red routes. 

Representatives of agricultural interests in ~e ~perial 

Valley asserted ~t there are various routes across the Valley 

that: would avoid agricultural i:npacts and, eherefore, be superior 

to the preferred route. !hey argued that :he li:e could be placed 

in ~he norther.l part of the valley, r.mni'!lg t::.rough . the Banning 

Pass or across the Salton Sea, in the southe~ portion of ~e -- .~-- .. 
valley along the International ?Areer, through the center of the - ....... ----
valley along the EOleville Drain or to the Northern in a route ehat 

would eircumvent Yuma and run parallel to SCE's Palo Verde-Devers 

route. tnis Commission has exami:ed each 0: the proposed alter­

natives and finds that tae envi:o~entally preferred route, utilizing 

the northern portion in the Yuma area., represents the best option. 

It was not necessary to per:o~ Phase II s~udies :0 

deeer=ine ehae tile Banning Pass and Ineer:laeional Border 

alternatives canno~ compeee favorably with ~~ envi=ocmen~ally 

preferred route. Each would cross as ~uch or more agricul~ural 

land as w~ld ehe preferred route. Banning would also be sub­

stan~ially longer and would require placing yet: anecher ~rans-
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~ission line in the already congested ~i:g Pass. ~ile we also 

are aware that: it: 'Would very difficult :0 obtain the necessary 

rigb.t-of-way across :-1orongo Indian lands through oe Pass, our 

rejection of that alternative rests totally on ehe other above 

stated fac'Cors. 

An Ineern.a.eiotlal Border rouee south ot ElCenero could' not 

be sieed close enough eo the border to avoid i=pacting agr~cul~~ral 

land. !he All-American canal ~~s very close to t~e border in this 

area. Agricultural lands run u,? to the -:ighe-of-wa,y on :!l.e nortb. 

edge of the canal. Ie many ?laces there is a space of less t:an 60 

• feet be~~een the southern edge 0: the canal ~d the international 

border. Since ehe required ZOO foot right-of-~ay cou:d not be 

secured south of the canal, it would be necessary to site a "border 

r~teff on the north side of the canal. !his could not be done 

wieb.out using agriculet.tral land for the righe-of-way to an extent 

that ~ould be ae lease equal to the agricultural right-oi-way along 

the environmentally preferred route. Further, an International 

Border route would require either placing the line :hro~gn :he 

middle of the town 0: calexicQ, or circumv~ting that city by 

placing the line along the city's boroe=s on ~NO sides. In e~ther 

event, impacts to the City of calexico would clea=ly be greater if 

a borde= =oute was usee than they would be with the preferred 

• route. 
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'!he Salton Sea route is si~ilarly unacceptable. 

Re?resenea~ives of ~e Califo~ia Far: Bu:eau Federation and t~e 

I:perial Co\U'1ty Farm Bureau, the County 0: I::1pe=ia1 .and the 

Imperial Valley Corridor Committee suggested that ene Commission 

s~ff failed co adequately analyze chis alternative. A substantial 

portion of this al~e~1:1ve ~ould be along segments of oener routes 

for w~ich Phase II s:udies have been completed. On ~e basis of 

that Pb.ase II data alon!!', it can be found that t!le 5o.1too Sea rou'Ce 

would avoid the agricultural i~acts i~ the preferred route but 

result in increased impae~s'in almost all of the other resource 

• areas s~~died. ~e consultant's ?reli~inary study i~dica:es ~t 
some or all of ~e paehs available for crOSSing the sea itself 

would have significant impacts on waterfowl and ~igratory birds. 

• 

- "--._--- _., _ .... -. _ ..... _. _ ... _-------- --...... ----.... ~- .... ,-.--.-- ..... --------
~er, our rejection of t~is alternative does not rest on -- ........... -- ._-- - . .,-.. - .... - -.~ --.....- ... ".-.. -----.-.-~--, ... ---- -- -~--.--...--,-- --. 

consideration of the c~ossi~g of the Sal~on Sea itself. It is ~e 

opi~ion 0: this ~ission that the very legi~imaee concerns that 

have been expressed related to agrieuleural i~p&ets must be 

balanced along with ot~er envi=onmental :aetors which we are 
-------------------required to assess. The cain environoental ic~acts of this ~oject 

___ • .. ..... _~_ ... _.~:_- ___ -- __ ~·.-:-...... ·'::-~-~~_W ________ -

throu~h agricultural lan's are relatee to faroworker health and ero, 

. productiV{iy. '-The-,rese;vati~-'o"f ~;i;~r..o~e;;i~-;;~r~l land is ot 
.- _ .. -_ ....... -_ ..... - ... _ ........ ----_ .. 

vit"il-concern:- -but-lot -also' mu'si be recern';ered ~ha. t such la.nd is 

already in a highly developed st~te . 
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_._--. _ .... _-- .-._. -,- ' ... - -.... '. ~- ~ 

T~ere are also a rel~tive11 !~ ~eo,le liv1~~~_~U~~ly~p~e ______ . __ __ 

lands as compared to neighbori:g towns. Iherefore, it is 
_._._ ....... _ •• , a ~'''''' .- ••• ~ __ • • _-_. - -, ..... - • .- ' .... -- - ._ ..... -_ ... -

tund:~e~~;-liY·· th~' ~:i;"3:ctS on !,armwcrker safety and ero"Q 
"'---""--- - .... ------............. _ ... _-_..:. . ..;... -_. -.--.:.."--"-----------
produe~ivity that must be addressed in assessing relative i~paet 

levels. As will be discussed below in t:'e Agricul:ural !:u'Pa.c~ 

section, we find that fully mitigated i~'Pacts to agricul~re,·while 

potentially significant, will not be as severe as ~aets to ot:e: 

resources on any of the proposed alterna::'ves. ~e find :nis to be 

true when the preferred .rout~ is compared to the Salton Sea ~oute 

as well. Various routes through the cultivated fields of the 

~ Imperial Valley have been explored. We find ~t the preferred 

route would ?roduee the least severe i~pae:s to £~ productivity 

and faoworker safeey. 

~ 

Some ?ar~1eipants in this proceeding fel: ~ha: SDG&E and 

the staff should have more :horou~ly purs~d analjsis of an 

alte~tive route ~hich would have avoided ~uma and proceeded 

directly west from Palo Verde parallel to or on an SeE right-of-way ----, .. __ .... _---,_.,-.... - - ~--- ... -- .. ---- ... ... -
over wh1eb ~ line that terminates ~t Devers suostation is currently - ~-----

under construction. On cross-exa::li~a':1on ot :.!r. Roeanelt tae sta!'! 

developed info~ation concerning ~he ?alo Verde-Devers alternative 

route. I~ was argued that this approach would greatly reduce 

enviornmen~al impac:s by avoiding the establishment of a new ~ajor 
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ease/wese transmission corridor. From Devers it would be uecessary 

to eiener build additional lines through the Banning Pass area to 

ia.inbow, or to u.pgrade SDG&E' $- intereh..inge eapabilit:y a.t San 

Onofre. Earlier in tn~ review process, the staff had rejected the 

notion of an alternative ~ou~ing through the Banning Pass as 

infea.sible, due 'to 'tb.e lacl< of success experienced by S'OG&E and SeE i:l 

attempt1ng to obtain easements across ~~ronso Indian land or to 

cross Wilderness Study Area 193 in that area.. 

In addition to the problem of crossing Morongo land, the 

staff project manager Lee testified that a Palo verde-Devers route 

was rejected because without a connection to the !~perial Valley it 

would not serve the pUor?oses that: ~ere applied for. Such 

alternative route would not serve the consu:ers in ~t area and it 

would not be ava.ilable to collect geothe::al-generated electricity. 

SDG&E's manager of system planning stated three reasons 

why the company found the Palo Verde-Devers alternative unaecept­

able: 

1. He assumed that SCE ~ould be involved, and ~t a·fee for 

tne use of the lines would be required. He further staeed that the 

real advaneage in connecting with other u:ili~ies in a manner 

independent of seE is to ena.ble SDG&:: to tra.nsa.ct with those other 
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u~ilities directly. Be said that SCE today is ~aking significant 

purchases of economy energy for the benefit of t~eir customers. 

SDG&E is of the opinion thae unless t~e1 have this se?a~ate line 

they cannot :nake significant: purchases of economy energy. 

2. A separate southern line ?r0vides se?ara~e access ~o 

~perial Valley geoth~al energy. 

3. !he sou~ern line could faeili:ate delivery of ?Urchased 

Mexican energy produced a.t geoche=:nal plants in Cerro Prieto. It 

should be noted, that the company ~ll not ack:owledge that it 

intends eo use the project: for these deliveries. An option exists 

• for having t:he p¢wer delivered through Tijuana. 

• 

In its brief, the staff stated t~t no one from SDG&E 

indicated why a line parallel to ?alo-Verde-Devers, if owned by 

SDG&E, could not provide it with the capability to ~ake ind~ 

purchases. 

However, there is no indication that either tne U.S. 

Congress or the ~rongo tribe would be amenable to granting a 

right-of-way in t:he foreseeable future. SCE has been trying for 

years to acquire a right:-of-way aeross the ~~rongo reservation, and 

has not as yet been successful. SDG&Z esei=ates that the Palo 

-53-



.'. A.59575 E/PCG/3W~ 

Verde-Devers roc~e would cost over $42 =illion more ~han the 

environmentally preferred route and that the annual system energy 

losses are estimated to increase $8 ~illion. !he Palo Verde-Devers 

route would not provide access to poten:i.l geoth~al energy in 

the Imperial Valley and ~ico. A Palo Verde-Devers route ~ould 

not enhance system reliability for IID. For tb.ese reasons ~ we find 

the Palo Verde-Devers route does not comprise a suitable alterna­

tive to, the preferred route. 

Ihe City of C.a.lexico sta~es th&~ the nearest por:ion of 

the prefer.:ed route ~ abou: t:hree miles t:o the norc. of t:h.e 

• established communiey, would restrict: fu1:'t:re growth. !he FES 

addresses that issue and finds that the preferred route would not 

inhibit groweh in Calexico. !his finding is reasonable. 

• 

Residents of the Dulzura area initially protested che 

location of the preferred route through Dulzura as indieat:ed in the 

DES. !he SDtS reflects a new alt:ernative to the south of Dulzura 

which has been selected to be the preferred route. Since the 

issuance of the SOES, eriticis:s as to route alignment have not 

been further raised by the Dulzura residents • 

-54-



A.59575 E!PCG/BW/wPSC 

Residents of the Eucalyptus anls area along the rou~e of 

the proposed 230 kV line from ~guel to ~ssion ~ap oppose routing 

ehrough ehe existing right-of-way. !he existing utility right-o:­

way enrough that area coneains lower voleage transmission lines. 

SDG&E proposes to add a 230 kV line and new ~e=s in that existing 

rignt-of-way. Residents protested the cumulative ~p&et of adding 

more lines through th~s area and found the DES inade~uate for 

failing to include any &lte~tives to ehatroute. !he prinCipal 

staff consultant explained that any new corridor from Miguel of 

Mission ~ap. or from Los Coches to Mission ~ap. would re5Ule in 

~ subseautially greater environmental ~pact than construction of the 

Project ~~thin the existing righe-of-way_ ~is i~cludes the 

al~ernaeive routi:g proposed in the comments of ehe Euealypeus 

Hills Landowners Associaeion. !he analysis of poten~ial 

alterna~ives to t~e 230 &V route contained in ehe FES convinces 

~ 

us that no reasonaole routing alterna=ives exise. 

!he FES fully describes and s~pports the ~vironmeneally 

preferred rouee. There are no transmission lines. existing or 

proposed which could serve the needs of SDG&E and its ratepayers as 

well as the proposed Project. !he route identified in the FES as 

the environmentally preferred route north is found to oe ~e most 

feasible and reasonable route. 
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~ 

~ 

Several ques~ions regarding the relationship· of ~is 

Project to ~ture transmission construction in Southern califo~ia 

remain unresolved. SeE has several transmission lines either in 

early s~ges of development or already before this Commission for 

certification which would transport ,ower through areas disc~sed 

in this case. We find distur'bing SDG&Z's argument t.ha.t the 

avoidance of coordination wieh SCE is adequate reason to dismiss 

the Palo Verde-Devers alternative. ~llile we find ~e evidence 

regarding the desirability of this route convincing •. ~he need for 

increased coordina~ion in future resource ?lanning is apparen~. 
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Undergrounding Alternative 

James A. ,Moran, Jr., an engineer with Power Technologies, 

Inc. of Schenectady, N~ York, teseitied on behalf of t~e lmperial 

Valley Corridor Co'lll:mittee (IVCC). Ris cO'Clpany manufaceures and 

sells an advanced underground ~ransmission cable system. He 

suggested that e~e DES is inadequate for failure to consider the 

full range of available underground transmission tec~ologies, as 

well as for failing to consider the selective use of underground 

construction near residential areas an~ in agric~tural regions. 

A number of participants s~ggested const=uctiog an under-

• ground transmission system rather ~ an overhead system across 

residential areas and irrigatee :a~land in the Imperial Valley, 

• 

. 
!ecata/Dulzura and Eucalyptus Hills/Lakeside area, and beneath ~e 

Colorado River and Salton Sea. 

Ihe FES states in response that design parameters and 

ther:al li:itations prohibit the use and application of underground 

transmission cable systems for long-distance transmission. For 

t~ese reasons alone, withou~ consideration of ~e cos~ factor, ~i~ 

notable exceptions (submarine) there are no uneergrouad transmis­

sion syste~s in the U.S. at voltages 230 kV and above exceeding 

approximately 15 miles • 
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Fur~er~ practically all of ehe less ~ 3.000 circui~­

~iles of uncerground transmission eables 60 kV and above have been 

installed in major ci~ies. or for specific short-leng~ 

insealla~ions such as exits from genera~ing statio~. or ia areas 

of severe sys~ems congestion. By comparison, as 0: January 1, 

1979, there ~ere an esti=ated 300.000 circuit-miles of overhead ~ 

transmission lines. Costs of uncerground systeos vary f=o~ 13-to-

30 t~es :he cost of equivalent over~ead systems, depending on 

particular restraints. geography, urban-versus-suourban scenarios 

and systems r~uirements. 

!he FES also states ~t the principal environmental 

benefit of an undergrounc syst~ involves el~ination of adverse 

visual impacts; however, on balance, ~e environmeneal benefits of 

undergrounding do not appear to oU~Jeigh the adverse ~paets. Few 

seudies have Qocumented the impact of an ~derground syst~. Y4nY 

of the potential environ:ental i:pacts wc~ld be s~ilar to ~ose 

resulting from pipeline const=uction. Greater impacts ~o ~e ag=i­

cultural reso~ces of ~pe=ial Valley would =esul~ ::om toea! 

removal 0: the =ight-of-way f=o~ ag=ic~lcural use. To ~e ecologi­

cal resources. greater impacts would ?otentially occur i~ t~e 

Colorado River and Sal~on Sea areas (riparian habitat removal) ~d 
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the Tecate/Dulzura areas (loss of :ederal- and state-protected 

,?lant species and habitat removal)., In the I:nperial Valley a 

substantial reduction of the visual i:npact could occur; however, in 

southern San Diego County visual scan:ing of t.lle landscape could 

t 1 11 1 i of' ~ • of po ent a y resu t n a s.gn~.4eant .~act. 

Cross-examination of the staff panel and the IVCC, wi~ess 

shows chat a 500 kV cable ,,;,nder the about , Z-mile crossing of the 

Salton Sea would have greater envi=onm~ntal and economical i~acts 

than the environmentally preferred ro~te. ~ the existing right­

of-way in the Eucalyp~ Rtlls area, unclergrounding next to the 

existing overhead transmission facilities would cause a significant 

potential for erosion i~ the billy area, increased scar=ing, and 

greater cost when compare~ to the proposed P=ojeet. 

!he FES in summary states that for construction of an 

underground syst~ the energy requirements would be approxi=ately 

six ti~es that of the proposed Project. Finally, considering ~e 

technical complications, economic and environmental costs, and 

accessibility (for repairs and maintenance), an underground system 

- regardless of lengen - is not a viable alte:native • 
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Biological and Healeh Effects 

Perhaps no issue i~ :his proceeding has raised as ~ch 

eoncern as the poeential for adverse biological and ~ealeh effects 

due to exposure to the electric and magnetic fields produced by 500 

kV transmission. 

Two exper~s on t~e subject testified and ~plified on the 

conclusions contained in ~e DES. Dr. Solomon ~. Micnaelson, 

Professor of Rad1ation Biology a:d Biophysics at the School 0: 
Medieine and Dentistry of the Oniversiey of Rochester tes~ified on 

behalf 0: SDG&E. Dr. Charles E. Beck, ?=ofessor, School of 

~ Engineering and School of Medicine, Tulane Universiey testified on 

behalf of property owners of the Dulz~~a a=ea. 

• 

Dr. ~~chaelson testified ~t he reviewed the design 

criteria described in ehe DES. For the proposed ~NO 230 kV lines, 

the electric field is esti:ated to be .5 kV/= at the edge of the 

right-of-way. For the 500 kV line, :he electric field is esti~ated 

to be 1.5 kV/m at the edge of the righ:-of-way. The electric shor~ 

circuit eurrent for bo~ lines ~ill be 5 :A. 

!he Witness states that the esti~ates are compatible with 

figures developed from experience with lines of similar design 

characteristics. Oc the basis of the design criteria and his 25 

years of experieQce i:vestigeting electromagnetic pa~hophysiolog7 

and extensive eontinual review of the ~orld literaeure i~ ~is 
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area, it is the wit:less' professional judgment that the proposed 

.lines ·~ll not have any aelete~ious or other detrimeneal effect on 

man or animals residing or passing in ehe vicinity of these lines. 

He reports that another expert, Andrew ~~rino, has identified 

probable effects of exposure of various laboratory animals, btL: 

that he has never said that oese li:les are aangerollS. 

Dr. Beck stated that researcA funded by ~e Electric 

Power Res~arch Instieute (EPRI) has found ~/icenee of neurological 

effects from exposure to fields i: the order of j volt per ~eter. 

Further research is needed to eete~ine whether bar: ~ health will 

• result. 

• 

!he State of New. York has ~dertaken a $5 ~illion 

research program investigating the biological effects of 

transmission line-i:lduced electric fields. 

Dr. Beck testified that the risks inherent in exposure to 

these lines are unknown and that it is urgent and i:perative to 

postpone siting any 230 kV or 500 ~v lines in populated areas until 

further research is completed. He states that if SUeA lines are to 

be built, steps could be taken to lessen the potential for adverse 

health effects. Fields could be reduced by inc=easing any ~ajor 

dimension of ehe line • 
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!he biological and healeheffects s~~y c~e to the 

following conelusions: 

1. But for instances in which a conductive object 
wiehin the electric field cakes on as ~~ as 
a 5 mA induced c~rrent, induced cu==en: 
problems will result in annoyance rather than 
adverse health effects. 

2. Several animal studies Cave pointed out 
possible effects due to long-ter: exposure to 
electrostatic fields. ~e credibilitj of 
these studies has been brought into cueseion 
by many experts in ehe field. • 

3. !he results of se--ciies re?orted eo date on 
biological effects from electric fields are 
inconclusive in establishing that s~ch effects 
do occur. On ehe 0 th.er b..ar!d Ii: has :lot been 
clearly demonstrated that such effects do not 
occur. And if they do, experts are not in 
agreement as to whether they pose a potential 
biological or health haz~rd. 

4. A limited number of st~ies on ehe effects of 
human exposure to electromagnetic fields have 
suggested chat no significant adverse ef:eces 
occur. 

5. Damage to vegetation exposed to electric fields 
associated wieh high voltage transmission 
lines has been observed, and it is ~inor i: 
nature. 

6. A possibility exists taat some ~/Pes 0: 
pacemakers, if worn witnin the electric f~eld 
will revert to an asynchronous ~ode, but the 
effects associated ·Nith long-te~ r~lersion of 
~his type have not been conclusively 
established • 
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~agnetic fields that develop a:o~d.a ~=an~ission li~e a~e 0: 
general eonce~ because of the po~ential :or i~duced voleage onto 

conductive objects within the elect=ostatie field. inseantaneous 

ignition of fuel, electric shoek ~o h~an beings, and possible 

healeh and biological hazards. Sho=t-cireui: cu=rent from induced 

voleage would be li~ited by t~e proposed ?=oject's line design to 

compliance wi:h national and state safeey cOGes, and the 

electrostatic potential would be eli~inated for all pe~anent 

structures by groundi~g within 200 !eet of ehe =ight-o:-way. line 

design will limit to 5.0 ~, :he sho:,'C-cireuit cur=ent f::O'O 

met~llic objects. S:udies have shown that let-go ~eshold for 

human beings is equal to or greater than 5.0 =A. Interference that 

~ight result from induced voltage from a ~agnetic field to 

'1' ~l 'I.. ~ p~pe ~nes. ra. $, ove=~ead commun.cations circuits or other 

electric lines would be ~itiga~ed by SVG&E to the sa~isfaction of 

affected utilities and individuals. 

SDG&E will be =equired :0 follow ~e ~~ional Elec~=ic 

Safety Code (~~C) provisions rela~ed ~o short-circui: cur=en:s. 

Fur~er, it shall investigaee any i~duced c~ent complain~s. 

it is established tha~ the nuisance is being ca~ed by SDG&E 

faCilities, every rea.sooa~le e::o::t shall be :ade ~o ?::'ompely 

elimioate the nuisance • 
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In S'tamJ1ary, ~e FES S1:a1:es that :he results of seudies, 

reported to date, on biological and healtb. effects from electric 
, . 

fields are inconclusive in establishing ~t such effects do occur. 

On the other hand, it has not been clearly demonstrated that sueh 

effects do not occur. If they do, in fact, OCCi:r, experts are not 

in agreement that they pose a potential biological or heal~ 

hazard. Reversion of pacemakers is the ~ost substantial effect 

noted, although it is not considered a serious ?roble.m' ~h.en it 

occurs for short periods of time. To date, ~o evidence that a 

transmission line has caused a serious p~oblem to the ~earer of a 

• pacemaker has been found ... 

we find that present available info~ation concerning 

health effects does not indicate ~at the exposure eo electric 

fields in ehe Project right-of-way will i~duce eet=i:ental biologi­

cal effects. we shall also di:ect ou= sea!: ;0 monitor ongoing 

seudies ~/ on biological effects of eransmission li~es, as ~ell 

as any new studies. Ho~ever, on the oasis of daca reasonably 

available' today, we cannot say thae this p~oj ect ·~ll lead to 

significant biological and heal~ effects for those planes and 

animals exposed to the projeet's electric fields. 

• 6/ Including the State of ~ew York stuCy. 
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Noise and Radio In~er£erence E£:ec~s 

James C. Be==y, an acous:ic consul=a~~. ees~ified on 

behalf of proper~ owner Sam Dawson. ~itness Berry feels tha~ the 

DES fails ~o completely address Che effects of varying a~ospheric 

conditions on relative noise levels. wiehout an accurate ~easure­

~ent of amoient noise levels, i~ is not possible to understand ~e 

relative noise i~pact of ehe trans=ission l~es. SuCh ambient 

measurements sbould also vary with ehe eypes of residences ~: are 

likely to be found along the ?roposed right-of-way. 

He feels ~~ ~bien: ~eas~r~ent should be taken at no 

~ fewer ~ ~ree different locations reflecting variances in 

terrain. At each loeation. ~e =easu=~en~s should be eaken under 

three or four different =eteorological conditions. Only one cay·s 

=eading ~der each ~eteorological condition ~ould be required. 

~ 

It is concececi ehat :he transzission line will ea~e a 

greater amount of noise in foul ~ea~er ~ it p;ill i~ fair 

weaeher. In addition, certain kinds of ter=a~ zay ei~e= enhance 

or atten~~e the line noise froe what is considered average. 

Gregory ~rshall, a resident of the ~ Diego area, 

testified -hat the ~bient scudies ~derlyi:g conclusions 

~oncerning radio interference izpac:s ~ere i~dequacy results :roc 

im?roperstudy design. lie ?=oposed an alternative st~dy 

methodology. 
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It is assumed that radio-frequency interference ~ll 

occur. SDG&E has agreed and cae FCC requires ~hat har:ful 

interference from the transmission line be eliminated; 

!he p-~ states ~t corona, which is the discharge 0: 
energy from an energized line when the voltage g:adient exceeds the 

breakdown s~rength of air, is greatest during .~et weather. , Zffects 

of corona are audible noise, visible light, pcocochemical oxidants, 

and radio and television interference. No significant adverse 

effects from audible noise, visible light, and photochemical 

oxidants are an~icipated. Radio and television interference would 

be most pronounced in areas of weak reception and where antennae 

a.re located close to a transmission l'ine. 

!he occurrence of audible ~oise, and radio ~d television 

interference are minimized by line desig:. SDG&E shall respond 

promptly to complaints regarding audible noise, and radio and 

~elevision interference, and implement appropria~e corrective 

measures. Further, SDG&E shall take all reasonable steps to 

elimina'te or cireumven~ proj'ec:-related interference 'tha.t causes 

unsa.tisfactory radio and ~elevision service and adverse effec~s 

from audible noise • 
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The FES s:a~es ~t ambien~ audible-noise me4Suremen~s 

were taken a~ 52 sites along the proposed ~ransmissicc rou~e. !he 

avera.ge of :he highest measurement: taken was 52 e3A and :he average 

of the lowest measurement: taken was 43 dZA. Line noise ·~ll 

normally be inaudible at the edge of the right-of-way during fair 

weaeher. !tle noise, radio, and te'levision in~er:erene.e i::pac::s of 

the Project are not ex?ec~ed to be significant. 

Agricultural Effects 

A ntlmoer of witnesses ex:n-essed concer:z.s ·.nth the notion 

of placing additional transmission li::.es across the fertile agri­

cultural lands in the I:r:perial Valley as • .... ell as wieh che .a.d~uac7 

of ~he agrieul~~al analysis contained ~ the DES. ~~ fa~ers, 

three crop duster pilot:s, a f~ extension advisor, and an 

en~omologist testified tha~ the lines will interfere wi~ farming 

operations, including irrigating aDd har/esting. !hey also seated 

that the lines ~..rill crea.t:e hazards for field workers who face 

?oten~ial electrocution and crop dusters who fly most:ly at night 

and would face an increased ris~ of collision. !hey emphasized 

that if lines must be placed in the area, diagonal crossiugs zust 

be avoided ~nerever possible. Further, single-pole steel to~ers 

should be used instead of four-legged lattice towers. !hey also 

sugges~ that the conouctors should carrj reflec~ive balls and the 

towers should be illuminated for easier nightti~e visibility • 
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the entomologist Meister stated that the transmission 

lines will eliminate from use all of the ~ore than 500 acres of 

land which will lie wi~in the right-of-way in agricultural areas. 

!his is because it will not be possible to maneuver crop-dusting 

planes around the conductors and towers effectively enough to 

provide the maximum insecticide coverage necessary to :,aise. high­

priced vegetable crops. However, he acknowledged ~~ it is rare 

to find a far=er who doe$ noc ?lant and harvest crops wiehi~ 

utility transmission rights-of-way, bu~ contends that the yields 

are lower • 

Staff consultant Bilbo, who prepared the studies 

underlying the assessment of agricultural i:npae~ eont:ained in the 
. 

DES, responded to each agricultural issue. !hese issues are 

furtner responded to in ehe FES. Overall, the impacts on agricul­

ture are deemed to be moderate when compared to oeher types of 

significant impacts. 

The consultants and several other partici?an~s proposed 

that single-pole towers be used in agricul~ral areas to aid crop 

cultivation and aerial spraying. !his proposal is more fully 

discussed in the mitigation section. 

All parties agree that if transmission lines ~t exist 
"_._"._ ..... _- +--" -.-- .. _._-_._._-

in asricul tural area, diagonal field c::'ossings are ~he :ost d.a::1~lg-
---_._-------------
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SDG&E shall O~ required eo consult ~th county officials~ land 

owners, and aerial applieators to determine the leas~'~~tnl 

location for each tower to be located wi~in the corridor ~rough 

agricultural lands. 

SDG&E shall be required to ~e reflective ~rkers to 

increase the night visibiliey of the transmis~ion towers. Purt:er, 

SDG&E shall prohibit all obst:uctions :ram ~Ni:~in ehe 200-fo¢t 

right-of-way and coordinate ~Mith lID and !he Pacific Telephone and 

Telegraph Company (P!&T) on elt=inating or minimizing existing and 

future distribution and telephone lines adjacent eo'ece ~oject. 

!he Project will present a new hazard to aerial applicators • 

However, the record indicates ~t careful tower place=ent and 

ade-uate tower markings ~Nill enable ?rud~t aerial applicators to 

continue to work in the vicinity 0: the transmission lines ~:h­

out adding measurable risk to an already hazardous occupation. 

'!'he issue of potential electrocution of fa..."":l "..:orkers from 

exposure to the 500 kV tran~ission line, raised by far: interests 

along :~e preferred rou~e, was dise~sed by wi~ess Bilbo (s~af: 

agricul~ral consultant). Based upon his work experience, includ­

ing installing 40-foot sprinkler pipes in the San Joaquin Valley, 

he did not recall any report of farm workers contacting a 500 kV 

line. These lines are :uch higher Chan distribution lines. !t-NaS 
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suggested -hat an i~prudene worker could ~ake concact ~th a 

conductor :rom :his line by ~:andi:g along pipe on end while 

unloading it from a :ruck. w~ile such an acciden~ is possiole, i: 

is an unlikely result if workers exerCise normal cau~ion. 

!here are, of course, :a:a.l a.ccidents to Cali:ocia. :ar:n 

workers. California ~~ worker fatalities in 1979, the latest 

year in this record, toealed 63, including six from electric 

contacts, seven from machinery.. nine struck by obj ects.. and 31 from 

motor vehicles. 

Our General Order 95 .. }1ini:lUIn Standards of COnstruction 

for Overhead Lines, provides protection to che public from electric 

lines. Cal OSHA Electrical Safety Orders also provide protection 

to farm workers. Farm operators sho~ld be f~iliar .~~ ~e safety 

orders that are applicable to farm workers i: order to ensure 

safety in the work ?lace. !he Project is not expected to increase 

the potential :or fa~ workers to contact electric lines. 

Mitiga1:iotl. 

This Commission has an ~fi~tive duty to require ~t 

all feasible steps be taken to lessen the significant environmental 

impacts which could result from this project~ Publie Resou=ces 

Code Section 21002.1(0) sta:.es eb.a: "Each puolic agency shall 

mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of 
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projects it approves or ca.-ries out whenever it is feasible to co 

so. ,. Subsection (c), which follows. the above quoted lang-u.age, 

states that a finding of infeasibility must be based on "economic, 

social. or oeher conditions". 

As part of the Phase II environmental seudies, the 

consultants prepared detailed reco~endations.as to mitigation 

measures which could be selectively utilized to lessen sigcificant 

. envirotmlental i:apac"Cs. ':they also recommenced that ceruin 

mitigating steps be taken on a project-wide basis. !he Company 

agreec, in advance of certification, to acopt some of the selective 

mitigation measures and all of the general measures identified by 

the consultants. This Commission must :ow dete::ine whecher the 

Consultant'S selective mitigation measures which ~e Company has 

not volunteered to adopt should be required. Elsewhere in ~is 

decision, we have identified and required t~e ~pl~entation of 

mitigation measures derived from comments to the draft environmen­

tal documents and testimony received in the nearings. 

!he remaining selective ~itigaeion opeioU$ can be dividee 

into four categories: 

, •. Access Roads 

!he Consultants recommended that SDG&E avoid ehe 

construction of access roads enti=ely in some sensitive areas by 

utilizing helicopters for const~~tion. In other cases, the 
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Consultants would restrict the widening or alteration of existing 

roads~ require road alignmen~s tnat,are sensitive ~ land contours 
'T •• _ .... _ •..• -_- •.. - .... _ ..-_ ..••. ---- --~-...,-- .• --

and require the ?ermanen~ closing of roads after wor.k on -_ .. ---------------

2. 'tower and Conductor Design 

Ie has been suggested by tite Consul~ts c.a.t: vario~ 

modifications of tower placement and design of oo~ towers and 

conductors be required in certain sensitive areas. For instance, 

~ingle-pole, tubular steel towers would be used instead of four­

footed lattice steel towers i:1 agricultural areas; in some places e conductors would be of non-specular materials to reduce visual 

contrast; the finish on some towers would be dulled for si~ilar 

reasons; special tower plac~ent would someti:es be required to 

• 

reduce a land-based or visual impact. 

3. Construction Schedule 

Along the portions of the. line in San Diego County, ehe 

Consultants recommend ~t construction ac=ivities be curtailed 

during the breeding'season of certain sensitive ~Nildlife species. 

4. ?reeonstruc~ion Survey P=ogram 

SDG&E has agreed, as recommended by the Consultan~s, to 

site-specific geo~ecbnical field revi~~ of tower and access-road 

design ~o iden~ify pocencial soil-e~os~on impac~s, leading to 

possible minor adjus:ments in tower a~ road locations, restricting 
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access during periods of high ~oi~~~e and utilizing selective 

biodegradable soil stabilizing agents. O:her necessa--y mitiga~ion 

may become evident as a resule of che seudy. 

!he Consultants also =ecommende<i that Pb.a.se III" si:e­

specific ecological field review of tower and access-road design be 

undertaken to identify ~pacts to threatened endangered, or 

otherwise sensitive vegetation and ~Jildlife and dete~ine ~e bes: ---, ..... __ .-

applica~le ~itigati~ measu~~s. Aco:g~o~~~h~e~r ________________________ __ 

options, such mitiga.tion might include minor adjusoents i:: tower 

and.road locations, elosi:g access roads, relocating sensitive 

species and habitat improvements • 

!he Company argues that none of :hese additional 

~itig:ation measures should be required. !he staff has not offered 

an opinion as to which of ~ese ~eas~res shoeld be required. !he 

record does not suggest that any of these =easures ~ould be 

infeasible. ~e Company acknowledges ~e si~gle-pole, eubular 

seeel towers would lessen ~?aces th:o~g: agrieuleural a:eas and 

ehen argues ehae ie ~ould oe ~ore eose-effeetive eo si~p17 ~ee 

the visibility of towers and lines. Enhanced visi~iliey ·Nill do 

nothing to effece the ease of =aneuveri~g large agricultural 

equi?=ene, whieh lmperial Valley partici?ants ela~ ·~ll be 

e~ced wieh the use of single-pole struceures. Further, SDG&E's 

cost-effectiveness argument is not persuasive in that it has 

~ developed no evidence ~o indicate that single-pole structures would 

be prohibitively expensive. 
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!he Company also specifically argues against the required 

use of helicopter construction instead of the const:uction of 

access road in certain sensitive areas. ~e Company ei~e$ its 

application in claiming ehat this mitigation measure would add $5 

million to the cost of eonstrcetion. However~ at ~e t~e of the 

applieation~ the Consultants had indicated se~en segments of ~e 

line along whi~ helicopter const:uction would be req~i=ed. Only 

~ee of those segments are included i~ the li~e which we are 

approving today. !his factor alone suggests :hat ~e anticipated 

cost of ~is mitigation measure would be substantially less ~ 

clatmed by the Company. It is also not clear that :he cost of 

building access roads was subtracted from the helicopter cons­

truction figure to deter:ine the net cost difference. 

!he comprehensive approach to mitigation planning which 

has been designed and utilized by the Consultants in this 

?roceeding is to be commended. SDG&E has not ?ersuaded this 

Commission ehat any of the recommended mitigation measures are 

infeasible. In this deeision~ we will re~uire :hat ~e com?lete 

mitiga~ion program be impl~en~ed as set for~h in Table X i~ Vol~e 

1 of ~he Phase II Corridor Seudy and in Table 1-V in :he Sup?l~ene 

eo that seudy • 
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Monitoring 

!be ~i~igation program required by ~e Commission 

(wb.eeher or not its elements were fi:s'C adop'Ced by SDG&E) is 

~eaningless unless SDG&E per=o~s ~e =e~uired actions. Some of 

the measures adopted or proposed re~~ire t:~e perfo~ce of Phase 

III (site-specific) studies prior to construction. Iu'the abse~ce 

of fur:ner intervention by this ComQission, the utiliey would 

exercise its own juegzent as to project changes ~b.ich should follow 

the results of the Phase III st~ies • 

SDG&E has already indicated how ~ose eeeisions would be 

made. Ed Gabrielson, testifying for the company, agrees that i~ 

placing towers, ehe company's j~dgment could have significant 

i~pact on 'Che effects of the projects on individual homeowner's 

property and on the natural environcent (1r. 1601). He states, 

however, that onsite decisions as to tower ~d road placement ·NOuld 

be made by weighing the cost of placing the tower or road in an 

environmentally preferred location wi~ the cost of payi:g for 
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otherwise resul~ing damage (T=. 1602). !his sugges:s eha~ wnere 

damage to ~e natural environment need not or cannot be 

compensated r the Company ':!Ja.y choose to take a cheaper, :nore 

enviro=en~a.lly damaging rO,ute. As Gabrielson explains ie, 

"Basically it comes down ~o an economic analysis'P (Tr. 1604). 

Gabrielson feels ~at if this Commission i~st~:s the 

company to constr~ct a portion 0: the line in the least environ­

mentally =est=ic~ive manner, the only ~ay for the Commission to 

enforce this requirement would be to come out af~er the const:uc­

tion and see where the tower or road was ?laced. (Tr. 1602). 

However Rod Heller of wirth Associates, testified that an effective 

mitigation monitoring program by the licensing agency is not only 

possible, it is a very important condition to the certification 0: 
the project (Tr. 3161). 

BL~ has already committed to a very active monitoring 

effort on federal lands, including direct involveoent in :he siting 

of each tower and road. Heller states t~t ·i.nile a less active 

pre- and post-construction reporting require.:ent could be useful, 

it would not provide the best assurance that :he ~itigation program 

is carried through to completion (Ir. 3162). 

!o rely on the Com?any's own ~itigation efforts and 

subsequent re,orts to t~e Commission places the s~ccess 0: :hese 

effor~s totally on the good faith e::orts of :he com?any. CZQA I,. requires that only the lic.ensi:lg agency can reject a mitiga:ion 
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measure on economic grounds. !he Company should not be effectively 

given that authority by the Co=miss~on's inaction. 'Reller has 

proposed a procedure modelled on ::he BL'! appro.acil, ~ich would 

provide more realiseic assurance of compliance .~~ the mieigation 

program. 

"!he first part would be for C?UC and BL~ 
project seaff~ wiec e~e assistance of wir~ 
Associates, to prepare a general scope of 
work or work plan for the mitigaeion program, 
including survey me~ods, reporting procedures, 
and minimum professional qualifications of 
personnel conducting the s~dies. 

'"Secondly, based upon this general work ?lan, 
the applicant would prepare and submit for 
CPUC approval a detailed work progra: • 

"!he applicant would ~bsequenely conduct the 
required surveys and seudies utilizing their 
own staff, consultants, or a e~bination 
thereof. 

'~ether staff or consultants, personnel 
conducting the studies would have to meet 
the minimum profeSSional requirements set 
forth in the general work plan. 

"'tc.ird, and in orde= to i:nple:aene the 
second mitigation monitoring option, 
CPUC would retain a full-~i:e const=ue­
tion liaison officer. 

"This liaison officer or field inspector 
would continually monitor on-site con­
struction activities to assure ~t 
mitiga:ion proeedures are being adhered 
to and that the project is being con­
structed in the mosc en~ironmentally 
sensitive manner possible • 
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"!he liaison officer's exper:ise would 
be supplemeneed as :e~uired by s~aff 
of cousuleing envi:on=en~al specialists 
in the areas of soil p ecology, arcbaeol­
ogy, agricul:nre, and visual analysis. 

~These specialists would be utilized on 
an as-needed basis to revi~ and i:terpret 
survey resul~s and proviae inpue eo on­
siee technical issues. 

"!he preferred ~e-up of chis consUlting 
eeam would be personnel from di:£eren: 
s:ate agencies. 

"For i~tanee, perso~el from the Staee 
Office of Riseoric ?=eservation are 
currently ~onitori~g ~he ~ational 
Historic ?reservation Ac~ compliance 
procedures on the project, and the 
california Fish and Game Depart=ent 
has expressed interest in being involved 
with ~he ~itigation ?rogram." 
('1':'.3162-3164). 

It is Heller's opinion that 'this liaison officer ~ould resolve 

issues w~ich develop when the results of a s~~y or seadies suggest 

eonflicti~g ~itigation decisions. !he of=icer would be able ~o 

halt eonstrcction work if ~itigation proced~es are, in :ac~, not 

being followed. 
--.~------- -_._--------- -- ----------

------------
. --. .- ~-, -
-.--~-,--.....--~--

, ...... ~... -- - _ ..... - .• _....... - ,.. -". ...... • .... + • - - -

~~ . ...;.;--------.--.-- - --------------- --------
-._--_ .. -: .. --------~ -_...:-....--._ .... - ---..:.---- ----~~----. ---.--:..----:-.....;..------
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We agree tha~ ~ ~pproach along ~he li~es of tha~ 

sugges~ed. 01 Mr. Heller sllould De adopt"ed. a.nd. in this order 

we direct the Executive Director to report to the Commission 

within 60 days as to the Staff's recommended. mitigation moni­

toring plan and its estimated cost. The Staf! should. strive to 

coordinate with BL~ mitigation efforts where combined efforts 

appear rea.sonable. The Staff's plan should rely upon the exper­

tise of representatives of various state agencies t~at have a~ 

interest in the outcome of this project. !he Staff plan may call 

for the hiring of consultants, but such hiring should be limited 

to the greatest extent possible. 

The goal of the program will be ~o assure that the 

mitigation program adopted today is fully implemented and that 

additional mitigation takes place consistent with the results 

of the Phase III studies. It is expected that monitoring per­

sOllnel will work with the company and all interested parties to 

resolve any differences which may arise concerning proper imple­

mentation of the program. All costs related ~o the mi~igation 

monitoring program will be borne by the company a.s part of the 

project costs . 
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Project: Cost: 
In its application filed April 4, 1981, SDG~ estimated 

its costs for the construction of this project to be $292,287,000. 
In its closing brief, filed Augus~ 30, 1981, the company repeated 
that estimate. 

No detailed derivation of this cost estimate was 
provi~ed by the company, either in its application or in 
subsequent testimony. Looking ahead to the ti:le ·".hen this 
Commission :nust determi:le the proJ.dency of actual construction 
expenditures, we believe that a ~re detailed pre-construction 
esti~te is needed. We will require SDG&E to file such an est~te 
in order to provide staff ·~th the needed inforQation. ~e also 
direct our staff to evaluat:e this filing. 

We assume that the cur.::ent cost esti:la.tes "N'ere given to 
this Commission in good faith, and that project costs contained in 
the more detailed filtng will not deviate sUbstantially fro~ the 
current estiQates, except for costs related to new ~tigation 
requirecents ordered herein. If t~s is not the case, we "N'ill 
investigate the matter of project cost further and, possibly, 
reconsider the certificate granted today. ::~ther, the eventual 
rate base t:eacmeut of the project facilities "'N'ill be l~ted to the 
current cost esti~tes absent persuasive showing ~y the company 
as to why the esti~tes could not be :let. 

Io further i:lsure that only prudent levels of project 
expenditures are incurred, we will direct the Executive Director 
to investigate possible cost monitoring :lechanis~ for this projec~. 
We would expect that his investigation "'Nill include the explicit 
consideration of a "~lestones" approach to project cost monitoring, 
in which esti~tes of costs for the various phases of the project's 
devel,pment are secured prior to project construction and then 
act'Ual cos~s for each phase are ob-eained. as ~he project unfolds . 
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we feel that goal-oriented %onitoring ~echanisms such as ~his 
can provide greater incentives for utility cost control. 

It is not our role to manage utility construction 
programs and we do not seek tha~ end here. I-: is ou:: ::role -:0 
protect ratepayers and insure that rates reflect reasonable eosts. 
By obtaining fuller cost info~tion whic~ will enhance our 
ability to evaluate the p:udeney of project costs, and by 
enhancing utility cost control incentives th:ough new cost 
monitoring mechanisms, we are taking steps atQed at fulfilling 
this regulatory responsibili~. 

Conelusion 

A comprehensive record on environ=ental ~tters was de­
veloped in this proceeding th=ough issuance of the DES, SDES, and 
FES, consultation with public agenCies and others, and public 
hearings. All are elements in the envi::or.::nental process which 
culminated in the issuance of the final document. 

The public safety, health, comfort, convenienee, and 
necessity require the installation. maintenance, operation, and use 
of the Project. !he Project does not compete with any person, 
firm. or public or private corporation in the public utilities 
business for furnishing or supplying electric service to the publie 
in or adjaeent to the territory in whieh the Project shall be 
located • 
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!he mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIS/EIR 

and contained in this opinion have been designed to' reduce ?roject 

impacts and are adequate ~o protect ~e environment. We conclude 

that the ~oject should be authorized subject to implementing the 

mitigation and monitoring measures in the Final EIS/EIR, and in 

this opi'llion. 

Findings of Fact 

1. SDG&E seeks au1:horizaeioll to construct and operate a 

double-circuit 230 kV transmission line from Mission Tap to ~~guel, 

and a single-circuit 500 kV transmission line from Miguel 'to 2alo 

Verde • 

2. SDG&E :!lust take'steps to ease its inordinate dependence 

on oil and natural gas-fired generation. 

S. SDG&Ets electric rates are among the highest in the 

nation. 

4. SDG&E has agreements to purchase :1.== coal-generated 

capaci e;r and energy o;ori. eh 2m! through April, 30, 1988 and o;ori. th l'EP 

through December 31, 1988. !here are indications that these 

agreements can be extended. 

5.. S'OG&E has an agreement eo ?Urch.ase Mexiea.:l geother.nal-

generated electricity through 1990 • 
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6. SDG&E has an agreement to t:ansmit 205 ~ capa.city a.e:'oss 

SCZfs Palo-Verce Devers line throcga May, 1986. 

7. the proposed ?::ojeet ·~ll enable SDG&E to secure delivery 

of ies contracted coal-fi:ed power purchases. 

8. '!he proposed ?roject -Nill reduce SDG&E's dependence on 

oil and naeural gas-fired generation. 

9. !he proposed ?roject -~ll help SDG&E ~o ~eet its ~~eure 

forecasted demand in :he mid- eo late 19803. 

10. !he proposed Project would facilitate the e=ansmission 

of: 

4. Economy ene:gy purchases • 

b. Geother:lal energy from the I:::perial Valley. 

c. Geothe~al energy from ~~xico. 

11. !he proposed ?roject ~ll enhance sysee= reliability. 

12. !he estimated cost of ~e ?=oject, i~cludi:g transmission 

line and ancillary facilities, is approximately $292 million. 

13. The ?t"oj eet "~ll enable SDG&E to all.:ual17 ?Urchase 2 to 

3.6 billion kw"b. of fi:':l energy f::om ?~ and IE? duri:.g 1984-1988. 

14. the above purchases ·~ll redece oil cons~ptio~ by.,3.4 

to 5.2 million oa::rels annually • 
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1 S. After recovery of the annual cost: of the Project 

inclucli:g e4?i e.a.l recovery and energy pTJ:rehases, tile-re will be a 

nee decrease in cost result:ing from oil displaeemen~ ranging :rom 

$53 to $149 million per year. 

16. 1'he presene value of fuel oil savings resulting from t:he 

Project will exceed the present: value of t:he eotal revenue . 

requ1rement:s for ~e SO-year life of :he ~ojeet: during t:he fif~ 

year of operat:ion. 

17. !he extene to wieil adc!ieional conservation potene1al 

could accelerate ehe company's reduction in oil and na~al gas use 

has not been dete~ined herein • 

, 8. Aleernative eechnologies such as wl.':ld, small hydro-

elec~rie, cogenerat:ion, and phoeovoltaics can make a sig:ific4ne 

eout:ributiou 'CQ SDG&E~s resource plan. However, the availability 

of these resources does :oe el~inate ~ need for :he ?roject:. 

19. Phase II (resource survey ~C! sacpling level) s~ies 

provide an adequat:e base for choosing the least environmeneally 

adverse corridor. 

2.0. Over 1,000 miles 0: corridor have been studied at a 

Phase II level. 

21. I~ is necessary to perform Phase III, or site-s?ecific 

studies prior to ehe deeermination of the best 10c4eion for each 

tower and road • 
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22. Ine noise, radio, and :elevision in~erferenee tnpaets of 

cae Project ~ll not be significant. 

23. Ihe Project will not significantly increase ehe ?Otential 

for farm workers to contact electric lines. 

24. !'he ?roj ect will increase ~e hazards to aerial 

applicators compared .~:n e:ose now facing them. 

25. Eliminati:lg t:b.e diagonal crossing over agricultural areas 

will reduce the impae:s on agrieuleuralproduceion and aerial 

application. 

26. Based on the analyses in cae FES, ehe route identified as 
"-'" ---.--.~-- _ ... _.- ---_ .. _._ .... 

the envir~nmeneally preferred route, including tbe nortbern portion 
• ..- ••• ~ __ "' •• _ .. _____ ~_ ... __ ...... _ .... ___ .. _~ , ___ r __ ._.-_ ._ ••• ____ ...... ..... J_'.-, .... -. ______ ----. ____ . ____ . 

in tbe Yuma area, is t~e most ~e~sible and reasonable route. 
- -----.---_ .. _--------- .' -,--+-_.. ........ ._- --... ..... "----------

27. A corridor one-quarter ~ile wide from each side of the 

cen~er line of the adopted route is necessary to enable SDG&Z ~o 

implemen~ the mi:iga~ion measures for ~e new :igh~-of-way. 

28~ Both ~he Banning Pass and !~ter:ational Border rou~es 

would cross as much or =ore pri~e agriculeural land as ~ould ene 

"preferred rout:e". 

29. lhe Banning Pass alteroa~ive would be substancially 

longer ~han :he preferred route and would re~uire placing ~ocher 

transmission line through the already-conges:ed pass • 
. -

30. the Interna:ional aorder :oute cannot be $ited south of 

agricultural lands • 
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31. ~e International Border rou~e ~ould also have increased 

impac e on the Ci r:y of Calexico .. 

32. wllile avoiding agricul:ural ~pacts, a Salton Sea route 

has been found (on the basis of Phase II data aloue) to have 

unreasonably high impacts on other environmental resources. 

33. !he preferred rou'Ce through agrieule-.n:al lands ~s 

environmentally preferable to any oeher proposed crossing ~rough 

or aroCld tb.e agricultural lands. 

34. A route in the Interstate 8 right-of-way ehrough :he 

Imperial Valley WQuld result in higher residential and agriculeural 

impac'Cs than any oeher I:perial Valley link • 

34. The Palo Verde-Devers route will cost over $42 ~illiou 

~ore t~ the environmentally preferred route and annual syste= 

energy losses ~ll increase $8 million. Fur~er, it would no~ :eet 

the need to provide tranSmission capability eo and through El 

Cenero .. 

35.. A new corridor from ~..iguel to Mission Tap, or from Los 

Coches to ~ssion Tap, would· result in substantially greater 

environmental i=pac:t than construction of the Project ·..n.thin ehe 

existing right-of-way. 

36. Single PQle tubular steel towers are technieally 

feasi~le and, if used i~ agriculeural areas, ~ill reduce agricul­

tural l.::Ilpacts .. 
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37. Lattice construction ~~:h nonspeeular conductors is 

approp~iate along the other portions of the Project. 

38. !he Project ~ill not be a significant hazard to air 

safety .. 

39. Undergrounding of eit:h.er the 230 kV or 500 leV li:les is 

not an ecouomically feasible alternative to o~erhead construe:ion. 

40. Ondergrounding is not enviro~eneally feasible in 
. 

selected a:eas, such as Eucaly?~ aills or the Salton Sea. 

41. Mi~igation measures required to minimize the ?roject 

impacts as contained in the ?b..ase II studies, F'ES, a:cd in this 

opinion are reasonable • 

42. !he P'roj eet will provide access to less expensi~/e- sources 

of power and will reduce the quaneiey of oil consu:ed by SDG&E. 

43. !he proposed ?roject is required eo ~eet the present and 

future puclic convenience and necessiey. 

44. 'Ib.e=e are a number of "prefer-:ed" resourees ·..7b.ich SDG&E 

can also develop to reduee its dependence on oil and gas. ~e view 

these not as alternatives to the ?=oject, but rather as supple:enes 

to it. 

45. Present available in:o~ation concerning heal~h effects 

does not i:dicate that exposu=e to electric fields in the projecc 

wilj. induce det=imental biological effects • 
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46. !his project will noe preclude the cultivation of ag:i­

cultural lands within its :ight-of-way. 

47. !he expected tmpacts on agriculture f:om this project are 

deemed to be moderate when compared to other :ypes of significant 

impacts. 

48. !he selection of a const:uetion liaison officer as 

recommended by wi~ess Rod Heller is necessary eo assure :he prope: 

implementation of :he mitigation progra:. 

49. Expenses related to ~e construction liaison of:icer 

program # as described in this deeision~ are part of reasonable 

construction expenses for this project • 

. SO. !he proposed Proj ect 'Kill have a significant effect upon 

the environment; however # such effect is out:" .... eighed by ce 

beneficial effects of the Project. 

5'. we have reviewed the :ecord. the F1~l E!S/ZIR, received 

on Octooer 2.1981. and the eomme~ts filed, and find that the 

Project, subject to :he mitigation measures set forth~ will not 

~roduce an unreasonable burden on natural =esources~ aesehetics of 

the area in which the proposed facilities are to be located, public 

health and safety, air and water q~lity in the vicinity of park, 

recreaeional, and scenic areas, or historic sites and buildings, or 

archaeological sites • 
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Conclusions of I.a.w 

1. SDG&Z should comply with. mea.sures listed in the YES to 

mitigate the electrostatic and ~agnetic field effects of the 

Project. 

2. SDG&E shoulci comply ..n.th :he ::leasures listed in 'ehe rES 

to reduce the noise and radio and television interference prodecee 

by the ?rojec~. 

3. SDG&E should oe required to elild.nate :he d:!.agonal <:::05S­

ing over agric:ul :ural production areas. 

4. SDG&E should undertake the generic mitigation meas~es 

listed in the FES .. 

5. SDG&E should undertake the site-specific mitigation 

~..l..' b. 1 . d i 1:. '":)"- - - - ,. _ • .J • '10. ~S d measures wu~e are ~ste n t e _~e ._ s~~~es, t~e :~ , an 

tilis decision. 

6. SDG&E should undertake all Phase II! site-specific 

studies listed in the Phase II studies and the :-~ prior to 

construction. 

7. In agrieuleural a:eas, SDG&E should: (i) increase the 

night visibility of transmission poles, including cse of reflective 

markers; (2) prohibit all obs~tions ~thin the 200-foot right­

of-way; and (3) coordinate wieh lID and ?!&T on eliminating or 

• • I i ~ i .J ~ di '0 of d" h li mln~m_z ng p.x.nt ng an~ .~eure strl ut.on an ee~ep oue nes 

adjacent to the ?roject • 
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8. Single pole, tubular seeel ~owers should be required 

~hrough agrieuleural areas. 

9. Specular conductors should be requi=ed throughout 

~perial Coun~y agrieul~ural areas. 

10. ~ere the use of a single pole, ~bular steel tower for 

an angle tower would result ~ greater ~pact .~ a lattice tower, 

a lattice tower should be ~~d after review and approval by the 

sea.ff. ' 

11. SDG&E should be required to meet ·~en co~ty officials, 

landowners, aerial applicators, and the construction liaison 

officer to make all reasonable accommodation concerning locations 

wi thin the con-idor. 

12. !he staff should ~onitor any new or continui~g studies of 

the oiological effeets of high-vol:age transmission lines. 

13. SDG&E should pursue developme:t of alter:ative supply 

sources and additional conservation to fur~er reduce its use of 

oil and natural gas. 

14. !he present and fu~re public convenience and necessity 

require the co~struction and operation of the ?:oject. 

15. The Final EIS/EIR has been completed in compliance ~t~ ------------_.-
CEQA and tbe CEOfo Guidelines. ~e have reviewed a~d considered the 

information contained in the Final EIS/EIR in reaching t~is 

decision. !he Notice of Dete~ination ,for the ?rojec~ is attae~ed 

~ as Appendix B to this decision. 
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16. ~e route identified in ~he 7ES as the environmentally 

preferred route uor~ is the leas~ environm~tally adverse of ~ 

alternatives and represents ehe most feasible and reasonable 

route. 

17. caanges have been required in the ?roject which mitigate 

the significant effects thereof as ideneified ,1: the :ES. 

18. Any remaining environmental ~paets are oU~Neighed by ~ 

beneficial effects of 't!le Project. 

i9. !he action taken should not be considered as indicative 

of amounts to be included in 'iueure proceedings for the purpose of 

determining jus~ and reasonable ra~es • 
..---.. --_.--- -----.. _-----._, .• __ ._---. --#'-'" -_ ....... _--_._--

20. T~e im?leme~~ation ot a ~itigatio~ monitoring prozram 
.. _-------------_._ .. --- ----_._.----------
as described in t~is deciSion s~ould ~e re~uirec ~ne is necessary 

,_ ... - .. _ .. _.- - ... -.-- ...... ---.------ _._ ...... _ ... __ . -... . _ .. ,. 4<..... ___ ....... __ .- --- ~ .. --- --. 

21. SDG&E should include the cost of the construction liaison 

officer program as par~ of c~e reasonable cons~ruction cos:s for 

this proj ect. 

22. Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 1001, a 230 kV 

transmission line from ~ssion Tap to ~g~l and a 500 kV line from 

Palo Verde to ~J.guel sho~,ld be authorized as set :ortil in the 

following order • 
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23. SDG&E shoule be required to =ake filings of oore 
detailed cost estimates t~ providee for in this proeeedi~g. 

24. Staff should evaluate SDG&E's detailed cost.esti=ates 
and the, desirability of an ongoi~g construction cost monitoring 
program. 
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ORDER 
-.. ......... - ...... 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A certificaee of ?ublic convenience and necessity is 

gran~ed eo San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&Z) co eonseruc~ 

and operaee a double-eireui: 230 kV transmissio~ line from Mission 

Tap to ~guel Substation, and a si~gle circu~t 500 ~v transmission 

line from Miguel Sabs~ation to ~e Palo Verde ~eclear Generating 

Station Units 1,2, and 3 Switcayard along the adopced route in 

this proceeoi~g subject to the ~itigation measures recommendee in 

the Phase II Environcental Studies, the Fi~al Environmental Impact 

Statement/Final Environmental !:lpact kpor:, and i::. this op±.:lion • 

2. A variation 0: one-quarter ~ile from each side of'the 

center line of the adopted route is au:horized for :he final 

alignment. 

:3. SDG&E shall comply with measu=es lis::ed i~ :he FZS to 

~itiga~e the electrostatic and =agnetic field effects of the 

Project. 

4. SDG&E shall comply with the meas~res listed in :he FES to 

reduce the noise and radio and television interference produced by 

the Project. 

S. SDG&E shall eli~ina:e the diagonal c=ossi:g ove= agricul­

tural produccion areas • 
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6. SDG&E shall undertake the generic mi tiga-eion ::easures 

listed in the rES. 

1. SD&GE shall undertake the site-speei:ie ::litigation 

measures ~hich are listed in the Phase II studies, the FES, and 

r;his Decision. 

8. SDG&Z shall undercake all Phase III ,site-specific. s~~ies 

listed in the Phase II Studies and the FES prior to construction. 

9. SDG&E shall: (1) increase cae night visibility of 

transmission poles, including use of reflective markers; 

(2) prohibit all obstructions within the 200-:oot right-Qf-way; and 

(3) coo=dinate with !I!> and :n&'I' on eliminating or :n:!:::imizing 

existing and fueure distribution and telephone lines adjacent to 

the Proj ect .. 

10. SDG&E shall use si=gle pole eubular steel towers ehrouga 

agricul:ural areas. Ho~ever, ~here the use of single pole towers 

for an angle tower would result in greater i::?act eaan a lattice 

tower, SDG&E shall use a lattice tower after review and approval by 

the staff. 

11. SDG&E shall use specular conductors throughout ~perial 

Valley agricultural areas. 

12. SDG&E shall ~eet with countj officials, landowners, 

concerning ae:"ial applica:ors and the construction liaison officer 

to ~ake all reasonable acco=modations coneern~ng ~ower loca:ions 

~ithi~ the corridor. 
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13. SDG&E shall continue to fund Z?RI studies of the 

biological effects of high-voltage t:ansmission lines and shall 

keep us infor:ned of ~e seud.y resul~s. The s-:aff is directed to 

monitor any other new or continuing studies of ~hese effects. 

14. within 90 days from the e:fective da~e of ~is decision~ 

SDG&E shall under~ake and file .~~ the Commi~sion a repor~. se~~i:g 

for~h i~ deeail its pre- and pos-:-eons-:ruction plan for ~plement­

ing the mitigation measures required by t~is decision. SOG&E shall 

use qualified engineeri::g, C'Ultural .. and ecological resources 

personnel in conducting all surveys and ~ select~g all sites. 

Ihe plan sh..a.ll set forth the qualifications of ?~so1l%lel ~t will 

be used in the pre-const=uction surveys and in selecting all access 

roads, tower sites, pulling and tensioning ~i:es, and all other 
1.i 

construction si~es involving ground distu:banee. 

15. SDG&E shall ~dertake and report on Phase III site-

specific st~ies prior to construc:ion. 

16. SnG&E shall file quarterly :epor~s wi~ the Comoission, 

setting for~ in detail :he staeus, of the ~i~igation program. 
-----. ...... 

. ..... -. -, - .. 

17. Within 60 days, ~he Executive Director shall prepare and 

present to the Comoission a recocoended ~~tigation monitoring pro­

gram consistent with the discussion here~n. The recommendation 

shall include an estimated cost for ~he progr~ . 
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18. All reasonable coses relaeed to the mieigation 
monitoring program shall be considered as reasonable construction 
expenses related to this project. 

19. Within sixty days, the Executive Director shall for.zulate 
and implemene a ?,=ocedure through "..;hich SDG&E "..rill provide 
detailed pre-construction cose eseimates for evaluation by 
C • ~ .l!f Ql%ll:Ill.ss ... on sta... . 

20. !he Executive Director shall evaluate the need for a 
construction cost-monitoring program prior to commencecent of 
this project and shall i=plement such a program as he sees fit. 
His evaluation shall include the explicit consideration of a 
goal-oriented "milestones" approach to cost monitoring, wherein 
estimates of costs for the various phases of the project are 
compared "Nith actual costs as the project ~folds. 

21. SnG&E shall comply with all filing requirements for cost 
informat:ion and shall cooperaee fully "rith the seaff' s subsequent 
evnlu.ation efforts and "..nth an,,! cost monit:oring program. thae is 
developed. 

22. SDG&E shall p'.lr sue develO'pT:le'llt of alterns:tive supply 
sources and additional conservation efforts eo further/.-reduce its 
use of oil and natural gas . 
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23. After the e~~us:ion of all administrative remedies'in 
this proceeding, the Executive Director of the Cocmission shall 
file a Notice of Determination for the project as set" forth in 
Appendix B to this decision with the Sec:etary of Resources. 

!his order ~ecomes effective 30 days from today. 
Dated December 1. 1981 , at San :rancisco, C~lifornia. 

JOHN E. BRYSON 
Presid.ell't 

RI CRAP.D D • GRAVELLE 
LEONARD ~. GRIMES, JP.. 
VI crOR CAl. VO 
PRISCILLA C. GRZn 

Commissioners 

! CE'Rrr.n TI~,t T'r:!S DEC!SIO;;q 
·"7t.,,S A???.CT£D B~! T:-:S ~;SC~,,· e 
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A?PENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Applicant:: Mamting W. Puette and Ear~on M. Myerson, Al:tor:leys at 
law, for San Diego Gas & Electric Company-

Protestants: Jay Powell and DonAld R. Cohen, for Community Energy 
Action Net~ork; and william L. Bretz, for himself. 

Interested Parties: Bill Hillzer, Attorney at Law, for 
John V.or~an 'I"'..ry:na:c. aIle Wesley Sta.=k; John Massie, for' 
Califonlla Deparr.::nent of Fish and Ga:::le Znv:.::onmental 
Services; Cha::lotte M. EolcOQb, for ~.ountain Empire 
Farm Bureau center; Michael C:ristopher Spata, 
Aeto~ey at Law, for On.tea inter?r~ses, .nc. and 
Eucalyptus Rills Landowners Association; 
Glen J. Su.ll:!. van and Allen R.. Crown, Attor:leys at 
taw, ~or Cilltornia Far.= Bureau Federation and 
Imperial CoTJnty :a=:Jl Bt:.reau; .A.nita Deaale Hamlet, for 
self and spouse; Meserve, !:1.t:::lper IX iiughes, 'oX 
Lawrence R. '!::lampson, Attorney at !..a"'N, for ~ova. 
Flnancia! ~rporation and Moreland !nves~ent 
Compa::y; Thomas M. Fries, Assistant Co1.:nty Counsel, 
for !:zperia.!. G01.mty; Gray, Cary, A:%es & F=7e, by 
Eugene L. Freeland and David S. ?or~er, Attorneys a: 
taw, tor Imperial Valley Corridor Commi::ee; Misu:1 
S · ~ C· f ~~1 J S ~T ~ ~ S anc~es, .or l~y 0 ~.ex.co; ean ~a8Eer, .0. •• 
Zureau of Land ~agemene; A--nola a~soerger, for 
Jumul/Dulzura Plann1ng GroU? and ni:sel:; ane Barr? 
~rel, San G. Dawson, Jac~ ? Peterson, Mic:ae! ~rad 
Cooper, Helen ~. Aronson, R~c:arc 1. 9~go:=~n, 
DOnala E. SenecKler, Sandra L. MUr?cZ, i=a~k A. 
1'1u;r?ay, Greaory !1a.rshal.L, CI=...:.: .:.t:.r l.ey, anc AI;h 
Henvielle, :or ehemselves. 

Commiss ion Staff; Steven Weissman, At:torney at La-.." Bill Yu.en Lee, 
and Richard Finnstrom. 

(END OF A.PP~IX A) 
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APPEND IX 3 

NOTICE OF O~~!ON 
':to: Seereeary for Reso:-ces 

'4 t 6 :U.ndt St'ree~. Room 131 Z 
Saeramen eo, ~ CA 95814. 

FROM: Califo:ni.a. Public 
U:111eies Commission 

350 MeAllis~r St:eee 
San Franc1sco~ ~ 94102 

STJ3J!C"I: Filing of Notice of Deter.ninaeion in compliance with 
Section 21108 or 22152 of ce Public Resources Code 

Projeee 'title 

APS(SDG&E !:eereonneceion ?roject: - A-59575 

Sea.ee Clea.:inghouse Number (1: submi:eed :0 State Clearinghouse) 

sat 7906i204 

Coutace ?ersou 

Bill Yuen Lee 

?roj e<:t: !.oeaeion 

':telephone Number 

(415) 557-1748 

San Diego and Im~erial Counties 

Project Dese=i?tion 

SDG&E. - a double ci=cuie 230 kV ':tIL from Mission lap ~o ~~el 
Subst:a:iou • .and'; a single ci:cui: 500 kV 't/l. === Ml.~l SUb­
station ::0 the Pal'o Ve:::de :Xuclea: Ge:le=aeion On:!.::s 1, 2 & 3 
Switc:hyard. 

!his is to advise ~t e:e California Public ~t!li:ies Commission 
(lead Ageacy of ~sPQttsl~.~ ~~hCYl 

~ a~~roveC ~e above eescribed ?=ojee:: ~d ha$ ~e t::e =ol~~~g 
deeer=~na::i?ns regarding the above dese=ibe~ project:: , 

1 • 'nle proj ec: rxr ·..n.ll have a. signi:iean: effect: ot:. 
-- Qe environment. n ·..rill noe 

2. /f/ An Envi=o:mencal ~pac: Re~r: was prepa:ed for 
~1s projece pursuant to :~e p=aviS~OU3 of CEQA-

A ~egaeive Oeelara:ioa ~as ?repared for ::!s 
proj eee pt!rsu.a:ae eo ::he prov!.s:..ous of CZQA_ 

!he EIR or Negative Deela=ation and record 0: 
~rojec: a~proval zay be ~i~ed ae 350 ~~lis:er 
St., San :"ra."-lcisco. CA 

3. !-1i :iga:iotl :a.easu=es m w~:e.. It were not, :lade a 
COQd~c10tl of the a?p~al 0= :~e ~!ojec:. 

4. A sta.:e:nen: of Overriding Considera::ions 
/x7. was not, adopced fo: :his projeet: •.. 

Date Received for Fili~g ____________ _ 
~ec~e~ve ~i=ector 

Date ______________ __ 


