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U I. SUMWRY 

A. S i t e  Related Issues  

The Committee f i n d s  and concludes t h a t  t h e  record demonstrates a substan- 

t i a l  l ike l ihood t h a t  the proposed si te f o r  Geysers U n i t  16 will be i n  confor- 

mance w i t h  1 )  t h e  forecast of statewide and service area e l ec t r i c  power 

demands adopted pursuant t o  PRC Sect ion 25309 (PRC 25512(a) ( l ) ) ,  and 2) applic- 

a b l e  l o c a l ,  r e g i o n a l ,  s t a t e ,  and f e d e r a l  s t a n d a r d s ,  o r d i n a n c e s ,  and laws 

(PRC 25512(a)(2)). The  Committee a l s o  f i n d s  and concludes t h a t  the record 

demonstrates a substantial  l ike l ihood t h a t  the Geysers U n i t  16 power plant  can 

be operated s a f e l y  and r e l i a b l y  a t  the proposed s i te  (PRC 25512(c)). 

Pursuant t o  PRC 25540, the Applicant has proposed, and the Committee has 

considered, only one s i te  f o r  the proposed geothermal power plant.  

In order  t o  complete the record f o r  the Final Report and decis ion on the 

Notice, the Committee has spec i f ied  t h a t  c e r t a i n  information be provided by the 

Applicant and S t a f f  subsequent t o  the issuance of this Report. This information 

I S  i n  t h e  a reas  o f  Air Qual i ty ,  Biological Resources, Cultural  Resources, 

Geotechnical Issues, Pub1 ic Health and Safety,  and S t ruc tura l  Engineering. 

i s  p o s s i b l e  to  

the NO1 be approved. T h i s  

ogical Resources, C i v i l  Engin- 

a l t h  and S a f e t y  
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Li These information requirements are set forth i n  detail i n  Section VI1 of 

this  Report. 

( I t  appears that Hydrology and Water Sources and Socio/Economic issues will 

require no adjudication dur ing  proceedings on an AFC.) 

Among the more important s i t e  re1 ated issues requiring further information 

a t  or prior t o  the fi l ing of an AFC are those related to Air Quality and identi-  

fication of Best Available Control Technology ( B A C T ) ,  and data determining the 

efficiency and re1 iabil i ty  of the Stretford U n i t  and the partitioning efficiency 

of the surface condensate condenser to  meet specified hydrogen sulfide (H2S) 

emissions limitations. 

15. 

The d a t a  are to be obtained from tests  on Geysers U n i t  

2 



‘431B:lb R3 5/16/79 

I B . Transmission Line Issues 

The findings and conclusions on transmission line issues i n  this report are 
The preliminary, and have been reached on the basis of the record t o  date. 

Committee has previously identified those transmission line issues on which i t  

will receive addl t ional testimony following the Preliminary Report. Additional 

evidence and comments presented prior t o  the Final Report may result i n  changes 

t o  these conclusions. 

The Committee has carefully weighed the considerable amount of evidence 
T h i s  i n  the hearing record which relates t o  alternative transmission lines. 

evidence addresses a number of important factors which  bear on the rout ing,  

siting and voltage level of a transmission line including visual and aesthetic 

effects, geology and seismology, land use, cultural and biological resources, 

costs, and sys tern p l  ann4 ng. 

The four corridor a1 ternatives and three substation alternatives which have 

been considered d u r i n g  the proceedings are shown p ic tor ia l ly  i n  Figure 7 

(See Transmission Line Corridor Section) and electrically i n  Figure 8 (See 

Transmission System Planning Section) . 
The evidence provides the basis for the Committee’s f ind ings  and con- 

a transmission l ine  could be 

cay East and Vaca-Dixon corri- 

Roughs area now unde 

of Land Management for possible designation as a Wilderness Study Area. 

3 
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The Committee finds and concludes t h a t  w i t h  respect t o  issues i n  the area 

of Geotechnical/Stwctural Engineering a safe and reliable transmission line can 

c. 
be constructed i n  any of the corridors considered (PRC 25512(c)). (Further 

testimony will be heard i n  the area of Transmission Line Health, Safety and 

Nuisance Effects following the Preliminary Report. 1 

The record t o  date provides the basis for the Committee's findings and 

conclusions assessing the relative merit of each corridor proposal considered 

(PRC 25512(b)). 

Balancing the factors given above, the Committee concludes tha t  the corri- 

dor  connecting The Geysers t o  the Lakeville substation i s  preferable, and also 

concludes t h a t  a 230 kV double circuit  tower line (DCTL) w i t h  bundled 2300 kcmil 

conductor i s  the preferred transmission method. No corridor or substation could 

be rejected fo r  f a i l i n g  t o  satisfy any evaluation cr i ter ia  related t o  the above 

factors. That i s ,  a l l  the corridor and substations are acceptable, although 

they vary i n  degree of acceptability. The choice of 230 kV over 500 kV and 115 

kV voltage levels can be made on the basis of comparative economics. 

The primary advantages which the Lakeville rout ing holds  over the other 

three alternatives accrue because i t  is the shortest corridor i n  length (38 

miles vs 51 miles for the next shortest--Tulucay West), and i t  has the least 

miles of new construction outside o f  existing right of way (11 miles vs 35 miles 

for Tulucay West), i.e., i t  provides for greatest paralleling of existing 

lines. The shorter length and greater paralleling result i n  lesser environ- 

mental effects, lesser overall visual/aesthetic effects, and lesser impact on 

land  use. 

4 
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From a cost s t a n d p o i n t ,  the  new 230 kV l i ne  is  second t o  Tulucay West, b, 
costing about $350,000 per year more, when transmitting about  1000 Mw of Geysers 

generation (assumes total Geysers generation of about 2000 Mw). If t o t a l  

Geysers generation should ultimately be about 2600 Mw or greater, then Lakeville 

and Tulucay West are equivalent from the cost standpoint.  From an electric 

systems planning standpoint, Lakeville i s  ra ted  somewhat higher t h a n  the 

other two substations because i t  is closer t o  the Sonoma and Marin County load 

centers. 

In  terms o f  e f fec ts  on cultural  resources, a l l  cor r idors  a r e  accept- 

able, bu t  i t  has not been possible t o  differentiate the degree of accept- 

ability. As regards biological resources, the evidence indicates t h a t  the 

* 

Lakeville corridor i s  preferable. The present evidence as t o  how the geologic 

and seismic problems of the region affect the corridors indicates t h a t ,  while 

all are acceptable, the Vaca-Dixon corridor i s  best, the Lakeville corridor next 

and the two Tu1 ucay corridors 1 ast. Through proper location and design o f  the 

towers, the various geologic hazards and expected seismic ac t iv i ty  can be 

mitigated for any of the routes. 

ariations w i t h i n  , t w o  sections of the Lakeville routing have also been 

In one case, there i s  the question of whether the proposed 

e valleys i s  preferable 

Substat ion from the 

combinations 

r o u n d i n g  the 

ave been cons s have become 

vidence received t o  this 

p o i n t ,  the Committee concludes for visual, aesthetic, and cost reasons t h a t  the 

nonparallel rout ing  i s  better t h a n  any of the F u l  ton L a1 ternatives.. 

examined a t  length. 
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The other significant issue concerning the proposed Lakevil l e  route i s  

whether an approximate 1.5 mile section of the new line t h r o u g h  the Valley o f  

the Moon and Oakmont community should be undergrounded or consol idated w i t h  the 

existing overhead line. The existing line had been installed prior t o  the 

development of Oakmont. The Committee f i n d s  t h a t  the costs o f  undergrounding 

e i the r  the new l i n e  only, o r  b o t h  l i nes ,  f a r  exceed the visual laesthet ic  

benefits derived from so doing,  and concludes t h a t  the proposed l ine should be 

consolidated w i t h  the existing overhead 1 ine. 

Li 

8 

6 
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11. INTRODUCTION 

A. The Prel iminary Report 

On August 30, 1978, the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E, App l i can t )  

filed with the Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commi ssion (the 

Commission) a Notice of Intention (Notice; NOI) t o  f i l e  an Application for  

Certification (Application; AFC) for a 110 Mw geothermal power plant known as 

Geysers U n i t  16 proposed to be constructed i n  Lake County. In addition, the NO1 

included a proposal t o  construct a 230 kilovolt (kV) transmission l ine along one 

of four alternative corridors. The proposed power p l a n t  s i t e  is  i n  the lower 

southwestern portion o f  Lake County about 5,000 feet east o f  the Lake County 

line. (See Figure 3, on page , reproduced from the NOI). I t  i s  approximately 

3/4 mile west of the nearest community, Anderson Springs. The U n i t  16 s i t e  is 

a t  an elevation o f  about 2,400 feet along a spur ridge which trends from the 

main r idge  which forms the boundary between Lake and Sonoma counties. 

1. Contents 

T h i s  Preliminary Report on the PG&E geothermal power plant proposal 

has been prepared pursuant t o  Cat ifornia Pub1 i c  Resources Code Section (PRC) 

25510, 25512, and 25540. I t  presents the preliminary Findings of Fact and 

ommi ss i  oner A1 an 

ed, assigned t o  conduct 

ion, the Report contains a description of 
he proceedings to da te  

t agency comments on the 

presents the Committee's view of 
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6 those issues t h a t  require further considerat ion i n  future- proceedings on the 

Notice (Section VII). 

Pu r suan t  t o  P R C  S e c t i o n s  25512 and 25540, the  Repor t  presents 

preliminary f ind ings  and conclusions on: 

a)  conformity t o  the fo recas t  of s ta tewide and service area  electric 

power demands ; 

b) the degree t o  which the proposed s i te  and f a c i l i t y  conform w i t h  

appl i cab le  loca l ,  regional ,  s t a t e  and federal  s tandards,  ordi-  

nances, and laws; and 

c )  the s a f e t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  f a c i l i t y ;  

d) the r e l a t i v e  merit of  the  proposed t ransmission l i n e  corr idors .  

2. Evidentiary Basis 

T h i s  Report i s  based on the hearing record of this proceeding a s  

defined i n  the Committee Order of January 26, 1979, on OPOA's Motion t o  Define 

the Administrative Record, and i n  the Committee Procedural and Scheduling Order 

of February 16, 1979. Also see PRC 25512. The evidence i n  the hearing record 

i ncl udes : 

a )  Written and oral  public comment; 

b) Written and o r a l  l o c a l ,  r e g i o n a l ,  s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  agency 

comment . 

9 
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c) Pos i t ion  papers prepared by Commission staff on various issues, Lad 
supporting affidavits submitted by the  App l i can t ,  and a Joint 

Statement of Findings and Concl usions (Joint  Statement) proposed 

t o  the Committee by Staff and Applicant. In  any case where a 

party requested t o  cross-examine the S t a f f  o r  Applicant witnesses 

who gave affidavits i n  support of proposed j o i n t  f i n d i n g s  and 

concl usions, the Committee required t h a t  those witnesses appear 

a t  an evidentiary hearing and be subject t o  cross-examination. 

Where no party has requested cross-examination, the Committee has 

received the staff position papers, Applicant affidavits and 

Joint Statement into the hearing record w i t h o u t  requiring t h a t  

the witness appear for cross-examination. 

d)  Testimony by witnesses , incl udi ng prepared written testimony, 

direct oral testimony and cross-examination. 

e) Exhibits 

f )  Documents from the administrative record which were received into 

the hearing record. 

g) Other written material received into the hearing record. 

of these listed items are 

fore the Committee has not 

u 10 
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3. Opportunity for Comment c-i 
Written comments t o  the Preliminary Report must be filed w i t h i n  30 

days of publication, and the Committee may hold public hearings on the Report 

commencing no earlier than 14 days after publication. Each party should take 

advantage of this opportunity to comment on, or express i ts  intent t o  contest, 

any f i n d i n g  or conclusion contained i n  this Report. In addition, any inter- 

ested person may comment on the Report, a t  these hearings. 

Hearings conducted following the issuance of this Report will lead t o  

the issuance of  a Final Report a n d ,  w i t h i n  a short period thereaf te r ,  t o  

approval or disapproval of the Notice by the Commission. I f  the Notice is 

approved, PG&E may then f i l e  an Application for Certification of the Geysers 

U n i t  16 project and the associated 230kV transmission line. Following further 

proceedings on the Application, the Commission will act  t o  g r a n t  or deny 

certification. 

B. Description of the Proposed Geysers U n i t  16 Praia 

The project consists of a 110 megawatt (Mw) geothermal power plant, t o  be 

1 ocated i n  the Geysers-Cal i s toga Known Geothermal Resources Area (KGRA) , and i t s  

associated electrical transmission facil i t ies.  

1- The Geysers U n i t  16 Power Plant 

The construction of U n i t  16 will involve earthmoving activities, the 

buil’ding o f  several structures, and electrical and mechanical equipment instal 1- 

a t ion .  The major structures t o  be built on a level s i t e  are the turbine build- 

i n g ,  cooling tower, electrical switchyard and the hydrogen sulfide abatement 
LJ 

11 
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facility. . The main structure, the turbine building, will house the steam 

turbine generator and other assqciated equipment required .for electrical power 

production. The turbine generator will have an expected gross r a t i n g  of 119 Mw 

a t  a steam flow of about 2 million pounds per hour. 

The major components of the condensate and circulating water systems 

are the cool i ng tower, surf ace condenser , noncondensi bl e gas removal equipment , 

condensate pumps, and circulating water pumps. The mechanical draft  cool i ng 

tower will dissipate heat rejected from the power cycle. 

The hydrogen sulf ide abatement system will consist  of Stretford 

process equipment instal led downstream of the noncondensi ble gas removal system. 

I n  t h i s  process, which i s  presently being installed on Units 13, 14, and 15, the 

hydrogen sulfide is scrubbed from the noncondensible gas stream and catalyt- 

ically oxidized to  elemental sulfur. The exhaust gas stream will be ducted t o  

the cooling tower. 

The switchyard will step up the voltage of the electrical power from 

the generator level of 13.8 kV t o  230 kV required f o r  economical power 

transmission. 

2. The 230 kV Transmission Line 

The proposed electrical transmission faci l i t ies  will involve the 

construction of approximately 1.4 miles of new 230 kV single circuit trans- 

mission l ine from U n i t  16  t o  U n i t  13, u t i l i z ing  single c i r cu i t  l a t t i c e  

transmission towers. A t  U n i t  13, the power would flow into the 230 kV collector 

line, and be transmitted t o  Castle Rock Junction, four miles south of the 

Geysers. The Applicant has proposed four  alternative corridors whose s t a r t i n g  6.i 
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point i s  Castle Rock Junction and whose termination po in t s  would be the point of L: 
junction w i t h  the interconnected transmission system. 

1) Lakeville--38 miles long, through the foothills o f  Sonoma County, 

terminating a t  the Lakeville Subs ta t ion  near Petaluma. 

2) Tulucay West--51 miles long, through the hi l ls  on the west side of the 

Napa Valley, terminating a t  the Tulucay Substation near Napa. 

3) Tulucay East-61 miles long, t h r o u g h  the foothills t o  the nor th  and 

east of Mapa Valley, also terminating a t  the Tulucay Substation. 

4) Vaca-Dixon--44 miles long, through the foothills t o  the north and east 

o f  Napa Valley, terminating a t  the Vaca-Dixon Substation near Vaca- 

ville. 

The route preferred by PG&E i s  the Lakeville alternative, due t o  i t s  shorter 

length and the fact that i t  parallels an existing transmission line for 27 of 

i t s  38 miles. 

The proposed line is  scheduled for operation i n  the summer of 1983. 

3. The Site 

The Geysers region is dominated by a series of northwest trending 

Many of the spur  ridges trending from the main ridges and steep stream canyons. 

ridge of the Mayacmas Mountains are narrow and steep. The proposed s i t e  for 

Geysers U n i t  16 i s  located along one of these spur ridges, a t  an elevation of 

2,400 feet, i n  the lower southwestern por t ion  of Lake County about 5,000 feet 

east o f  the Lake-Sonoma County line. The nearest community i s  Anderson Spr ings ,  

approximately 3/4 mile t o  the east. Whispering Pines, Cobb, and Pine Cove, 6, 

15 
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recreational communities northeast of Cobb Mountain, are located a t  distances of d; 
4,  4.5 and 5 miles, respectively. The general area west of the s i t e  i s  moun- 

tainous, rugged and sparsely settled. Principal access is by Highway 175 from 

the town of Middletown and Socrates Mine Road. 

The slopes of the s i te  are covered w i t h  chaparral on the south and 

mixed forest on the north. The s i t e ' s  southern slope i s  underlain by a large 

landslide complex 4hich may be unstable. To mitigate this  condition, a retain- I 
1 

i ng  wall will be b u i l t  on the south side; i t  will be about 400 feet long, be 

keyed i n t o  bedrock, and extend t o  a maximum of 70 feet above rock level, or 

about 45 feet above finished grade. 

I 
I The design f o r  the s i t e  utilizes 6.6 acres, approximately 1.5 acres 
I 

of which will be cut slope, with the remainder being roads or f l a t  surface. To 

prepare the s i te ,  i t  will be necessary t o  excavate and remove about 360,000 

cubic yards of material t o  be placed a t  an off-site f i l l  area. The turbine 

generator building will be located on bedrock. The cooling tower will be placed 

partially on engineered f i l l  material over a shear zone. 

There are no commercially utilized h o t  springs a t  the proposed s i te  

o r  a t  the potential f i l l  area. 

4. The Steam Field 

I A large reservoir of geothermal steam exists i n  the Geysers-Calistoga 
I 
I KGRA (see Figures 3 and 6) .  T h i s  natural resource is  presently being used by 

PG&E t o  generate 502 plw o f  baseload electric generation power. Four units 
i 

representing another 400 Mw of generating capacity are under construction by 

LJ PG&E. In addi t ion ,  several other units are being planned by various power I 

suppl iers. 
I 17 
i 



U
 

I I 



/ 
: R 

Power plant 
Producing wells 

Convecting magma 

GEOTHERMAL FIELD 
- - - 

Source: PG&E NO1 , Geysers Unit 16 
Page 14, Figure III- l - .  

.. FIGURE 5 ci 
19 



F a 



4 1078:06 R3 5/11/79 
I 
I 

I 

, 

The steam t o  operate Un i t  16 w i l l  be purchased by PG&E from Aminoil 

USA, Inc. (Aminoi l) .  The steam suppl ier  w i l l  d r i l l  and operate wells, supply 

the  p ip ing  t o  de l i ve r  the  steam and b u i l d  o r  improve ex i s t i ng  access roads t o  

b 

t he  proposed s i te .  Aminoil w i l l  a lso provide land and land r i g h t s  f o r  PG&E 

f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  the  Aminoil leasehold. PG&E w i l l  use the steam t o  generate 

e l e c t r i c i t y .  Excess condensate w i l l  be returned t o  Aminoil f o r  r e i n j e c t i o n  i n t o  

the  steam reservoir .  

Based on the production h i s t o r y  of the  e x i s t i n g  uni ts ,  PG&E estimates 

t h a t  approximately 800 acres are required t o  support a 110 Mw generating u n i t ,  

even though only  8 t o  15 percent o f  t h i s  area w i l l  be disturbed. Two wel ls  have 

been d r i l l e d  w i th in  the Un i t  16 steam supply f ie ld .  Aminoil estimates t h a t  

about 14 t o  16 addi t ional  we l ls  i n i t i a l l y  w i l l  be required f o r  Un i t  16. There- 

after, approximately 10 addi t ional  wel ls  w i l l  be needed over the  next 30 years 

t o  make up f o r  steam-flow decl ine i n  the  o r i g i n a l  wells. A cross-over p ipe l i ne  

w i l l  be constructed from Un i t  16 t o  Un i t  13 so t h a t  excess steam can be t rans-  

ported t o  t h a t  u n i t  when Un i t  16 i s , shu t  down. 

C. Summary o f  the  Proceedings t o  Date 

1. Submittal o f  the Notice 

On August 30, 1978, PG&E f i l e d  w i th  the  Commission a Not ice t o  f i l e  an 

Appl icat ion f o r  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f  i t s  Geysers Un i t  16 geothermal power p lan t  

proposed t o  be located i n  Lake County. On September 19, 1978, the  Executive 

D i rec tor  o f  the Commission accepted the  Notice as containing adequate technica l  

data and informat ion required by 

begin analysis o f  the proposal. 

Commission regulat ions t o  enable the  S t a f f  t o  

Subsequently, the Chairman o f  t he  Commission 

21 
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L J  appointed a Committee, composed of Commissioner A1 an Pasternak, Presidi ng, and 

Commissioner C. Suzanne Reed, to conduct proceedings on the Notice. A chrono- 

logical account of events in these proceedings is contained in Appendix A. 

2. Submittal of Supplemental Environmental Information on the Geysers to 

Lakeville 230 kV Transmission Line and Alternatives (SEI) 

Early in the proceedings, the Committee determined that there was 

insufficient data on the environmental effects o f  the various transmission 

corridors proposed in the NOI. Therefore, on September 29, 1978, the Committee 

issued a Request for Supplemental Environmental Data Regarding Transmission 

Lines, which ordered the Applicant to supplement the NOI filing. This Request 

implemented the Committee's intention to determine acceptable transmission 

corridors and termination points of the Geysers 230 kV line, utilizing data that 

considers system planning, economic considerations, and environmental effects. 

Commission staff was directed to assure that these matters were covered in 

workshops. A1 though t or providing this information was specified 

in the Order to be October 26, 1978, the Applicant was unable to complete the 

filing by that date. The Supplemental Environmental Information* (SEI) in its 

entirety was' submitted November 15, 1978. Subsequently, interrogatories based 

on the information contained in the SEI were exchanged between the parties until 

*Full Title: Supplemental Environmental Information on the Geysers to Lake- 
ville 230 kV Transmission Line and Alternatives 

22 



107B:08 R3 5/11/79 

1 4. Issue Workshops on the NO1 F i l  ing  

O n  October  13, 19,  and 20, 1978, i n  S a n t a  Rosa, Sacramento,  and 

Lakeport, respectively, the Commission s t a f f  held workshops t o  discuss issues 

and concerns related t o  the p r o j e c t  w i t h  PG&E and o t h e r  interested persons. As 

ci 

a result of those workshops, Staff prepared a series o f  pos i t ion  papers on the 

various s i t e - r e l a t ed  issues and a reas  of concern including:  need f o r  the 

I capac i ty  o f  the proposed pro jec t ;  biological  resources;  noise;  water quality; 

s o i l s ;  hydrology and water resources;  cultural resources;  socio/economics; 

p u b l i c  hea l th ;  and a i r  qual i t y ;  geotechnical issues; c i v i l  engineering; and 

s t ruc tu ra l  engineering. These subjects were addressed a t  a Prehearing Con- 

ference Statement Workshop on November 7 i n  Sacramento. The purpose of t h i s  

I 

1 

1 I 
I 

I workshop was f o r  Commission s t a f f ,  PG&E, and o the r  parties, t o  a t tempt  t o  
I 
1 prepare j o i n t  f i nd ings  of fac t  and conclusions on those site-related issues t h a t  

would need no adjudicat ion i n  ev ident ia ry  hear ings before  the Committee, and t o  

identify those  a reas  of  poss ib le  d i spu te  where further information o r  adjudi- 

ca t ion  would be required before an issue could be resolved. The workshop a l s o  

provided members o f  the p u b l i c  and interested agencies an opportunity t o  propose 

I 
I 
i 

f ind ings  and conclusions on s i t e - r e l a t ed  issues. Copies o f  the resulting J o i n t  

Prehearing Conference Statement o f  Findings and Conclusions ( J o i n t  Statement) 

s i g n e d  by Commission s t a f f  and PG&E were made a v a i l a b l e  t o  the p u b l i c  on 

November 9, 1978. S ta f f  and Applicant a l s o  f i l ed  i n d i v i d u a l  Prehearing Con- 

ference Statements of  F indings  and Conclusions on Air Qua l i ty ,  Structural 

Engineering, and Pub1 ic  Heal t h .  

1 

I 
I 
I 5. Informational Hearings on the NO1 F i l  ing ~ 

, d, Pursuant t o  Publ ic  Resources Code Section 25509, the Committee con- 

ducted publ ic  informational hearings on October 26, 1978, i n  Santa Rosa, October I 

i 
I 
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b, 30 i n  Lakeport, and November 3 i n  Napa and Fa i r f i e ld ,  fo r  the purpose of enabl- 

ing Commission staff and PG&E t o  make presentations t o  a l l  interested agencies 

and members of the public concerning the proposed project and potential  issues 

t o  be addressed dur ing  the proceedings. During these hearings, the Committee 

afforded the public the opportunity t o  pose questions t o  the S t a f f  and PG&E and 

invited general comments and expressions of concern about the proposed project. 

6. Prehearing Conference on Si te-Related Issues 

I On November 17, 1978, the Committee held a Prehcaring Conference i n  
I 

Sacramento on site-related issues and the resource s i te  of the Geysers-Cal istoga 

KGRA. The primary purpose of the Conference was t o  consider bo th  the Joint 

Statement of S taf f  and PG&E, dated November 9, and any j o i n t  statements o r  

ind iv idua l  statements of findings and conclusions on p lan t  s i te  issues filed by 

any other part and t o  identify areas of concern t o  parties i n  the proceedings. 

Prior t o  the Conference, Staff had filed an individual statement on the issues 

of air quality, public health, and structural engineering. A t  the conference 

i t se l f ,  PG&E filed i t s  ind iv idua l  statement on the issues of a i r  qual i ty ,  p u b l i c  

health, and structural During the course of this Conference, they 

were able t o  agree on joint findings and conclusions for these areas. Subse- 

quently, on December 29, 1978, PG&E filed w i t h  the Commission a typed, formal 

S t a f f  had agreed t o  on 

1 Joint Preheari ng Con- 

dings and conclusions on 

ent, as well as i n  the 

W he Committee gave those 
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parties present an opportunity t o  state a n '  intention t o  cross-examine any LI 
witness for PG&E or the Staff '  concerning any matter contained i n  the proposed 

findings and conclusions. In  a d d i t i o n ,  the Committee provided an opportunity 

for parties to  state any intention t o  present a witness on any site-related 

issue i n  subsequent evidentiary hearings. No one expressed an intention a t  this 

Conference either t o  present o r  t o  cross-examine witnesses during any proceed- 

ings on site-related issues, nor d i d  anyone raise any specific or  material 

objection t o  any of the f ind ings  o r  conclusions on site-related issues proposed 

by Staff  and PG&E for  adoption by the Committee. 

In add i t ion  t o  reviewing the proposed f ind ings  and conclusions, the 

Committee discussed w i t h  those present the interrogatories t h a t  were being 

exchanged among the par t ies .  Letters were received i n t o  the record from 

Alpine Val ley Property ,Owners Association, Oakmont Property Owners Association, 

and Franz Valley Property Owners Association, t h a t  requested an extension of the 

November 22 dead1 ine for the formul a t ion  of interrogatories on the SEI. 

On November 22, the Committee issued an Order extending the cut-off 

date for the f i l i n g  of any interrogatory t o  November 29 and the response date t o  

December 8. 

7. Evidentiary Hearing on the Geysers Resource Size 

In an Order dated November 22, the Committee directed the Applicant, 

S t a f f ,  and NCPA, t o  furnish testimony on the overall size of the geothermal 

resource a t  The Geysers, the restraints t h a t  could prevent i t s  f u l l  development, 

and the estimate of the timeline necessary for  the construction of power p lan t s  

t o  u t i1  ize the resource. Intervenors were invited t o  present evidence and/or L 
25 
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b) cross-examine witnesses.  In addi t ion ,  a l l  companies who a r e  involved i n  the 

development o f  Geysers steam supplies were i n v i t e d  t o  pa r t i c ipa t e .  

The evidentiary hearing was held on December 8 i n  Sacramento: three 

witnesses appeared f o r  the Applicant, one f o r  Staff ,  and one f o r  the Northern 

Ca l i fo rn ia  Power Agency (NCPA) 

Geothermal offered comments on the Geysers resource. (For a summary, see 

Section V). 

In add i t ion ,  Mr. Courtney Isselhardt of  Republic 

8. Suppl mental Informational Hearings 

Subsequent t o  the p u b l i c  informational hearings i n  l a t e  October and 

e a r l y  November, PG&E f i led  the SEI which contained addi t ional  environmental da t a  

on the transmission co r r ido r  routes.  Some of this information had been f i led  on 

October 26, and' the remainder was f i led on November 15. The Committee believed 

t h a t  supplemental informational hearings would provide a forum i n  the respec t ive  

affected count ies  f o r  the p a r t i e s ,  general publ ic ,  and interested agencies,  t o  

ask quest ions and comment on this data.  These hearings were held i n  Lakeport 

and Santa Rosa on December 14, and Napa and F a i r f i e l d  on December 15. They were 

\ 

proceeded by a staff workshop on December 12 i n  Santa Rosa, t h a t  a l s o  provided an  

opportunity f o r  quest ions and c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  of  the SEI f i l i n g .  

I 

I 

i n  Santa Rosa on 

unding, and 

i can t ,  and the 
l ed f indings  and 

LJ conclusions.  Napa County f i l e d  a statement noting i ts  in ten t ion  t o  present 
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witnesses on the effects of construct ion of transmission lines i n  Napa County. 

These f i l i n g s  by S t a f f ,  App i c a n t ,  PUC, and Napa County, were used a s  working 

documents by the Committee and the  p a r t i e s  t o  a s c e r t a i n  which transmission line 

issues appeared t o  require further amp1 i f i c a t i o n  and c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i n  poss ib le  

future ev ident ia ry  hearings. These same documents were subsequently superseded 

by the proposed j o i n t  and individual f ind ings  and conclusions filed by the 

p a r t i e s  on March 1. 

In a d d i t i o n ,  p u r s u a n t  t o  the P r e h e a r i n g  Conference  N o t i c e  o f  

December 21, 1978, the S t a f f  and Applicant were given an opportunity t o  acknw- 

ledge the contents  and o f f e r  i n t o  evidence the following items: 

a )  Supplemental J o i n t  Prehearing Conference Statement on Plant S i t e  

Issues (da ted  December 29, 1978). 

b) Appl i c a n t ' s  V e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  t he  J o i n t  P r e h e a r i n g  Conference  

Statement on P lan t  Site Issues (da ted  December 29, 1978). 

c l  S t a f f  Posi t ion Papers i n  Support of J o i n t  Prehearing Conference 

Statement (da ted  December 4,  1978). 

d)  J o i n t  Prehearing Conference Statement (da ted  November 9, 1978). 

Any par ty  who wished to  o b j e c t  t o  any proposed f ind ing  and conclusion, 

o r  any pos i t ion  paper o r  dec la ra t ion ,  was directed t o  o f f e r ,  i n  wr i t i ng ,  pro- 

posed counter-findings and conclusions,  on p l an t  s i te issues, and pos i t ion  

papers, t o  support  s a i d  counter-findings and conclusions.  No party chose t o  do 

this. However, OPOA f i l ed  a Declaration i n  Opposition t o  Proposed Findings and 

Conclusions, and objected t o  the admission of these documents. They were 

kid 
27 
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w received i n t o  evidence over the objection, and subsequently assigned exhibit 

numbers 9 th rough  12, respectively. 

10. Procedural Conference 

On February 1, i n  Sacramento, the Committee conducted a procedural 

conference i n  order t o  ascertain the concerns and commitments the parties might 

have w i t h  respect t o  dates of future filings and hearings. After consideration 

of comments and suggestions by parties present a t  the conference, the Committee 

specified, on February 6, a calendar for future workshops, conferences, and 

hearings, and the mail ing of proposed findings and conclusions and testimony. 

11. Supplemental Informational Hearing on the Fulton and Kenwood 

Alternatives 

On February 15, i n  Santa  Rosa, another informational hearing was con- 

ducted by the Committee t o  review the alternative routes, collectively known as 

the F u l t o n  and Kenwood alternatives, which were being proposed by various 

par t ies  t o  the proceedings, for  two sections of the preferred Geyser t o  

Lakevi l le  route. T h i s  h e a r i n g  was subsequent t o  a s taff  workshop i n  Santa Rosa 

on February 8, which also provided the parties, governmental agencies, and the 

ich t o  review the details of the 

hat  S taf f  and/or 

clusions on p l a n t  

uture evidentiary 

ecord, he had no 

W 
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12. Prehearing Conference on Transmission Line Issues  

bi A second Prehearing Conference on transmission Tine issues was held by 

the Committee on March 9 and 10 i n  Santa Rosa t o  review a l l  the proposed j o i n t  

and individual f i n d i n g s  and conclusions f i l ed  by the p a r t i e s  f o r  considerat ion 

by the Committee. On February 22 and 23, i n  Santa Rosa, the S t a f f  had conducted 

a two-day Prehearing Conference Statement Workshop t o  a1 low the p a r t i e s  c o l l  ec- 

t i v e l y  t o  review the proposed j o i n t  and individual  f ind ings  and conclusions of  

S t a f f  and Applicant on transmission l ine issues t h a t  had been d i s t r ibu ted  on 

February 15. Subsequently, on March 1, j o i n t  and individual  s ta tements  f o r  

Committee cons idera t ion  were fi led by the following p a r t i e s :  

a )  PG&E:  I n d i v i d u a l  f i n d i n g s  and c o n c l u s i o n s  i n  the a r e a s  o f  

Transmission System P1 anning, Transmission Line Corr idors ,  Land 

Use, Geotechnical and St ruc tura l  Engineering; and, w i t h  the S ta f f  

of the Energy Commission, a J o i n t  Prehearing Conference Statement 

on transmission 1 ine co r r ido r s ,  t ransmission system planning, 

wheel ing, cut t u ra l  resources ,  1 and use, geotechnical , bio logica l  

resources, and transmission 1 ine hea l th ,  s a fe ty  and nuisance 

effects. 

b)  S t a f f :  In a d d i t i o n  t o  the J o i n t  S t a t e m e n t  described above: 

(1) i n d i v i d u a l  F i n d i n g s  and Conc lus ions  on System P l a n n i n g ,  

Transmission Line Health, Safety and Nuisance Effects, and Land 

Use; (2) and, on March 8, individual  s ta tements  on Transmission 

1 ine issues re l a t ed  t o  Geotechnical S t ruc tura l  Engineering; (3) 

A d d i t i o n a l  Proposed F i n d i n g s  and Conc lus ions  on S a f e t y  and 

Re1 i a b i l  i t y  issues f o r  the proposed pl  ant.  

c )  Alpine Valley and Franz Valley Property Owners Associations:  

J o i n t  Proposed F i n d i n g s  o f  F a c t  and Conc lus ions  o f  Law re 

Transmission Line Issues. 
CJ 
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d) County of  Sonoma and Oakmont  Property Owners Association: 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

e) Ful ton:' Findings and Conclusions Regarding Transmission Line 

Issues. 

f )  Kenwood Community Club and Howard and Jeanne Zwick: Proposed 

Findings and Conclusions. 

9) Napa County: Proposed Findings of Fact. 

h )  Northern California Power Agency: on March 9, Revised Findings 

and Conclusions on Transmission Issues. 

The other intervenors d id  not f i l e  statements for  the Committee's 

consideration. 

These filings, along w i t h  witness identification sheets, were used as  

working papers as the Committee, by subject area, reviewed w i t h  the parties 

present each submitted f inding  and conclusion t o  ascertain which transmission 

1 ine issue required adjudication i n  future evidentiary hearings. As the subject 

areas were discussed, the Committee gave those parties present an opportunity t o  

state an intention ross-examine any witness fo 

matter contained i n  the various proposed f indings and conclusions. 

ns of t he i r  Jo in t  and 

i 1 ed four veri f i ca- 

i t ted due t o  the 

C1 arence Wright, 
ly Company, and Marc S. Andersen 

whom reside i n  the area 
ine route) ,  a r e  j o i n t l y  . For convenience, these 
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unavailability of witnesses prior t o  the January 4 Prehearing Conference. The 

representative for OPOA and the County of Sonoma expressed a desire to  cross- 

examine a t  a future evidentiary hearing the Applicant witness for geotechnical 

plant s i t e  issues and the Staff witness for plant s i t e  reliability and safety. 

bj 

13. Prehearing Conference Order and Supplemental Preheari ng 

Conference Order 

On March 13 and 19, the Committee issued two Orders outl,,iing the 

sequence of testimony and witnesses that were t o  appear i n  future evidentiary 

hearings. Since l i t t l e  progress was made toward the resolution of differences 

on transmission line issues a t  the Prehearing Conference, the Committee deter- 

mined t h a t  additional time was needed for the t a k i n g  o f  evidence, and t h u s  

scheduled April 5 and 6 i n  addition to  those dates (April 9 through 20) pre- 

viously identified i n  i t s  earlier Calendar Order. 

14. Site Visit by the Committee 

On Saturday, March 31, the Committee and the parties made a noticed 

s i t e  visit t o  certain portions of the Applicant's preferred Geyser-to-Lakeville 

route. 

15. Evidentiary Hearings 

Evidentiary hearings were ,,eld dur ing  the period April 5, 1 79 

April 21, 1979. Closing arguments were heard on Apri  1 24, 1979 and the part 

t o  

es 

were invited t o  submit written arguments. 

The hearings covered the following two s i t e  related issues: Soils 

and Geology, and  P l a n t  Safety a n d  Reliabil i ty.  The hearings covered the 



~~ 
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fol1 owi ng Transmission Line Issues : Cultural and Biological Resources, Geo- 

technical/Structural Engineering, Land Use, Transmission Corridor, and 
I, 

Transmission System Planning. The issues were set forth in the Committee's 

Prehearing Conference Order dated March 13, 1979 and Supplementary Prehearing 

Conference Order dated March 19, 1979. 

Hearings on Transmission Line Health Safety and Nuisance Issues were 

deferred until after the Preliminary Report. In addition, the Committee has 

stated on the record that it will ask for testimony on the relative environ- 

mental impacts of power line construction from Lakeville, Tulacay and Vaca-Dixon 

to the load centers. 

D. Rulings on Motions, Complaints and Objections and Declarations 

1. Motion for Commission Order Suspending Proceedings and Motion to 

Suspend Present Timel i nes (OPOA) 

On October 26, 1978, OPOA filed two related motions: Motion for 

Commission Order Suspending Proceedings and Motion to Suspend Present Timel ines. 

The motion was based on the Applicant's failure to comply with a Committee 

directive to file on time the SEI on the four proposed alternative 230 kV 

transmission line routes. On September 29, 1978, the Committee had ordered that 

PG&E file this Snformation by October 26, 1978. Only a portion of the informa- 

nal data was subsequently 

The Committee, after considering written argument by the parties, 

ruled on both motions in an Order o f  November 9, 1978. The Committee ruled as 
bd 
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follows: (1) the motion t o  suspend the proceedings was denied. The Committee 

held t h a t  the supplemental environmental da ta  d id  no t  constitute addi t ional  L: 
evidence which  a1 ters the proposal, a s  required t o  invoke the Commission regula- 

t i o n  control1 ing the suspension of proceedings (20 California Administrative 

Code 1713.5); ( 2 )  the motion t o  suspend the present  timelines was granted. The 

Committee found t h a t  the submission of the SEI d id  constitute good cause t o  

lengthen the time required to  complete pub1 ic hearings under the Commission's 

regulations (20 California Administrative Code 1203(e) and 1725(a)) Therefore, 

the Committee extended the d a t e  for the completion of ev ident ia ry  hearings i n  

this proceeding from December 12, 1978 t o  February 7,  1979. (This  d a t e  was 

subsequently extended again by Commission Order - See 0.2, p. 20-2). The 

Committee a1 so extended the da te  f o r  the submission of written i n t e r r o g a t o r i e s  

t o  November 22, 1978 ( t h i s  was l a t e r  extended t o  November 29, 1978). 

On November 9 ,  1978, OPOA f i l e d  an appeal of the Committee order  t o  

t h e  f u l l  Commission. A h e a r i n g  was h e l d  b e f o r e  the f u l l  Commission on 

December 6 ,  1978. After c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  written and oral  argument ,  the  

Commission sustained the order  of the Committee. 

2. Compl a i  n t  Against Respondents, PG&E, Barton Shackel ford,  James A. 

Walker for Violation of PRC and Commission Regulations (OPOA) 

On November 9 ,  1978, I n t e r v e n o r  OPOA f i l e d  a compla in t  unde r  20 

Cal ifornia Administrative Code Section 1231 w h i c h  a1 leged t h a t  various statutes 

and regula t ions  governing Energy Commission power p l a n t  s i t i n g  proceedings had 

been v io la ted .  The Complaint r a i sed  the following contentions: 

a )  PRC 25503 and 20 Ca l i fo rn ia  Administrative Code Regulations 1703 

r e q u i r e  the inclusion of a t  l e a s t  three alternatives t o  a 

proposed transmission 1 ine route. Li 
33 
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b) The Applicant  and t h e  Executive Director of the Energy Commission 

f a i l e d  t o  comply w i t h  PRC 25503 and regulations 1703, 1705, and 

1708. The basis f o r  this contention was the allegation t h a t  the 

NO1 submitted by PG&E on August 30 f a i l e d  t o  include, as  t o  the 

proposed 230 kV transmission line routes, a l l  of the information 

required by PRC 25503 and regula t ions  1703 and 1705, and was 

therefore  improperly c e r t i f i e d  by the Executive Director under 

regulat ion 1708. 

c) The Commission shoul d suspend a l l  proceedings under regulat ion 

1713.5 u n t i l  30 days a f t e r  the Committee's request  f o r  addi t ional  

environmental da ta  i s  complied w i t h  by the Applicant. 

d) The Commission should rule t h a t  the s t a tu to ry  time limitations 

under PRC 25540 ( 9  months .to reach a decis ion a f t e r  submittal of 

an  NOI) had n o t  y e t  begun because o f  the inadequacy of the 

NO1 . 
e) As a matter of law, under PRC 25527, and regulat ion 1722( f ) ,  the 

Lakeville route  through Annadel S t a t e  Park cannot be  approved. 
/ 

I d a hearing on this complaint a t  

January 22, 1979, 

Commission ruled 

I 

I 

n of the Warren- 

f three alterna- 

W 
i 

I 34 
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tive transmission 1 ine corridors for any proposed transmission LJ 
line i n  an NO1 f i l i n g  i s  denied. 

b) The effective f i l i n g  date of the NO1 for  the purposes of PRC 

25540 i s  November 15, 1978. 

c) The Geysers U n i t  16 proceeding i s  suspended for  30 days. 

d)  Complaintant's motion t o  strike from the NO1 proceedings the 

Geysers t o  Lakeville route based on the record t o  date i s  denied. 

In add i t ion ,  the Committee was directed t o  clarify certain procedural 

matters, a s  discussed i n  the next section. 

3. Motion t o  Define the Administrative Record and t o  s e t  for th  the 

Procedures t o  Place Matters i n  the Record (OPOAI 

a )  Clarification of Procedural Ouestions 

On December 14, 1978, OPOA filed a Motion t o  Define the Adminis- 

trative Record and t o  set fo r th  the procedures t o  place matters i n  the 

record. In add i t ion ,  on January 22, 1979, the Energy Commission i n  an 

Order on OPOA' s Complaint directed this Commi t tee " t o  d r a f t  the appropriate 

order setting forth the procedure for the admission of a l l  evidence and 

comment necessary t o  serve as the basis for the Preliminary and Final 

Reports required by the statute". 

On January 26, 1979, the Committee issued an Order i n  response t o  

In t h i s  Order, the b o t h  OPOA's motion and  the Commission direct ive.  

Committee drew a distinction between the administrative record, which 
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LIJ includes all  docketed items and transcripts, and the hearing record upon 

which the Committee will base i t s  f ind ings  and conclusions. The Committee 

outlined the general procedure t h a t  should be followed i n  p lac ing  matters 

i n t o  the hearing record of this proceeding. The Committee also described 

the types of items found i n  the administrative and hearing records, and 

I 

, 
I 

I I ruled on specific requests t o  place items i n t o  evidence. I t  should be 

I tee 's  Order of December 29, 1978 Regarding the Status of the Draft EIR 
noted t h a t  these procedural questions were also addressed i n  the C o m m i t  

Prepared by the PUC S t a f f .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  procedural and scheduling 

questions were considered i n  detail i n  the Committee's Procedural and 

Scheduling Order of February 15, 1979. 

b)  Motion for Description of Management Process 

In add i t ion  t o  the various procedural questions, OPOA's Motion 
I 

of December 14 also requested an order t h a t  would direct the Commission 
, 
I 

I staff t o  describe the management process used i n  evaluating PG&E's sub- 

I mittals and an order t h a t  would direct PG&E t o  describe the management 

process used i n  i t s  decision t h a t  the Lakeville 230 kV transmission line 

route was preferred over the alternatives. 

I 

I 
I 

The Committee denied b o t h  motions, based on the evidentiary 

principal t h a t  the probative value, o f  such evidence, if  any, was ou t -  
I 
~ 

I i 

~ ed in pursuing the question. 
1 

eview Order t o  Provide Information 

9, the Committee issued a n  Order Intervenor Napa 

County directing i t  t o  provide information on whether the three proposed trans- bd 
36 
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mission line routes  which t raversed  Napa County were i n  compliance w i t h  county 

laws, standards and ordinances. If the proposals were not i n  compliance, Napa 

County was t o  i nd ica t e  the mi t iga t ion  measures t h a t  would be necessary t o  br ing 

them i n t o  compliance. 

On February 9, 1979, Napa County f i led a p e t i t i o n  w i t h  the Commission 

unde r  20 C a l i f o r n i a  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Code s e c t i o n  1215(b)  t o  review the 

Committee's Order. On February 28, 1979, a hearing on the p e t i t i o n  was he ld  

before the fu l l  Commission. The Commission upheld the Committee Order and 

sustained the power of the Commission t o  requi re  this  information. A written 

Commission Order was f i l ed  Apr i l  6 ,  1979. 

5. Request f o r  R u l i n g  t o  be Issued i n  Form of Written Order. (Napa) 

On February 15, 1979, Intervenor  Napa County f i l ed  a motion enti t led 

"Request f o r  R u l i n g  t o  be issued i n  Form of Written Order". The motion argued 

t h a t  PG&E had announced, on February 1, 1979, the results of a so-cal led "2600 

Mw study",  and t h a t  addi t iona l  time would be needed f o r  Napa County t o  analyze 

the study and prepare f o r  the ev ident ia ry  hearings. Therefore, Napa County 

requested the following re1 ief: 

a )  Formal discovery be reopened f o r  30 days. 

b) The evident iary hearings (now scheduled t o  commence Apr i l  5, 

1979, previously scheduled t o  commence Apri l  9 ,  1979) be con- 

t i n u e d  f o r  30 days ( t h i s  was l a t e r  changed by ora l  amendment t o  

60 days.) 

c )  The Committee ru l ing  be i n  the form of a written order.  
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b, On March 8, 1979, the Committee held a noticed hearing t o  consider  

written and oral  argument on Napa County's motion. Napa County gave o ra l  

argument i n  support of i t s  posit ion.  After hearing ora l  argument and con- 

s ider ing  written argument by Napa County and PG&E, the Committee ruled t h a t  the 

motion would be denied and t h a t  i t s  order  would be set f o r t h  i n  wr i t ing .  

In i t s  written Order of March 21, 1979, the Committee held i n  essence 

t h a t :  a )  Napa County should have been aware of the "2600 Mw study"; b )  the N O 1  

process is a dynamic one where new information is developed continuously and 

should be considered w i t h i n  the s t a t u t o r y  timelines; and c )  Napa County has had 

sufficient time between receiving the "2600 Mw study" on February 15, 1979, and 

the commencement of  the evident iary hearings on April 5, 1979, t o  analyze the 

mater ia l ,  conduct cross-examination and o f f e r  rebut ta l  

Therefore, the motion t o  reopen discovery and continue the ev ident ia ry  

hearings was denied. 

By Pe t i t i on  dated March' 14, 1979 (Pe t i t i on  t o  Review Order) Napa 

On March 28, 1979, the County appealed this decis ion t o  the f u l l  Commission. 

Commission upheld  the Committee's decision. 

ca t ion  of Presiding Member f o r  Bias and 

n behalf of Sonoma County 

l a r a t i o n  captioned Decla on f o r  Disquali- 

ecord  by Mr. Simmons. The 
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bj 
Member i n  these proceedings and t o  take  no further ac t ions  as Presiding Member 

except upon f a i l u r e  t o  withdraw, t o  immediately suspend this proceeding. 

Mr. Simmons' arguments i n  favor o f  the Declaration were heard and 

an opportunity was of fe red  t o  any o the r  par ty  t o  be heard on the Declaration. 

The Applicant took no pos i t ion  on the motion, reserving the r i g h t  t o  either 

support  o r  ob jec t  t o  the motion. Staff reserved any comments. 

T h e  P r e s i d i n g  Member d e c l i n e d  t o  withdraw and  a l so  declined t o  

immediately suspend the proceeding, t h u s  denying the Declaration. 

E. Conformity w i  t h  Appl icabl  e Standards, Ordi nances, and Laws 

The Committee is required by PRC Sect ion 25512(a)(2) t o  include f ind ings  

and conclusions i n  this Report on the degree of conformity of the Applicant ' s  

proposed s i te  and re1 ated facl 'l  i ties w i t h  ''appl i cab le  1 oca1 , regional , state, 

and f e d e r a l  s t a n d a r d s ,  o r d i n a n c e s ,  and laws.'' Moreover,  P R C  25514(a) ( 2 )  

requires the Committee t o  include s imi l a r  f i n d i n g s  and conclusions i n  the Final  

Report. 

The various J o i n t  Statements submitted by PG&E and the Commission s t a f f  

enumerated standards,  ordinances,  and 1 aws appl icabl e t o  the proposed s i te  and 

r e l a t e d  facilities. In addi t ion ,  a t  the Prehearing Conference on March 9 ,  the 

Committee directed the parties t o  l i s t  any addi t ional  s tandards,  ordinances,  and 

laws they f e l t  the Committee should cons ider  i n  making f ind ings  and conclusions. 

A t e n t a t i v e  l i s t  o f  appl icable  s tandards,  ordinances,  and laws to  which the 

proposed p ro jec t  must conform has been compiled and i s  set f o r t h  i n  Appendix F. 

The Final  Report will contain f ind ings  and conclusions on the degree of 

conformity of  the proposed p r o j e c t  w i t h  each of the appropr ia te  standards,  u 
ordinances , and 1 aws . 
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I I I. CONFORMITY TO DEMAND FORECASTS 

A. Need for  Additional Generating Capacity 

1. Introduction 

Public Resources Code Section 25512 requires the Committee t o  de- 

termine "[tlhe degree t o  which each alternative s i te  and related faci l i ty  

proposal designated i n  the notice o r  presented a t  a hearing and considered by 

t h e  Commission i s  i n  conformity w i t h  ...( 1 )  The forecast of statewide and 

service area electric power demands adopted pursuant t o  Section 25309. . . ' I  The 

forecast of statewide and service area electric power demands was adopted 

i n  March 1977. This matter i s  also known as "determining the need for the 

project." With respect t o  the issue of need, the Commission staff and PG&E 

proposed the findings and conclusions set f o r t h  i n  subsection 3 of this section 

for adoption by the Committee . 
2. Geothermal as a Preferred Technology 

On March 22, 1978, the Commission adopted  a policy t o  encourage 

and expedite the environmentally acceptable utilization of geothermal resource 

devel opment . 
recognizes g hermal energy 

er  needs because 

s a stimulus' t o  the State.'s 

t a l  impacts and power plant. 

re1 a t  i vely small 

t y  and f lexibil i ty;  and (5 )  
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I geothermal power p lan ts  may be planned and constructed i n  a s h o r t e r  time frame kd 
than power p lan ts  us ing  o ther  fuels. 

3. Proposed Fi ndi ngs and Concl usi ons 

PG&E and Commission staff proposed J o i n t  Findings and Conclusions on 

the conformity of the proposed pro jec t  w i t h  the Commission's most recent demand 

fo recas t  a s  set f o r t h  on the following pages: 

4. Committee Findings and Conclusions 

1 
In the absence of any r e f u t a t i o n  of the f ind ings  and conclusions 

proposed by the Applicant and t h e  S ta f f ,  the Committee adopts them as i ts  

own. They a r e  set f o r t h  on the following two pages. 
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STAFF AND APPLICANT PROPOSED FINDINGS 
2 N D  CONCLUSIONS NEED FOR CAPACITY 

Findings 

1. I f  constructed according t o  present schedules, Geyser6 ifnit 16 wit1 

begin commercial operation 3n 1982. 

2 .  G e y s e r 6  U n i t  16 uitt have a net generating capacity of about 110 

3. The "most likely?! demand forecast adopted by the E'nergy Commission, 

w i t h  adjustments, ind ica tes  a need i n  the summer of 1983 for additional 

generating capacity i n  exceas of  110 mw for the PG&E service area. 

4 .  Geysers U n i t  16 4s included i n  PGdE's generation expansion plans for 

2982. 

5. Conservation i s  not an atternative t o  the need for this  ne23 geothermal 

generation i n  1982. ~ 

6. The poZicy of the California Energy Commission is to  encourage the 

acceterated devetopment of  geo theml  re60urcesb 

7. m y s e ~ s  hit 16 wilt generate baseload etectrici@. 

The bus-bar cost o f  e b i t y  generated a t  the Geysers GeothermQt 

t $6 te66 than the b electr ic i ty  generated 6y other 

resou~ces.  r t h i s  reas desirable t o  bring geothermal 

t ine  us early a8 

w 
42 
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9. hothermat power plants h o e  a relatively short construction lead 

time, relatively high annual capacity factor, and provide f o r  potentia1 fo s s i l  

fuel  savings. 

CI 

Conclusions 

1. The additional system capacity t o  be added by Geysers U n i t  16 is 

consistent with the forecast of  service area electric power demands adopted by  

the Commission pursuant to  Public Resources Code section 25309. 

2. From an economic, lead t h e  and fuel type diversity perspective, 

Geysers Unit IS i s  an acceptable means o f  supplyhg 1 Z O  mu of generation needs 

f o r  the PGdE serice area i n  2982. 

3. S ta f f  and Applicant agree tha t  no adjudication o f  t h i s  i s sue  is 

necessary i n  the NOI. 
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b, I V .  SITE-RELATED ISSUES 

A. Introduction 

In addition to  determining the degree of conformity w i t h  applicable stan- 

dards, ordinances, and laws, PRC 25512 requires that a Preliminary Report 

contain findings and conclusions w i t h  regard to  the merit of each s i t e  and 

related facil i ty designated in the Notice or considered i n  the NO1 proceedings. 

Pub1 ic Resources Code Section 25540 el iminates the requirement for geo- 

thermal power p l a n t  Notices to  contain alternate sites. Accordingly, the 

Applicant has proposed only one s i te  for  i t s  Geysers U n i t  16 power plant. The 

Cal i forni a Department of F i  sh and Game, however, proposed an a1 te rna t  i ve 

location for the power plant, w i t h i n  the general s i t e  area, both a t  the Pre- 

hearing conference on Site Issues (November 17, 1978 transcript pp. 931-4) and 

i n  two letters t o  the Commission, dated October 25 and 31, 1978. I t  i s  the 

Department's belief tha t  construction a t  the Applicant's proposed s i t e  would 

have more adverse environmental impacts than the alternate s i te ,  some of which 

would be non-mitigable. Commission staff agree that the loss of 3.3 acres of 

evergreen forest a t  the proposed si te would be a non-mitigable impact, b u t  that 

the loss would not be significant. Therefore, i t  was Staff 's conclusion that 

this impact alone r the proposal unacceptable, 

ina t ion  of alternative s i t e  

detailed discussion and the 

see "Biological Resources". 

I 

I 

I 

~ 
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B. Air Qual i ty  

t 4 

1. Introduct ion 

In determining the conformity of the proposed power p l an t  t o  appl i -  

cab le  a i r  q u a l i t y  s tandards,  ordinances,  and laws, the Committee must consider:  

1) the ambient (background) a i r  qua l i t y  w i t h i n  the a i r  basin; and 2 )  the amounts 

and impacts of the various emissions from the power p l an t  on sensitive receptors  

a t  the time of operat ion.  

To examine the ambient  a i r  q u a l i t y ,  t he  Committee must review 

monitored da ta  and pro jec t ions  o f  a i r  q u a l i t y  a t  the time the p lan t  commences 

operat ion and measure the results a g a i n s t  nat ional  and s t a t e  ambient a i r  q u a l i t y  

s tandards.  Non-attainment of t h e  a i r  qua l i t y  s tandards i n  the a i r  basin i n  

quest ion,  meaning t h a t  the a i r  is  more pol lu ted  than allowed by law, imposes 

addi t iona l  requirements f o r  the grant ing  of a permit. Generally,  these require- 

ments are: 1) t h a t  there be emission reductions ( t r a d e o f f s ,  o f f s e t s )  elsewhere 

i n  the a i r  basin,  so t h a t  even w i t h  the proposed new source, there will be an 

overa l l  improvement (net benefit) i n  a i r  qua l i t y  i n  the bas in ,  and there will 

continue t o  be reasonable progress  toward meeting the a i r  q u a l i t y  s tandards ;  and 

2 )  t h a t  the p ro jec t  employ the best a v a i l a b l e  control  technology (BACT).  

In addi t ion  t o  the ambient a i r  qua l i t y  review, which cons iders  the 

condi t ion of the a i r  w i t h i n  the basin where the power p l an t  i s  proposed t o  be 

b u i l t ,  the Committee must consider  a new source review examination of the 

amounts of emissions from the power p l a n t  i tself  t o  assure  t h a t :  1) they will 

not  v i o l a t e  o r  prevent at ta inment  of  the a i r  qua l i t y  s tandards  a t  the time the 

p l a n t  commences operat ion;  and 2 )  t h a t  they a r e  equal t o  o r  less than the 

I bii emissions 1 imi t a t ions  f o r  a new source. 
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The regulatory framework for new source review by the Lake County Air 

Pollution Control District i s  different from that which applies i n  Northern 

Sonoma County, (the proposed location of most of the geothermal projects which 

have undergone NO1 review previously by this Commission). 

I 

In Sonoma County, if the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) deter- 

mines t h a t  emissions from a new source will cause a violation of ambient air 

quality standards (A.A.Q.S.) - or will interfere w i t h  the maintenance of A.A.Q.S. 

or, will prevent the attainment o f  A.A.Q.S. he may either g ran t  - or deny a permit 

for the source. However, he may grant the permit only i f  the new source uses 

best avail ab1 e control technology (BACT) , -’ and reductions of emissions from 

existing sources are obtained so that overall air quality i n  the area will be 

improved. 

In Lake County, the Air Pollution Control Officer does not have 

discretion b u t  must require BACT for  any source which-would emit any regulated 

pollutant i n  quantities exceeding 20 lbs/hr or 150 lbs/day, as the project i s  

proposed. I f ,  even w i t h  the application of BACT, the source would cause a 

violation of A.A.Q.S. or  result i n  a measurable contribution t o  the continued 

of A.A.Q.S., then trade-offs will be required. Further, even i f  the 

1 emit less than 20 lbs/hr or 150 lbs/day, the APCO may st i l l  require 

t the source may never- 

u t ion  to  the con- 

violation of A.A.Q 
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2. Discussion 

a. General 

On January 23, 1979, the Energy Commission and the Cal i forn ia  Air 

Resources Board (ARB) adopted a j o i n t  pol icy statement which "sets f o r t h  a 

procedure f o r  the expedi t ious approval of needed power p l an t s  i n  a manner 

t h a t  f u l l y  preserves the i n t e g r i t y  of C a l i f o r n i a ' s  a i r  q u a l i t y  program." 

The  Commission wil l  be  e x p l i c i t l y  gu ided  by t h i s  p o l i c y  statement i n  

adopting amended NOI/AFC regula t ions  governing the s i t i n g  o f  power p l an t s  

us ing  fuel types o the r  t h a n  geothermal, and i n  o the r  ac t ions  a f f e c t i n g  

compl iance with a i r  qual i t y  1 aws . The Commi s s ion  w i  1 1 be guided genera l  ly 

by the j o i n t  agreement i n  adopting geothermal power plant  s i t i n g  regula- 

tions.* The ARB sha l l  be s i m i l a r l y  guided i n  adopting i t s  revised model 

New Source Review rule t o  be used by loca l  districts and i n  any other 

ac t ions  a f f ec t ing  the s i t i n g  of  new power plants.  The j o i n t  agreement does 

not a f f e c t  proceedings on the PG&E Geysers Unit 16 Notice, b u t  should be 

appl icable  t o  the AFC i f  the Notice i s  approved. 

T h e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  the  f e d e r a l  Environmental  P r o t e c t i o n  

Agency's (EPA) Prevention of S ign i f i can t  Deter iora t ion  (PSD) regula t ions  

remains unsettled. The Committee understands t h a t  f ede ra l ,  s t a t e ,  and 

loca l  a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  engaging i n  a series of conferences d i r ec t ed  toward 

*Some aspec ts  of the j o i n t  agreement, e spec ia l ly  a s  they r e l a t e  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  
sites, a r e  not appropr ia te  t o  the geothermal power p l a n t  s i t i n g  process. The 
CEC and t h e  ARB hope t o  develop a j o i n t  agreement specific t o  geothermal power 
p lan t  s i t i n g  i n  the near future. 
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LJ c l a r i f y i n g  this issue*, among others.  The proposed Findings and Conclu- 

sions thus  take the unse t t led  nature of  the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of PSD regula- 

t i o n s  i n t o  considerat ion,  where appropriate.  

b. Prehearing Conference - Air Q u a l i t y  Issues 

The S t a f f  and the  App l i can t  i n i t i a l l y  submi t t ed  i n d i v i d u a l  

s ta tements  containing proposed Air Qual i t y  Findings and Conclusions. The 

Lake County Air Pol 1 ution Control Officer (LCAPCO) par t ic ipa ted  substan- 

t i a l  ly  regarding formulation of proposed Air Qual i t y  Findings and Concl u- 

s ions  a t  the Preheari  ng Conference (November 17, 1978, t r a n s c r i p t  , pp. 

765-922). Appl icant and S t a f f  resolved their d i f f e rences  and subsequently, 

on January 4, 1979 a t  the Prehearing Conference, submitted J o i n t  Proposed 

Air Q u a l i t y  Findings and Conclusions. 

Several key poin ts  on a i r  q u a l i t y  discussed a t  the Prehearing 

Conference on S i t e  Related Issues are a s  follows: 

o LCAPCD does not regard Carbon Monoxide (CO) a s  a consequential 

emission or a ser ious  po l lu t an t  a t  this time. (Transcr ip t  p. 

801) . 
o LCAPCO' s , Mr. Steve Zal usky, i n t e rp re t a t ion  of a "demonstrabl e 

a t  a bene f i t  would 

I 

Commission direct 
nsiderat ion of t h e  

ppl icab i l  i t y  of PSD 
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o Both  the NSCAPCO, Mr. Michael Tolmosoff, and the LCAPCO object 

t o  a proposed f i n d i n g  stating that the sources for H2S emis- 

sions are "unknown"; they believe t h a t ,  under certain condi t ion ,  

the sources are known, as identified i n  SRI International and 

ERT studies. (Transcript p. 808). 
i 

i 
i o PGPIE filed an Authority t o  Construction w i t h  the LCAPCD i n  
I 

I September 1978 for U n i t  16. 

o Since the operational date for  U n i t  15 i s  uncertain, the date 
j 

for  submitting data verifying the effectiveness of the Stret- 

ford process i s  a1 so uncertain. (Transcript pp. 875-7) . 
I In order t o  fulf i l l  i t s  responsibility t o  determine the proposed 

project' s conformity with a i r  qual i t y  s tandards,  ordinances , and 1 aws , the 
I 

I 

I 

Committee must f i r s t  identify those which are applicable. A l i s t  of laws 

tentatively deemed applicable i s  included i n  Appendix F of t h i s  Report. 

The Committee will require the S ta f f  and Applicant t o  assess conformity of 

the proposed projects w i t h  these standards, ordinances, and laws in the 

course of the NO1 proceedings, before issuance of a Final Report. 

3. Proposed F ind ings  and Conclusions, Air Qual i ty  

i 
1 Following are the Proposed Findings and Conclusions submitted j o i n t l y  
1 
1 
1 by the Appl icant and S t a f f  foll owing the Preheari ng Conference: 

49 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF 
PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Air Quality 

b, 

Findings 

1. The Applicant has stated that Unit 16 3s scheduled t o  begin operation i n  

the f a t t  of 1982, and that it witt have a guaranteed gross generating 

capacity of  120 MW. 

2 .  Lake County A i r  Pol lut ion Control District (LCAPCDI Rule 411 l im i t s  

emissions of pr t icu ta te  matter t o  whichever is lesser o f :  

a. 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot; or 

b. 40 pounds per hour. 

3. Particulate emissions from Unit 16 during normal power plant operation will 

be substantially less  than either 0.2 gr/scf or 40 lb/hr. Particulate 

emissions witt not exceed 50 tons/year. 

4 .  Particulate &ssions a t  f u l l  steam flow during periods of  steam stacking 

are a t  present uncertain. The A p p l i c a n t  has agreed t o  provide this  info?- 
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6 .  The Applicant has proposed to  employ a Stretford Unit to  remove sulfur from 

the H2S i n  the noncandensible gas stream. The LCAPCD Acting Air Pollu- 

t ion Control Officer has interpreted Rule 412 as applicable t o  the 

S t re t fo rd  Unit .  Airborne emission rates  and concentrations from the  

Stretford Unit were supplied i n  the Supplemental Response6 t o  S t a f f ' s  Third 

Set of Pata Requests (November 3, l 978) .  

b 

7. Other than the emissions limitations specified in Findings 2 and 3 above, 

there are currently no specific emissions timitations applicable t o  Unit 16 

during normal power plant operation. A general emissions limitation i s  

contained i n  Rule 430, which prohibits the discharge of any contaminant i n  

an amount which causes injury, detriment, nuisance or annoyance to  any 

considerable number of persons or which causes injury or damage t o  business 

or property. Purther, Rute 430 states that emissions i n  quantities which 

cause a state or federal mnbient air  quality standard t o  be exceeded is a 

violation of that rule. 

8 .  An a i r  qual i ty  impact analysis  pursuant t o  federat  new source review 

requirements is required fo r  any net) major emitting f a c i l i t y .  However, the 

EPA d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a major emit t ing f a c i l i t y  is unknown a t  t h i s  t ime.  

9.  LCAPCD Rules 602 and 605 requires that the APCO perform an a ir  quality 

analysis f o r  any source which will  emit more than 20 ZbFr or 150 lb/day of  

any pollutant, except CO, f o r  which there is a local, state, or federal 

ambient air  quality standard (AAQS).  The APCO must deny an authority t o  

construct f o r  such a source unless he determines t h a t  emissions from 

the source may not be expected to  result i n  the vioZation or measurable 

contribution to  the continued vioZation of any AAQS, and provided that the 

b 
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t o .  

11. 

best available control technology (BACT) d l 1  be used on the emitting 

equipment f o r  the pollutants specified above. Further, Rule 604 allows the 

pemitt ing authority t o  conduct an a i r  quality analysis f o r  a source which 

tAlZ emit less thun 20 ZbFr or 150 tb/&y of any potlutant f o r  which thepe 

i s  an AAQS i f  the emissions from the source may not* be expected t o  result 

i n  the violation or measurable contribution t o  the continued violation of 

an AAQS. Any analysis undertaken pursuant t o  Rule 605 shall consider 

eacisting state and local control strategies. 

The NSCAPCD, an adjacent district, adopted Rule 4551b1 i n  June, 1978. Rule 

455/b) is an H2S control strategy requiring specified reductions i n  H2S 

emission6 from new and existing sources t o  achieve a gradual reduction i n  

ambient E2S concentrations so that the H2S ambient air  quality standard 

tA11 be attained. The provisions o f  Rule 455(b), which apply t o  several 

sources w e d  by the Applicant, are hereby incorporated by reference as 

though f u l l y  set  forth herein. 

I f  an analysis perfoGed pursuant t o  Rule 605 indicates the source d l 1  

result i n  the violat i  r the measurable contribution t o  the continued 

violation of an AA source m y  stitt be p e d t t e d  if emissions 

t s ,  i n  addition those reductions required pursuant t o  existing 

"demonstmbt e 

6 standard may 

ements i n  the vicini ty  of Unit 

era1 m e s .  Area 

source6 i n  Lake County and Sonoma County which have contributed t o  such 

*The Committee suspects 'that the word "not" has been used here i n  error. 
Clarification i s  requested of the Applicant and S t a f f .  
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violations have been identified by environmental comultants, ERT and SlU, b 
f o r  varying meteorological conditions. 

13. The Applicant has performed an a ir  quality analysis t o  determine whether 

E2S emissions from Unit 16 wi l l  result i n  the violation of or measurable 

contribution to  the eccisting violation of the E# standard. 

14. The Appticant's analysis indicates that Unit 16 could emit 5 lb/hr E$ 

without causing a violation of the H2S standard. !The analysis further 

indicates that the expected impact should be less  than 10 ppb. The LCAPCD 

has determined that additive e f f e c t s  from a new source which are less  

than 5-10 ppb z(riZ1 not be considered a "measurable contribution" f o r  Unit 

16. The Applicant considered impacts from Unit 16 on Anderson Springs, 

Whispering Pines and Middletown f o r  meteorological conditions of fwni- 

gation, l imited mixing, drainage f low,  and obstacle f l ow .  Ei ther  a 

physical model, tracer study or analytical analyses m s  perfonned. The 

cumutative e f f ec t s  of Units 13, 14, 16 and 18 on Anderson Springs were 

considered f o r  obstacle f l ow  conditions using a physical model. The 

cumulative e f f e c t s  o f  Units 13, 16, and 28 on Whispering Pines were 

considered during obstacle flow conditions using an analytical analysis. 

15. Staff finds that, a f ter  a preliminary analysis, A p p t i c a n t ' s  analysis is 

reasonable i n  i t s  consideration of drainage and &otmtM;sh using a physical 

model and tracer releases. Appticant's position is that the Wind tunnel 

model is reasonably conservative t o  predict m m h . u n  dowmdnd concentra- 

t ions .  S t a f f ' s  pos i t ion  i s  t h a t  conclusions must await submittal o f  

v e r i f i c a t i o n  and descript ion o f  the plume r i s e  equations used i n  the  

a?ldy6<6 

L 
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17. 

18. 

The Appticmt's position i s  that NCPA should conduct their own air  quality 

analyses. After a suitable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the tu0 

projects has been provided, a t  or prior t o  the f i l i n g  of an AFC f o r  either 

project, Applicant Wit1 discuss With the Staf f  and NCPA the methods of 

e two analyses. 

The Applicant has used a s tat is t ical  model t o  evaluate hpacts  during 

meteorologicat conditions described as  "subsidence inversion with an 

inversion base of not l e s s  than 3500 f e e t  (MSL).'' The model used by 

Applicant has not been validated f o r  application i n  the type of terrain and 

meteorology which characterizes the Geysers and the Unit 16 plant d t e ,  and 

the S ta f f  has reservations as t o  i t s  v iabi l i ty .  However, the Applicant is 

currently answering S ta f f  interrogatories f o r  Unit 17 which request a 

comparison of calculated versus observed H2S concentrations f o r  historical 

days. S taf f  Will, in conjunction With the NSCAECD and the LCAPCD, review 

the submitted material and d l 1  report i t s  findings and recommendations f o r  

future work, if necessary during the comment period on the Preliminary 

Report f o r  Unit 16. 

f i e  steam supply for Unit 16 d l 1  be approximately 2,000,000 tb/hr., With 

an H2S content of 70220 ppm. This results in a total unabated H2S flow 

technology or level of 

s time. This Wilt be 

6 .  I n  the AFC f i l i ng ,  the 

54 
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20 .  

21 .  

22 .  

23 

24 .  

25 rn 

26 .  

A p p l i c a n t  shall address the technology or level of  abatement that would Lj 

constitute BACT. 

The Applicant proposes t o  abate H# emission w-ith a surface condenser and 

Stretford Unit. A Stretford Unit, if cotrectly sized, should abate 99+ 

percent of  the H2S which reaches the unit in the gas stream. 

The Applicant has proposed t o  use a Stretford Unit With a sulfur handling 

capacity of a t  least 300 lb/hr and thus the unit appears t o  be adequately 

sized f o r  Unit 16. 

The amount o f  Hg which reaches the Stretford system 58 dependent on the 

amount of H$ which the surface condenser is able t o  "partition" out of 

the steam and into the gas stream. 

I f  the surface condenser partitions Zess than 95-97 percent of the H f l  

into the gas stream, depending on the steam concentration and natural 

oxidation, the  H2S remaining i n  the stream condensate w i l l  require 

treatment if the p l a n t  is t o  meet the 5 Zb/hr emissions l i d t a t i o n  proposed 

by the Applicant. 

The part i t ioning e f f i c i e n c y  o f  the surface condenser proposed is not  

presently known. The A p p l i c a n t  estimates a partitioning eff iciency of  

80-98 percent . 
Unit t5 is the f i r s t  Geyser6 power plant ut i l iz ing a surface condenser and 

Stpetford system scheduled to  begin operation. Unit l5 is scheduled t o .  

begin operation i n  l979. 

Because the 

dependent on 

abi l i ty  of Unit 16 t o  operate with 5 tb/"nr HS emissions is 

the partitioning eff iciency of the surface condenser and the 
b 

55 



Id 

' 71A:l'7 R2 S/ l1 /7 ,9  

actual chemical carposition of the steam, the Applicant should, if the N O I  

i s  approved, f i l e  an AFC which either: 

a.  contains suff icient operating data from U n i t  15 t o  determine, with 

reasonable certainty, that the partitioning efficiency of the surface 

condenser o i l 1  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  l i m i t  H2S emissions t o  5 tb /hr;  

or  

b .  contains specific proposats f o r  comiensats' treatment systems (or 

methods of accounting f o r  the natural oxidation) which w i l l  be 

installed prior t o  commercial operation of Unit 16 i n  the event that 

the  operating data from Unit 15 indicates  tha t  the part i t ioning 

eff iciency of the surface condenser i s  not suf f ic ient  t o  l imit  HS 
emissions t o  5 tb/hr a t  U n i t  t 6 .  

27. The steam supplier asserts that if HS emissions from the steam release 

valve during periods of steam stacking are reduced t o  5 tb/hr  during 

adverse meteorotogicat comiit.ions, such emissions wilt not result i n  the 

violation or measu~abte contribution t o  the continued violation of the H# 

standard. Although t h i s  asser t ion  is probably reasonable, t h e  steam 

supplier should consider stacking conditions i n  their analysis with the 
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d .  the amount of  H2S emissions reductions which w i t 2  be obtained during L1 
meteorotogicat conditions other than those defined as adverse i s  

ctearty stated; and 

e.  the impcrct on ambient H2S concentrations 

emissions reductions in the amounts specifi 

determined 

as a result o f  stacking 

pursuant t o  ( d )  above is 

f .  consideration fo r  any other ptants in the immediate area which are 

atso stacking. 

28. The steam supptier proposes t o  reduce H$ dssi0ns during s t a c k h g  t o  5 

tb/hr through the use of "automated" flow controt vatves tocated i n  the 

f l o w  t ines of at2 supp ly  wetts and remotely controZted from a centra2 point 

tocated a t  or near the power ptant and with the use of a steam crossover 

pipetine t o  Unit 13. The abi t i ty  o f  the steam supptier t o  reduce H$ 

stacking emissions t o  5 tb/hr through the use of automated f h w  controt 

vatves and crossover pipetines has not been demonstrated. 

29. The A p p t i c a n t  shOUtd, a t  or prior t o  the time an AFC is f i t ed ,  obtain and 

provide detaited i?afO?TuZtiQn from the steam supptier demonstrating the 

engineering feas ib i t i t y  of  the automated f taw controt vatve and crossover 

pipetine to  reduce H2S emissions t o  5 tb/hr. 

30. Ctyde B .  Etter, Director of the Enforcement Division, Region IX, of  the 

hrvironmentai! Protection Agency, has stated that Federal Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration Rules (PSD) may app2y t o  geothermat power p2ants 

and presumabty t o  the steam retease vatve. This Contention is subject t o  

dispute 
Lid 
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e, 31. Neither the power p l a n t  mr the steam release valve have a poten tk t  t o  

emit 250 tons/year o f  any pol lutant  other than HZS, except p 0 6 6 i b t y  

part iculates ,  which would also have allowable emissions less than 5 0  

tons/year. PSD regulations would thus not apply with respect t o  such other 

32. The LCAPCD has submitted proposed H2S emissions limitations f o r  geother- 

mal operations f o r  ARB review. Relevant portions of proposed Rule 4 2 1 ( a )  

(power plant emissions) and 4 2 1 ( b )  (steam transmission t ine emissions) are 

as follows: 

421A Power Plants 

o AZZ geothermal power plants constructed a f ter  January 1, 1980 shall 

emit no more than 100 grams hydrogen sulfide per MWH (e lectr ic)  up t o  
I January 1, 1990. 

421B Geotheml Steam Transmission Lines 

Scheduled and Unscheduled Outages of Power Plants 

o Effective January 1, Z980 hydpogen sulfide emisdons shall be reduced 

to  no more than 35 percent of the f u l l  unabated steam f lm  within 1 

$8 allowed by  normal 
i 

I 

I of Supervisors adopted new 

I 
nstruct ( s i c  
100 gram6 O f  

t o  January t of 

58 , 
I 

I 
~ 
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I 

Lj 
power plant operation within too hours from the time of outage aa 

specified in Section 421-A. 2 

33. If the power plant emissions are limited to  5 l b h r  HZS, and if stacking 

emissions are reduced t o  5 lb/hr during adverse meteorological conditions, 

Unit 16 wil t  comply with the provisions of 421A, and the steam release 

valve will  comply with the provisions of 421B during those adverse meteoro- 

logical conditions. Compliance with 42 lB  during meteorologicat conditions 

less  than those defined as adverse has not been established. If Rule 421B 

is adopted in Lake County, the Applicant has agreed to address compliance 

i n  the AFC. 

Conclusions 

l .  Unit 26, as  proposed in the  ROI, w i l Z  comply w i t h  LCAPCD par t icu la te  

emissions limitations. 

2. Emissions from U n i t  16 m y  not require federal New Source Review. 

3. I f  the Stretford U n i t  performs as expected, the sulfur handling capacity of  

the Stretford U n i t  proposed f o r  use on U n i t  l 6  wi l l  be adequute to  treat 

the H# which may be expected t o  reach the unit. 

4. Both Unit 16 and the steam release valve will comply with federal PSD 

requirements, a s s d n g  such requirements apply. 

5. The Applicant shall provide, a t  or prior to  the fxling of an AFC f o r  U n i t  

16, the information specified i n  Findings 4, 6, 19, 26, 27, 29, and 33. 

2. Also on December 29, 1978, the County Board of Supervisors specifically 
declined t o  a d o p t  an emissions limitation f o r  the steam release "valve". 
Therefore, the language o f  421(b) which ms proposed a t  the time of the 
Prehearing Conference Statement was w i t t e n  was not adopted by Lake 
County. Rather, adoption of emissions limitation f o r  the steam release 
valve has been expressty deferred indefinitely, pending completion of the 
technical study. 

c1 
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LJ 6 .  Staff shulZ report to the Codssion as' specified in Finding 27. 

7. Until the analysis and information specified in this statement is provided, 

Staff cannot deterwine whether Unit 16 is siteable. Because the infor- 

mation requested trill be provided, the NOI should be approved d t h  respect 

to air quality. 

In the absence of further analysis by the Applicant> emissions of hydrogen 

sulfide dl t  be limited to no more than five pounds per hour. 

8. 
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4. Committee Findings and Conclusions 

The Committee adopts the Findings and Conclusions which have been 

proposed jo in t ly  by the Applicant and S t a f f  w i t h  the following modifications.  

Conclusion number 5 is  modified t o  reflect the requirement of f ind ing  

15 t h a t  Applicant submit a v e r i f i c a t i o n  and desc r ip t ion  of the plume rise 

equation used i n  i t s  analysis. This information should be provided a t  the time 

o f  f i l i n g  t h e  AFC. Conclusion number 7 i s  renumbered conclusion number 9, a 

new conclusion number 7 i s  added and conclusion number 8 is modified so t h a t  

the last five conclusions (5  through 9)  read a s  follows: 

5. The Applicant s h a l l  provide, a t  o r  p r i o r  t o  the f i l  ng of an AFC for 

U n i t  16, the information s p e c i f i e d  i n  Findings 4, 6, 15, 19, 26, 27, 29, and 

33. 

6. S t a f f  

7. NCPA 

v i c i n i t y  of The 

s h a l l  repor t  t o  the Commission a s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  Finding 17. 

s propos ing  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a geothermal  power p l a n t  i n  t h e  

ieysers U n i t  16 s i t e  which  may impact the conclusions regarding 

the a i r  q u a l i t y  impact o f  Geysers U n i t  16. 

8. In the absence of further analysis by the Applicant, based on infor- 

mation provided by the App l i can t  t o  da t e ,  i t  appears l ikely t h a t  emissions of 

hydrogen s u l f i d e  will be l imi t ed  t o  no more than five pounds per hour. 

9. U n t i l  the ana lys i s  and information spec i f i ed  above have been provided, 

the Committee cannot make a f i n a l  determination t h a t  U n i t  16 is  s i t e a b l e .  

However, the information which has been provided t o  da t e  is adequate for the 

purposes of the NO1 proceeding and because the Committee expects the information 

requested will be provided, the NO1 should be approved w i t h  respect t o  air 

qual i t y .  
L 
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C. Publ ic  Health. Safetv. and R e l i a b i l i t v  

1. Introduct ion 

Publ ic  Resources Code Sect ions 25511 and 25512 require the Commission 

t o  determine the adequacy of measures proposed by the Applicant t o  p ro tec t  

publ ic  hea l th  and safe ty .  Central t o  this considerat ion i s  the determination of 

the conformity of the proposed power p l an t  w i t h  appl icable  p u b l i c  hea l th  and 

safety laws and standards. 

Pub1 ic  Resources Code Section 25216.3 author izes  the Commission t o  "compile 

r e l evan t  l o c a l ,  regional ,  s t a t e ,  and federal  land use, publ ic  s a fe ty ,  environ- 

mental, and o the r  s tandards to  be met i n  designing, s i t i n g ,  and operat ing 

f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the s t a t e " ,  and t o  "...adopt s tandards,  except f o r  a i r  and water 

q u a l i t y ,  t o  be met i n  designing o r  operat ing f a c i l i t i e s  t o  safeguard pub l i c  

hea l th  and safety, which may be different from o r  more s t r i n g e n t  than those 

adopted by l o c a l ,  regional , o r  o the r  s t a t e  agencies.. 'I. 

time. T h u s ,  the Commission i s  c u r r e n t l y  u s i n g  e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d s  a s  the 

benchmark t o  eva lua te  the adequacy of p u b l i c  hea l th  and sa fe ty  pro tec t ion  

sec t ions  of this 

, s a f e t y ,  and r e l i a b i l i t y  

i n  of the Findings and 

Management, Hydrology, 

speak t o  the adequacy of publ ic  

The Commission has n o t  adopted s tandards d i f f e r e n t  from o r  more s t r i n g e n t  

t h a n  any local, reg iona l ,  s t a t e ,  o r  federal s tandards e f f e c t i v e  a t  the present 

time. T h u s ,  the Commission i s  c u r r e n t l y  u s i n g  e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d s  a s  the 

benchmark t o  eva lua te  the adequacy of p u b l i c  hea l th  and sa fe ty  pro tec t ion  

sec t ions  of this 

, s a f e t y ,  and r e l i a b i l i t y  

i n  of the Findings and 

Management, Hydrology, 

speak t o  the adequacy of publ ic  
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health and safety protection measures. In addition, there are two other issues 

logically related to  making safety and reliabil i ty determinations for  geothermal 

power plants. These are the Geotechnical and C i v i l  Engineering issues discussed 

i n  Section 1II.D. Section III.C.3 contains the S t a f f  proposed Findings and 

b 

Conclusions for Safety and Reliability that were submitted a t  the Prehearing 

Conference on March 9, 1979. Finally, Section III.C.4 includes Findings and 

Conclusions jointly proposed by the Applicant and the S t a f f  specifically dealing 

w i t h  the area of Structural Engineering, as required by PRC 25511 and 25512. 

2. Public Health 

a. Introduction 

Geothermal steam found a t  the Geysers is composed of various chemical 

elements and compounds. In a geothermal power plant, this steam source is  used 

t o  provide heat (and energy) t o  drive electric power-producing turbines and 

generators. The steam is  not, however, totally "consumed" dur ing  the generation 

process. Rather, a portion is condensed and reinjected into the underlying 

steam field and a portion is  ducted into the cooling tower for  release into the 

atmosphere. Th i s  cooling tower exhaust and other ventings into the atmosphere 

(such as during periods of steam stacking) expose the surrounding area t o  the 

chemical components of the geothermal steam. 

Hydrogen sulfide (H$) i s  the principal chemical component of the 

exhaust gas ,  a l t h o u g h  constituents such as ammonia, arsenic, mercury, sulfur 

became apparent d u r i n g  

d i o x i d e ,  suspended par t iculates ,  and  radionuclides are a lso present. I t  

previous proceedings on geothermal power p l a n t  proposal s 

ssion that additional detailed information was needed t o  before the Energy Comm 

63 
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u assess meaningfully the p u b l i c  health effects of exposure t o  the components of 

geothermal steam. Air quality considerations also interact w i t h  this area b u t ,  

as stated i n  the Air Quality section (section IV-B), factors such as dilution, 

dispersion, and ambient concentrations, cannot be evaluated u n t i l  the completion 

of the pending a i r  qual i ty  analysis. Nevertheless, the information which i s  

available i s  adequate t o  reach findings and conclusions regarding H2S, 

ammonia, arsenic, mercury, and radionuclides, which are sufficient for the 

purposes of the NOI. The da ta  appear sufficient, t o  reach more definitive 

findings and conclusions regarding the pub1 ic health effects of exhaust emis- 

I 

sions o f  sulfates, sulfur dioxide (SO2), and t o t a l  suspended particulates 

(TSP) 

bo Proposed Fi ndi ngs and Conclusions 

The Commission staff and PG&E have jo in t ly  proposed the fol lowing 

Findings and Conclusions on Public Health f o r  a d o p t i o n  by the Committee. 

References t o  applicable and suggested air  qual i t y  standards are included where 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF 
PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

PUBLIC HEALTH 

P-.zdings - Hydrogen Sulfide 

1. Unit 16 will emit hydrogen sulfide (H#I  i n  the cooling tower exhaust 

during normal ptant operation. H 8  wit1 atso be emitted from the steam 

supply during periods of steam stacking. 

2. Chronic Long term exposupe t o  H# concentrations of 0.08 ppm and above 

has been reported to cause adverse health e f fects  i n  the hwnan population. 

3. The health e f fec t s  of exposure t o  H2S concentrations tess  than 0.08 ppm 

are not welt documented. 

4 .  Due t o  the lack of data, and the uncertainty over the  v a l i d i t y  o f  

studies of tow level exposures, experts disagree on actual e f f ec t s  of such 

exposures. 

5.  Hydrogen sulfide has an odor which can be detected at  concentrations a t  

levels less than those reported t o  cause adverse health effects.  

6. The s ta t e  ambient a i r  qual i ty  standard f o r  H2S is 0.03 pprn ( 2  hour 

average). 

7. The state ambient air  quality standard f o r  H2S is bused on a nuisance 

odor threshold. 

8. The proposed I l l i n o i s  ambient a i r  qual i ty  standard f o r  H2S, which i s  

intended t o  protect pubtic health, i s  0.01 ppm ( 8  hour average). A p p l i c a n t  

questions the basis and applicability of t h i s  standard. 
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9 .  Ambient H 8  concentrations i n  Ander6on Springs have, on occasion, exceeded 

the state standard of 0.03 ppm. 

lo .  The impact of H2S emissions from Unit 16 during normal power plant 

operation on ambient HS concentrations at  receptors i n  the Geysers has 

not y e t  been adequately determined f o r  a l t  meteorological conditions 

identif ied by Staf f .  

11. The impcrct of H f i  emissions from the steam release valve during periods 

o f  steam stacking on ambient H2S concentrations a t  receptors in  the  

Geysers has not yet been adequately determined. 

12. Applicant will  monitor H2S emissions from Unit 16 during the operating l i f e  

of the power pkznt. 

13. The A p p l k m r t  has proposed to  discuss with S ta f f ,  other u t i l i t i e s ,  steam 

suppliers, appropdate agencies, and interested parties, the necessity mrd 

methodology f o r  monitoring ambient Hg concentrations i n  and around fie 

Geyser6 area. 

Conctusions 

lo The health e f fects  of continuous exposure t o  H# i n  concentrations less 

6 from chronic 

be concluded whether 

s a resu l t  of 

Pe-tZ68866 the  

the a i r  qual i ty  potent ial  public h 

anal y&. 
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3. Applicant shalt submit i n  an APC a proposal specifying the manner i n  which Ll 
efiissions monitoring i s  t o  be affected.  

4.  The Applicant shall discuss with S t a f f ,  other u t i l i t i e s ,  steam suppliers, 

appropriate agencies, and interested parties, the necessity and methodotogy 

for  monitoring ambient E$ concentrations in and around The Geysers area. 

Findings - Ammia 

1. Geyser6 Unit 16 d l 1  emit ammonia i n  the cooling tower exhaust d+ft  during 

normal operation and i n  the steam supply during periods of steam stacking. 

2 .  Inhalation of ammonk i n  suff<cient quantii%es can cause adverse health 

e f f ec t s .  

3. There is no applicable ambient a i r  quality standard f o r  ammonia. The 

Cali fornia occupational Sa fe t y  and Health Standard is 25 p p m  ( 8  hour 

average). The Environmental Protection Agency has, however, suggested 0.06 

ppm as a safe tevet fo r  ammonia concentratiom i n  ambient air .  (Multimedia 

Environmental Goals f o r  EnvironmentaZ Asses6ment, EPA Document 600/7-77-136 

a, November, 19771. Applicant questions the basis and vatidity of t h i s  

study. 

4 .  Arrunonia concentrations i n  s t e m  from 62 producing welts u t  the Geysers has 

averaged 294 parts per mittion ( p p m ) .  

5 .  !l'he monk concentrations i s  steam from four t e s t  welts fo r  Unit t 6  ranged 

from 8.8 t o  4t . l  ppm; the average t)as 30.6 pprn. 
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9. 

t o .  

12. 

12 0 

The Unit 16 cooling tower as proposed i n  the NOI will emit appro*tely 61 

pounds per hour m o n i a ,  based on m o n i a  concentrations i n  the s t e m  from 

four t e s t  wells f o r  Unit IS. 

Dilution of rmDllOltia d s s i o n s  occur during transport, a d  the result- 

ant ambient concentrations a t  points of sensitive receptors can be deter- 

mined by the a i r  quality analysis. Staf f  will a66e68 ambient m o n k  

concentrat im a f t e r  it has compZeted i t s  assessment of the Appticant’s a i r  

quality arlatysis. 

Atmospheric Peactions of tnrunonia emissions could potentially form toxic 

m o n i u m  compounds, such as monium sulfate. 

Sulfates can form through atmospheric o;cidation of H2S. 

Sulfates can be t o d c  to  humans when inhaled i n  k f f i c i e n t  quantities. 

The Catifornia ambient air  quality standard f o r  suspended sulfates is 
3 25ug/m (24 hour average). 

The ambient a i r  qual i ty  standard f o p  su l fa tes  $8 not expected t o  be 

a resut t  of’ n o m 1  power plant operation or the stacking of the 

steam supptg f o r  Unit 16; 

t i t i e s  that could cause 
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Li Conctusions 

2. I t  w i Z l  be possibte t o  assess the impact of Unit 26 anaonia e ~ s s i o n s  on 

ambient anaonia concentrations af ter  the s taf f  has completed i t s  assessment 

of the Applicant's a i r  quality analysis. 

2. Ammonium bisutf ide formed by atmospheric reaction of annnonia d s s i o n s  & l Z  

not be present i n  suff icient quantities t o  cause adverse heatth e f f ec t s .  

3. Since the s tate  ambient a i r  quality standard f o r  sutfates is not expected 

t o  be exceeded, adverse heat th  impacts shouZd not occur from suZfate 

f o m t i o n s  resutting from opemtion of Unit 26. 

Findings - A rsenic 

2. Unit 26 w i t 2  emit some f o r m  of arsenic from the cooting tower, and from the 

steam retease vatve during steam stacking in to  the ambient air.  Arsenic 

detected i n  geothermt steam m y  be present as suspended particulates, 

arsenic trioxide vapor or possibZe arsine. 

2 .  A 2 2  forms of arsenic are known t o  be toxic a t  some concentmtias ,  and some 

forma are potentiatty carcinogenic. 

3. The Wortd Heatth Organization has proposed a safe ambient a i r  quatity Zevet 

f o r  arsenic of 5.9 u9/m3 averaged over a 24 hour period. The Nationat 

Ins t i tu te  f o r  Occupationat Safety and Heatth suggests a s.tandard of 2.0 

il 
ug/m per 25 minute sampting f o r  arsenic t r iox ide  t o  pro tec t  against  

carcinogenic e f f ec t s .  

69 



r71A:08 6 RIP 4/12/79 

3 4 .  The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency has suggested 0.005 ug/m as a 

safe level f o r  arsenic concentrations i n  ambient air. (EPA-600/7-77-136 

a ) .  Applicant questions the basis and validity of t h i s  report. 

5 .  Arsenic concentrations i n  stem from four welts f o r  Unit 16 were less  than 

0.004 ppm (appro;lrimatelu 16 ug/m 1 .  3 

60 The expected arsenic emission rate from the cooling tower w i l l  be less than 

0.008 p O U d 6  per hap,  based on PesUtt6 O f  steam a?ldyds. This e ~ 6 S i ~  

m t e  represents the &mum amount of arsenic i n  the incoming steam, and 

thus the emission rate during stacking would not exceed t h i s  rate.. A lower 

endssion rate would be expected dudng n o m t  operations. 

Arsenic released t o  the atmosphere during n o m 1  power p h n t  operation and 

during pel.iods of steam stacking will be substantiatty diluted before 

reaching the nearest receptor. 

7. 

8 .  Dilution of arsenic e m h ~ a n s  wilt occur during transport i n  the form of 

vapop and particulates i n  the ' d r i f t .  S t a f f  will assess ambient arsenic 

concentmtions a f t e r  it has completed i t s  assessment of Applicant's air  

qUazity U7latYSiS. 

Conclusions 

16 arsenic emi66iOn6 

completed i t s  assessment 
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Findings Mercury 

1. Elemental mercury vapor and other mercury forms wilt be emitted frorh the 

cooling tower during normal power plant operation and a t  the steam release 

valve during periods o f  steam stacking. 

2. Mercury is t o x i c  t o  humans when inhaled or  ingested i n  s u f f i c i e n t  

quantities. 

3. f iere  i s  no adopted ambient a i r  quality standard f o r  mercury, although the 

World Health Organization has suggested a -standard of 0.8 ug/m3 f o r  a l l  

forms o f  mercury. I n  addi t ion,  the  Environmental Protection Agency 

has suggested a maximum ambient level of 0.1 ug/m3 t o  protect against 

t o x i c i t y  and t o  0.02 ug/m3 t o  pro tec t  against  potent ial  carcinogenic 

e f f ec t s  (EPA-600/777236 a ) .  Applicant questions the basis and validity of  

t h i s  report. 

- 

4 .  The mercury concentration in  steam from 61 producing ve l l s  a t  the Geysers 

averaged 0.005 ppm (approximately 21 ug/m ). 3 

5. The mercury concentration i n  steam from four welts f o r  Unit 16 ranged from 

0.0003 t o  0.054 ppm (approximately 223 ug/m') the average m s  0.0243 ppm 

(approzinaately 59 ug/m ). 3 

6. Maxdmwn emission rate of mercury a t  the cooling tower would be approzi- 

m t e l y  0.108 pounds per hour. This emission rate represents the mazrimwn 

amount of mercury i n  the incoming steam, and thus emissions during stacking 

would not exceed t h i s  rate. 
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LJ  7. Mercury is diluted i n  the atmosphere during transport to  nearby populated 

apeas 

Ambient mercury concentrations i n  the Geysers monitored b y  Battelte North- 

west Laboratories m g e d  from less than 0.001 t o  0.018 ug/m . The mbient 

concentrations w r e  monitored while I t  geothermal power plants were oper- 

a t ing .  A t  l eas t  one additional power plant wilt  be operating i n  the 

vicinity of the proposed &e a t  the time Unit 16 is scheduled t o  commence 

8. 

3 

, 

operation 1 

Dilution of mporized mercury emissions oitt occur during transport. 9.  Some 

mercury components tAt1 be i n  the d r i f t .  Staff  wilt assess ambient mercury 

concentrations af ter  compteting i t s  assessment of Applicant '6 air  quality 

ana 1 ys is  . 
10. Mercury can enter the food chain f r o m  contaminated air,  so i t ,  and txtter. 

It. Mercury i n  the food chain can adversety impact public health if present i n  
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2. The additions of mercury t o  the food chain from the operation of Unit t6 (CJ 
w i 2 2  not adversety a f f ec t  pubtic heatth. 

Findings - Radionuczides 

2 .  The noncondensabte gas f r a c t i o n  o f  geothermat steam originating from 

natura2 funaarotes and developed wetts contains the noble mdioactive gas, 

radon-222 (222 ~ n ) .  

2. Radium-226 i s  a parent MdionucZide of 222Rn and occurs naturaZ2y in the 

soil i n  vdrying concentratiom a t  The Geyser60 

3. Inhatation of shorttived daughter products o f  222Rn can cause adverse 

health e f fects .  

4. The maximum rate of  retease of 222Rn i n  emissions from the It operating 

power pZants a t  The Geyser6 is approximatety 2.43 Ci /day .  

5 .  The resuZt8 of the Geysers RadioZogicat Measurement Program conducted by 
222& Lawrence Livemore Laboratory indicate that the highest recorded 

concentrations i n  the air, with the operation o f  2 2  power plants, were 0.5 

pCi/Z a t  Units 22 and t.4 p C i / t  a t  SRT station 7 ( S a d 2 2  PZat) i n  an area 

of elevated 226Ra i n  the soit.  

6.  I t  is not anticipated t h a t  the  222Rn content i n  the steam suppty f o r  

Unit 26 will be substantiatty di f ferent  than the average 222Rn content i n  

the steam supply f o r  PcandE Units 2-22. 

7. The Catifomria standards f o r  222Rn are ZOO p C i / l  i n  air  f o r  a controtted 

area and 3 p C i / t  i n  air,  above natural background, i n  uncontro22ed area. 

73 



' 71A:lf i  R2 5/11/79 

U 8 .  PGandE should in i t ia te  a monitoPing program t o  verdfy that concentrations 

o f  radon 222 from plant operation remain below applicable standards. 

9. Radioactivity, inctuding f a t  tout ami naturally occurring I$diO?~iClides, 

w i l l  be contained i n  the cooling totder sludge from Unit 16. PGandE 

contends that the concentration of radioactivity i n  the sludge w i l l  be i n  

the  approximate range o f  concentrations found i n  soit o f  the general 

area. 

10. The resulting mdioactitFity will result from the scrubbing of radioactive 

particulates from ambient air .  

11. Wet cooling towers have show a generic tendency t o  scrub particulates, 

including radioactive particulates from ambient air .  

12. Disposal of the cooling tower sludge a t  an appropriate disposal s i t e  will 

not adversely a f f ec t  the public. 

Conclusions 

1. I f  222R, content i n  the steam supply for  Unit IS is similar t o  t h Q t  f o r  

PCQndF Units l-lt, the resultant ambient concentrations from Unit 16 d l 1  

not exceed 222Rn Standards f o r  both catro t ted  and uncontrolled areas and 
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Fi?uiings - Sulfur Dioxide c, 
l 8  Atmospheric oxidation of H2S naay form smll  amounts of sulfur dioxide 

(SO2) 0 

2. The California A i r  ResOurCe6 Board has established a 2 hour amxent a i r  

quality standard of 0.5 ppm SO2; a 24 hour standard of 0.05 ppm SO2 i n  

the presence of oxidant or particulate standard exceedance. 

3. The California ambient a i r  quality standard f o r  SO2 dll not be exceeded 

as a result of operation of Unit 26 during normal power plant operation or 

during periods of steam stacking. 

ConcZusion 

1. Ambient a i r  concentrations of SO2 resulting from operation of Unit 16 

wilt not adversely a f f ec t  public health. 

Findings - TSP - 

z8 Totat suspended particutates can, depending on their  particte s ize  and 

chemical composition, produce adverse health e f fects .  

2. !Fhe California A i r  Re60UrCe6 Board has adopted an annual standard f o r  TSP 

of 60 ug/m 3 and a 24 hour standard of 100 ug/m 3 8 

3. Emissions from Unit 16 d l 1  not prevent the attainment, intepfere with the 

maintenance, or cause a violation of the ambient a i r  quality standard f o r  

total  suspended particulates (TSP) during normal opemtion. 

75 



?lA:13 ‘kl 4/12/79 

u 4 .  E~d66iOns from the s t e m  release valve wilt not prevent the attainment, 

interfere with the maintenance, or cause a violation of‘ the ambient air  

quality standard for TSP during periods of s t e m  stacking. 

5. The ambient air  q u u l i t y  standard for  TSP i s  intended t o  protect the public 

from adverse health impacts. 

Conclusion 

1. Emissions of TSP during normcrt pooer plant operation and during periods of 

steam stacking will not result i n  adverse public health i&acts. 
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c. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Publ ic Health 

j o i n t l y  proposed by the  S t a f f  and Applicant w i th  the  f o  

Conclusion number 3 f o r  Radionuclides d i rec ts  

The Committee adopts the  f ind ings  and conclusions on pub l ic  hea l th  as 

1 owi ng comments : 

the  Applicant t o  dispose 

o f  the cool ing tower sludge a t  an appropr iate disposal s i te .  

I n  addi t ion,  t he  f ind ings  and conclusions make repeated reference t o  

S t a f f  assessment o f  the  Appl icant 's a i r  q u a l i t y  analysis. 

Dur ing  t h e  comment p e r i o d  on t h e  P r e l i m i n a r y  Report ,  S t a f f  and 

Appl icant w i l l  advise the Committee as t o  who (what agency o r  agencies) i s  

responsible f o r  making the  determination o f  an "appropriate disposal s i t e " ,  tt id 

appropriate t ime frame f o r  t he  determination, and the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  and l i k e l i -  

hood o f  a f i nd ing  o f  compliance. S t a f f  and Applicant, dur ing the  comment 

period, w i l l  a lso speci fy f o r  the Committee the p a r t i c u l a r  a i r  q u a l i t y  analys is  

referred to, the t ime frame f o r  completion o f  the  analysis, the  t ime frame f o r  

completion o f  S t a f f  review and assessment. 
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3. Safety and R e l i a b i l i t y  l 

U a. Introduct ion 

1 On March 1 ,  1979, S ta f f  mailed t o  a l l  p a r t i e s  f o r  Committee consider- 

a t ion  i t s  Findings and Conclusions on Safety and R e l i a b i l i t y  f o r  the proposed 

plant.  On March 9, a t  the Prehearing Conference, the Committee asked i f  any 

par ty  desired t o  have witnesses come forward t o  support these proposed f ind ings  

and conclusions and t o  be ava i l ab le  f o r  cross-examination. Mr. Derek Simmons, 

on behalf  of OPOA and the County of Sonoma, indicated t h a t  he wished t o  cross-  

examine these S ta f f  witnesses. Consequently, i n  the Preheari ng Conference Order 

of March 13, the Committee requested t h a t  both the Applicant and S t a f f  have 

witnesses present f o r  such cross-examination a t  the April 5 ev ident ia ry  hearing. 

On 1Yarch 26, Sta f f  f i l e d  written testimony t h a t  supported i t s  proposed 

f i n d i n g s  and conclusions which had been submitted on March 1. The testimony of 

Mr. Bruce S t i v e r  addressed the capac i ty  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  f a c t o r s  of the proposed 

f a c i l i t y  and reviewed the proposed methods of handling and t ranspor t ing  t o x i c ,  

hazardous, o r  flammable substances. Similar ly ,  Staff testimony by Mr. Richard 

j Kishi was submitted on the system engineering aspects  of p lan t  r e l i a b i l i t y .  The 

witnesses s t a t e d  c o l l e c t i v e l y  t h a t ,  f o r  the purposes of the NOI, the p lan t  is 

acceptable from the standpoints  of sa fe ty ,  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  and control systems. 

i 

I 

operat ion,  and a 
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The control  room operator  would respond t o  alarm condi t ions ( f o r  
I 

i CI example, abnormal temperature rise i n  a cool ing system o r  a h i g h  pressure 

reading) by making appropr ia te  adjustments t o  the unit's operat ion from the 

remote control  room, o r  he could send a roving operator  t o  the u n i t  where the 

required adjustments would be made. 

S a f e  u n i t  shutdown, when needed t o  p r e v e n t  damage t o  equipment, 

requires the use of r e l ays  and p ro tec t ive  devices  not  normally assoc ia ted  w i t h  

an at tended u n i t .  Shutdown can be accompl ished manual ly from the remote cont ro l  

room o r  a t  the u n i t .  Automatic shutdown of the u n i t  i s  accomplished through 

s tandard p ro tec t ive  re1 ays and devices on the turbine, generator  and auxi l  i a r y  

1 
I 
i tive features. 

equipment. Geysers units a r e  a l s o  provided w i t h  a number of addi t iona l  protec- 

1 
Mr. Franks' testimony incorporated page 10-2 of Appendix I o f  the NO1 

describing the re l iab i l i ty  of The Geysers Power Plant .  Mr. Franks expects  the 

r e l i a b i l i t y  of Geysers U n i t  16 t o  be " e s s e n t i a l l y  the same o r  higher  than 

existing units a t  The Geysers Power P lan t  a s  measured by capac i ty  and ava i l -  

a b i l i t y  f a c t o r s  during the y e a r s  1975 through 1977." Page 10-2 r epor t s  capac i ty  

and a v a i l a b i l i t y  f a c t o r s  of about 80 percent  and 90 percent  r e spec t ive ly  f o r  

those years .  

Mr. Bruce S t ive r ,  an Energy F a c i l i t y  S i t i n g  Planner  f o r  the Energy 

Commission, t e s t i f y i n g  on behalf of the S t a f f ,  s t a t e d  t h a t  the proposed p r o j e c t  

is acceptab le  from the s tandpoint  of s a fe ty  and r e l i a b i l i t y  f o r  purposes of  the 

NO1 . 
Mr. Richa rd  Kishi, an A s s o c i a t e  Mechanical Engineer f o r  the Energy 

I Commission, testifying on behalf of the S t a f f ,  s t a t e d  the Applicant ' s  p l a n t  
I 

I 
i control  systems a s  described i n  the NO1 a r e  adequate. However, more information 

1 on control  systems will be needed d u r i n g  dur ing  the AFC phase. 
j 
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c .  Proposed Findings and Conclusions 

Following are the staff proposed findings and conclusions on 

Safety and Re1 iabil ity: 

\ 
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STAFF PROPOSED FIIDIIGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
SAFETY AND RELIABILITY 

1. In the NOI at page 10-2 of Appendix I ,  the Appticant indicated that 

the capacity and availability factors for the proposed power plant wilt be 

essentially the same as for &sting units operated by the Applicant at the 

Geysers geothermal field, $.e., a capacity factor of more than 80% (at maturity) 

and an availahility factor higher than 90%. During the consideration of the 

iVOI, nothing has been identified that would preclude attainment of these cap- 

city or availability factors. 

2. In the AppZiCa?2tt6 response to the Staff '6 Second Set of Data Request6 

dated October 17, 1978, the Applicant identified the hazardous, toxic or 

flammable substances or chemicals whictr will be used or stored at the proposed 

site, and the methods for handling and transporting these substances with 

respect to the safety of plant personnel and the general public. 

3. The laws, ordinances, and standards applicable to this project are: 

am Occupational Health and Safety Act and implementing regulations; 

b. Federal Occupationat Eealth and Safety Act and implementing 

regulations. 

4. In the AppZicant's response to the Staff's Second Set of Data Requests 

dated October 17, 1978, the Applicant specified the methods to be utilized in 

the case of an accidental spill of any of the cher&als or effluents stored, 

handled or produced at the site. 
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5 .  Prwr t o  or a t  the f i l i n g  of the AFC the Applicant shall provide the 

following infomation:. 

a. A descript ion o f  the procedures t o  be followed by the control 

operator a t  the power plant o r  a t  the remote central control 

f a c i l i t y  t o  determine the appropriate response t o  emergency o r  upset 

condition a t  the power plant. 

b .  A d i s C U 6 6 i O n  of the basis f o r  a decision to  shut a p l a n t  d a m  by a 

control operator, including the decision by  the operator t o  override 

the automatic system, and a discumion of the basis f o r  selecting 

the parameters along with their values utilized t o  automatically 

shut a p l a t  d a n t  by the automated monitoring system. 

C .  A description of the remote central control f a c i l i t y  alarm and/or ' 

oamzing indicator system and i t s  relationship t o  the alarm and/or 

awning indicators a t  the proposed power plant e 

Conclusions 

1. FOP the purpose8 Of t h i s  NoI, the proposed project i 8  acceptable from 

the standpoint of ptant ret iabit i t y  . 
i p t  of the information specified i n  Finding 7 of the 

lusions, and based n t i t i e s  of and 

us, $ox&? or flavmnabte materidts t o  be s tored  on 

oint of plant safety ceptable from t 

~ 

b d  
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! 

3.  Subject t o  the receipt of the information found i n  F i n d i n g  5 above and 

i n  Finding 7 of the CiviZ Engineering Findings and Conctusions, there is a 

substantiat tiketihood that the proposed ptant wit2 compty trith the appticabte 

tW6, ordinances and standards. 

4 .  subject t o  the receipt of the information specified i n  Finding 5 above 

and Finding 7 of  Civ i t  Engineering Findings and Conctusions, no adjudication of 

cli 

t h i s  issue is necessary during the NOI. 
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c, d. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Safety and Re1 i abi 1 i ty 

The Committee adopts the S t a f f ' s  Proposed findings and conclusions 

on Safety and Re1 i a b i  1 i ty .  



4. Structural Engineering 

I a. Proposed Findings and Conclusions 

Following are the Applicant and Staff Proposed Findings and I 

Conclusions on Structural Engineering: 

! 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF 
PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING 

b, 

Findings 

1. Applicant has proposed t o  design the Unit Z6 power plant and related 

f a c i l i t i e s  t o  perform ae fottows: 

a. “Damzge from a Punctional Bai3iS Earthquake (as defined below) to  

cr i t icat  structures tvitt be =paired within one week and cri t ical  

equipment repaired or replaced within one week. This i s  emected 

A possibte exception is large rotating equipment such as 

the turbine-genemtor, although probably it, too, will be returned 

t o  service within one week. In  any event, plant structures, compo- 

nents, ard equipment wit1 be repaired as expeditiously as p O 8 6 i b & ? ,  

using special measures such as augmented crews and extra sh i f t s  when 

necessary. 

b. I n  the event of a Safeta or an Extreme Basis Earthquake as de f ined  

’ perfornumce. 

betow), there wilt be no collapse of major structures. critical 

structures will be repaired or replaced within 12 months. A possible 

exception is large rotating equipment such as the turbine-generator, 

turned t o  service within twetve 

res, COmpOnentS, and equipment 

possible, using special masures 

and extra sh i f t s  when necessary. 
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u 
e. For th i s  matter, the following definitions appty: 

Functional Basis Earthquake - occurence at  the s i te  of peak accet- 

erations i n  rock or f i r m  soit with 50 percent probabitity of being 

exceeded i n  40 years ($.e., return period of 60 years). 

Safety or Extreme Basis Eartnquake - occurrence a t  the s i t e  of peak 

accelerations i n  rock or firm soit with i!O percent probabitity of 

being exceeded in 40 years ( L e . ,  return period of 380 years). 

d.  Critical - major components ( m i o r  equipment) or structures which are 

of' such importance that damage woutd require pZant shutdown, and 

of such expense or comptedty that r i s k  of seism&? darmge must be 

minimat. 

2 .  A p p Z i c a n t  proposes t o  jus t i fy  the criteria f o r  the hmctionut Basis and 

Safety or Extreme B a 6 i S  Earthquakes, based on exk t ing  Ziterature and historical 

data. AppZicant and 

s ta f f  agree t o  participate i n  a oorkshop to  discuss the Justi f ication of the 

seismic design criteria and desired performance criteria fo r  the Punctwnat 

S ta f f  cannot accept t h i s  basis without assessing the data. 

Basis and Safety or Extreme Basis earthquakes prior t o  the APC. Applicant 

agrees t o  provide a justi f ication a t  or prior t o  the AFC. 

3. The perfomnmrce criteria f o r  Unit 16 are less  stringent than are proposed 

Neverthetess Appticant '6 seismic perfomnee criteria f o r  the Geyser6 17 unit. 

appear adequate provided that the Functionat and Extreme Earthquake can be 

just i f ied pursuant t o  F i n d i n g  Number 2. 
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4 .  Applicant has proposed t o  design and construct at1 crit ical structures 

using seismic design cri ter ia  specified i n  the Uniform Building Code (UBC 

1976), with the base shear being the higher o f :  

2 .  0.2w 

2. Formula t 4 4 ,  UBC 76, with I=t.O and 
T = 0.5 sec. T t o  be d e t e d n e d  from a 
'fumped mass" modet. 

Formula 4-1, A E  3-06, With e f fec t ive  ground 
acceleration, Aa=O . 4g. 

3. 

5 .  The Appticant has atso proposed to  design and construct a t t  non-critical 

structures and anchors f o r  non-critical equipment using seismic design cri ter ia  

specified in the Uniform Building Code (UBC 1876), with a shear of not l e s s  than 

0.2w. 

6. The turbine-genemtor wilt be designed f o r  an equivalent seismic lateral 

force of 0.2~. 

7. The Appicant's proposed seismic design criteria are acceptabte subject t o  
I 

I E'inding 8, 

8 .  Applicant has agreed t o  furnish information l isted i n  Finding 2 prior t o  or 

a t  the time of the f i l ing  of the APC, demonstrating that the proposed seismic 

I , 

e (UBC 29761, i n  

r the nonseismic 

an Inst i tute  o f  Steel Con- 

struction; 7th edition. 

38 
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R X 

G b. American Concrete Inst i tute  Standard on Building Code Requirements 

4 f o r  Reinforced Concretes; ACI  328-77. 
1 
, 

~ c. American Iron and Steel Inst i tute  Specification f o r  the Design of 

~ Light Cauge Cold-Fomed Steel Structural Members. (Current edition i n  

e f fec t  a t  time of AFC f i l ing . )  

d.  American Welding Society Structural Welding Code Dl.1-75 (revision in  

e f f ec t  a t  AFC f i l i n g ) .  

e.  American I n s t i t u t e  o f  Timber Construction Manual, S i z t h  e d i t i o n  

1972 

f .  American A68OCiatiOn o f  S ta te  Highway TPanSpOrtatiOn O f f i c i a l s  

Standard Specifications f o r  Highway Bridges - t l t h  edition 1973, 

(edition i n  e f f ec t  i n  time of AFC f i l i n g ) .  

10. 

f o r  the 101 proceeding. 

The proposed codes fo r  non-seismic structural design criteria are adequate 

I 

I ll .  Applicant has agreed t o  supplement the design criteria prior to  or a t  the 

I time of the AFC f i l i n g  With structural de8ign cri ter ia  f o r  l i ve  loads, operating 

toads, thermal loads, and load combinations With accompanying a l l m b l e  stress 

increuse or load factors. 

I 

12. A p p l i c a n t  has agreed t o  designate which power p l a n t  and related f a c i l i t y  

components are crit ical and to  j u s t i f y  such designations prior t o  or a t  the 

time of  the AFC f i l ing.  

13. 

have not been furnished. 

Seismic design criteria f o r  crit ical electrical and mechanical components 

The Applicant has agreed t o  furnish these criteria by 
i the end of December, 1978. L; 
1 
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Y 

1 4 .  The Applicant proposes t o  use the s ta t ic  equivalent lateral force method of 

analysis f o r  seismic structural response. Additionally, the design of cr i t ical  

structures will be checked by dynamic analysis methods. 
I 

15. Unit 16 d l 1  be designed and constructed to  meet the fol lomhg standards 

o i th  respect to  etructural design of structures and electrical and m e c h -  

icat components: 

a.  Standards contained i n  the Unifom Building Code (1976), and adopted 

by Lake County; and . 

b. Regulations coutained i n  T i t l e  8, of the California Administrative 

Code. 

Conclusions 

1. Applicant shalt design and comtruct Unit 16 and i t s  related f a c i l i t i e s  t o  

perform as specified i n  Finding Number 1. 

2. Applicant shalL design and construct f a c i l i t y  structures as specified i n  

Findings Numbers 4, 6, 9, and 15. 

3. AppZicant 6haZZ design c+t<caZ faciZitg componats t o  c a f o n  to tho 

seismic performance cPiterGz specified i n  Finding Number 1 

ed f a c i l i t i e s  are designed i n  accordance 

e power plant and related f a c i l i t i e s  are accep2 

nding Numbers 2, 8, 

adjudication o f  t h i s  issue during the N O I  

proceeding i s  necessary. 
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1 

J r. 

. 
I 

i b. Committee F i n d i n g s  and Conc lus ion  on S t r u c t u r a l  E n g i n e e r i n g  LJ 

The Committee adopts the Appl icant ' s  and S t a f f ' s  j o i n t l y  Proposed 

Findings and Conclusions on S t ruc tu ra l  Engineering. 
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D. Other Site-Re1 ated Issues k, 

1. Introduction 

I n  addition to  air quality considerations, the acceptability of a 

proposed s i t e  depends upon the possible impacts that constructing and operating 

the proposed faci l i ty  may have on human and ecological values i n  the area. 

T h u s ,  the Committee must consider factors such as impacts on soils and hydrol- 

ogy, sociojeconomic concerns, viability of mi t iga t ion  measures, and the nature 

and scope of the overall effects of the proposed project area. The following 

Findings  and Conclusions treat  these factors on a subject by subject basis. 

2. Proposed F ind ings  and Conclusions 

Following are the Joint Findings and Conclusions on Biological Re- 

sources, Noi se, Water Qual; t y ,  Soi 1 s, Hydro1 ogy and Water Resources, Cul tural 

Resources, and Socio/Economics , Geotechnical issues, and C i v i l  Engineering 

proposed by the Commission staff and PG&E for adoption by the Committee. 

3. committee Findings and Conclusions 

Following each o f  the Joint Findings and Conclusions on Biological 

Resources, Noise, Water Quality, Soils, Hydrology and Water Resources, C u l t -  

issues, and Civi l  Engineer- 

e ' s  Findlngs and Conclusions. 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
GEOTECHNICAL ISSUES i, 

Findings 

1. The proposed cooling tower location is on a f a u l t  OP shear zone a t  the 

east end of the Site. The cooling tower foundation and structures could be 

damaged by dif ferentiat  movement i n  t h i s  zone due to  dif ferentiat  settlement, 

subsidence or fau l t  rupture induced by geothermal development or by natural 

tectonic faut ting . 
2 .  However, none of these ha2ards are considered to huve a high proba- 

H l i t y  of occurrence during p l a n t  l i f e .  Furthermore, the t ightwight ,  segmented 

cooling tower may be relatively easily returned t o  operating condition if 

damaged . 
3. The nature o f  the bedrock a t  the proposed cooling tower location and 

i t s  suitabili ty as foundation materiat will be carefully inspected and reported 

by an engineering geologist as recommended i n  the September 1978 geotechnical 

report by Harlan and AssOCiates. 

4. A large, unstable, active to domumt landslide exists on the southside 

of  the power p t a n t  s i t e .  The Applicant proposes to  remove the materiat a t  the 

top o f  the landslide d a m  to  competent bedrock, then construct a 70 f oo t  high 

retaining mll with an exposed height of about 45 f e e t  and backfill behind it up 

t o  p l a n t  grade t o  obtain the necessary space fo r  p l a n t  f ac i l i t i e s .  Part of the 

cooling tower structure will rest on th i s  backfi l l .  

5. Based on present information, Appticant's p r O p o 6 d  as contained i n  the 

Harlan Report f o r  mitigating t h i s  landslide haaard is feasible and acceptable. 

Lid 
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6.  The nature of the bedrock below the landslide material and i t s  suit- 

ab i l i t y  as foundation material f o r  the wall shatl be carefully investigated and 

reported by an engineer-ing geologist during excavation as required by Chapter 

70, UBC and recommended i n  the Harlan Report. 

7. Z m s  of weaker fractured rock occur i n  the proposed 150 f o o t  high 

Failure of any rock material cut slope on the west end of the power plant si te.  

i n  the cut stope could result in  emrmchment of  landslide debPis onto the s i t e  

and f a c i l i t i e s .  

- 1  

8 .  Applicant has agreed that the character of the rock exposed i n  the 

cut slope and a t  i t s  base shatl be carefully investigated and reported by an 

engineering geologist during excavation us required by Chapter 70, UBC, and 

recommended i n  the Harlan Report. 

9 .  The Applicant has presented a detailed geotechnicat report by R. C. 

Harlan and AssOCiates. !l'his report indicates the geologic conditions a t  the 

Unit 16 power plant s i t e  and f i l l  disposal s i t e  are complex, not completely 

known, and p o t e n t i a l l y  more omble than r resented i n  the report. 

20. A f i n a l  determination of s i t e  geologic condition6 and the necessary 

protection measures cannot be made until a f t e r  s i t e  excaoation begins. 

i t i o n s  are subs tant ia t ty  a s  represented by the  

mitigated by following the 

will  implement those 
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b 12. Any geologic conditions ohich deviate from those predicted i n  the 

Harlan report enough t o  warrant changes i n  design of s i t e  earthwork, power plant 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  or s i t e  v iabi l i ty  w i l l  be immediately reported t o  CEC. 

13. Records of s i t e  inspectwns (especially detailed logs of excavated 

surfaces) will be prepared during s i t e  preparatwn and submitted t o  CEC upon 

request. 

l4. More detailed requirements f o r  inspection, monitoring, and reporting 

t o  be perfonned during s i t e  preparation will be considered dwring the AFC 

proceedings. Prior t o  or a t  the t h e  of the AFC f i l i n g ,  Applicant will submit a 

proposed inspectwn, reporting, and m u n i t o r i n g  plan t o  ensure careful evaluatwn 

of geologic conditions during s i t e  preparation. 

15.  S ta f f  and Applicant are currently analyzing estimates of potential 

ground shaking a t  the Unit 16 s i t e  from the Maacama and Cotlayomi fau l t s .  

16. The Applicant will provide by mid-December, l978 updated estimates of 

ground shaking a t  the s i t e  a f ter  reviaving a regional seismicity report by D r .  

Bruce Bolt. 

17. The California Division of Mines and Geology w i l l  complete a regional 

geology and se ismic i ty  report f o r  CEC S t a f f  i n  November l978 .  CEC S t a f f  

and CDMG uill then estimate the seismic shaking which may occur a t  the s i te .  

18. A workshop will be held with the Applicant prior t o  submittal of the 

AFC t o  discuss any significant differences i n  the estimated magnitudes of 

earthquakes which regional f a u l t s  may produce. 
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18. Topography can great ly  amplify seismic shaking, par t icu lar ly  a t  

ridgetop localit ies.  The Applicant d1.l evaluate the applicability t o  this d t e  

o f  present techniques f o r  anai!yaing such topographic e f f ec t s  and submit results 

of this  evaluation by December 8, 1878. 

20. Applicant has agreed t o  provide a geologic map showing ex i s t ing  

and proposed oetl pad s i t e s  by December 1, 1878. 

21. Other detailed maps of eds t ing  and proposed wells will be available 

in  December, 1878 as part of  the addendum t o  the Castle Rock Springs E l R .  

Conclusions 

1. The Applicant shall undertake the meaeures specified in  Findings 

Numbers 3, 6, 8, 11, 12, and 13. 

2. With the &npZementation of the measures specified i n  Findings Rumber 

( s i c )  3, 6, 8, 11, 12 a?d 13, if geotogic conditions are substant&zlly as  

represented by e&sting reports, the potential geologic hazards t o  the power 

p l a n t  and off  s i t e  disposat s i t e s  are ucceptabte. 

3. The Applicant 6han supply the information specified in  Findings 

Numbers Z4, Z6, 20, and 21. 

geOZog& Condi tbns  a t  the WtZ pad site6 

ed i n  Findings Numbers 20 and 21  is 

ation of  t h i s  issue i n  the 

proceedings, appropriate 

and inspection act iv i t ies  t o  be carried out 

uring s i t e  preparation will  be evaluated. 
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a. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Geotechnical Issues c;i 
I The Committee adopts the joint findings and conclusions on 
I 

Geotechnical Issues proposed by the Applicant and Staff with the following 

comments : 

During the comment period on the Preliminary Report, the 

Applicant and Staff will advise the Committee of the status of all items identi- 
I 

I fied for submittal in Findings 15, 16, 17, 19, 20 and 21 and the conclusions of 

I 
any evaluations and analyses performed. - 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

ib 

Findings 

1 8 Cu lturat resources inct ude paleontological, archological, historical, 

ethnographical ~esources and ~esources o f  educationat, scient i f ic ,  retigious and 

other significance8 

2. The applicable standards are: 

a)  National Bistoric Preservation Act of 1966, 16 u.s.c8 470 e t  - 
seq,, and hplementing regulations, 36 CFR 800 - e t  seq. 

b)  native Amerdcan Historicat, Cultural and Sacred Sites,  Public 

Re6OUme6 code 6eCtiOn 5087.9 - e t  %8 

38 The plant s i t e  and steam f i e l d  were evaluated f o r  prehis tor ic  

archeological s i t e s  a d  ar t i fac ts  and none were present i n  either arm.  

48 The remining p h t  s i t e  and 6t&m f i e l d  cutturat resource considera- 

tions have not been f u l l y  e t ~ i h t ~ t e d .  Applicant wS1 perform a f u l l  cultural 

resources survey and provide such report t o  the ConOnission prorptlg upon its 

completwn. Such survey shall be f i l e d  by December I, 1878. 

may make recommendations f o r  

i e t d  w i l t  not impact upon 

resent i n  the s i t e  area. 
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2 .  The exktence and significance of pateontologicat, histor&al, and G 
ethnographic resources, as well as resources of educational, scientific, or 

religious significance at the plant site and steam field cannot be htermined 

until the Applicant has completed the cultural resources survey as specified in 

Finding 4 .  Such survey shalt be fited by December 1, 1978. 

3. Subject to compliance with the requirements of Finding 4, Applicant 

and Staff agree that no adjudication of these issues are required during the IVOI 

process 0 

. 
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w b. Committee Fi ndi ngs and Conclusions on Cultural Resources 

The Committee conditionally adopts the joint findings and 

conclusions on Cultural Resources proposed by Applicant and Staff. 

During the comment period on the Preliminary Report, the 

Staff will advise the committee if the full cultural resources survey has been 

provided by the Applicant, as called for in Finding R4 and Conclusions #2, and 

whether or not the information in the report affects the proposed conclusions. 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Findings 

1 . The following laws and standards govern the presemt ion  and protec- 

t i on  of biotoq-icat resources: 

o Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and impZementing 

regu tations a 

’* 
0 Ecological Reserme Act of 1963 and imphnenting regulations, Fish 

and GW Code Sr9CbiOn6 1580-1584. 

o California Species Preseruatwn Act of 1970, Fish and G a m  Code 

sections 900-903. 

o Cal i fornk  Endangered Species Act of 1970, Fish and G a m  Code 

section 2050-2055. 

o F u l l y  Protected Species Act, Fish and G w  Code section 3511, 

4700, 5000, and 5515. 

o Federal Regutations irplenaenting the Geothermrzl Steam Act o f  1970 

(30 USC 1001-1025 and CFR 270.34(k)). 

2. The American Peregrine Falcon is an endangered species by designation 

of California and Federal law .  

3. The American Peregrine Falcon has been observed i n  the  Geyser6 

Catistoga Known Geotheml Re6OUrt% Area. 

. 
Li 
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w 4 .  No active breeding s i t e s  f o r  the American Peregrine Falcon are known 

t o  exis t  a t  the Unit 16 s i te .  

5.  The Unit 16 s i t e  is not included within the federal ly  proposed 

"Critical Habitat Zone" f o r  the American Peregrine Falcon. 

6. No other mre, threatened, or endungered wildli fe species known t o  

exis t  a t  the Unit l 6  s i te .  

7. The Golden Eagle and the Ringtail cat are f u l l y  protected species by 

designation of Cat if o r m k  law. 

8 .  The Golden Eagle and the  Ringtai l  cat  have been observed i n  the 

Geysers-Calistoga Known Geothermal ResOUrCes Area and one sighting o f  the Golden 

Eagle &thin the Geysers 16 leasehold has been reported. 

9.  The Unit 16 is not known t o  be a significant breeding or feed area for  

either the Golden Eagle or the Ringtail cat. 

20. No rare or endangered plant' species are known t o  exis t  a t  the Unit 16 

s i t e  . 
11. The Applicant has proposed t o  undertake mitigation measupes f o r  the 

protection and preservation of biological resources . These mitigation measures 

161, Append& D, 

uests, pages 4, I 

unique habi ta ts  and 

e&st a t  or near the 
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l 3 .  Mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant are adequate to  protect c;. 
known areas of cr i t ical  concern a t  or near the Unit 16 s i te .  However, there are 

seeps and sprhgs for  the proposed disposal s i t e  which may be areas of cr i t ical  

concern. The Applicant shall evaluate the nature and sQqnificance of the 

springs and seeps fo r  value t o  wildli fe or i n  maintaining the trout f ishery of 

Bear Canyon Creek and identify any mitigation measures it proposes t o  u t i l i ze ,  

i n  a report regarding the environmental impacts of  the disposal si te t o  be 

submitted by January 1, 1979. 

l 4 .  Construction of Unit 16 will result i n  direct loss of mbed evergreen 

forest  habitat and such loss w i l l  not be f u l l y  compensated f o r  by the App l3 -  

cant's mitigation measures. However, the loss of evergreen forest  from th i s  

unit alone is not significant. 

15. There may be some lob6 of rainbow trout spwning habitat in Bear 

Canyon Creek from the project and such loss may not be f u l l y  compensated f o r  by 

Applicant's mitigation measures. However, the extent of  such losses cannot be 

resolved until further geotechnical and engineering design data is analyzed as 

par t  of the AFC proceeding. 

16. Species of recreational value, in addition t o  minbow trout, are 

know t o  exis t  i n  or near the Unit 16 site. 

l7 .  Except f o r  the potential impacts on the rainbow trout as discussed 

in  Finding 15 mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant are adequate t o  

protect species of recreationat value in or near the Unit 16 s i te .  

28. Vegetation s t r e s s  has occurred from cooling tower d r i f t  a t  t he  

As stated i n  the Geysers 17 NOI, the Applicant is studying the ef fects  Geysers. 
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u of cooling tower d r i f t  on vegetation and reports on these studies d l 1  be 

submitted a t  or prior t o  the f i l i n g  of the Geysers 17 AFC and an interim report 

on th i s  study will be completed i n  the near future. The S ta f f  shall report to 

the Committee a f ter  it has reviewed the A p p t i c a n t ' s  report und shall make such 

recommendutiona as may be necessary 

19. Both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department 

o f  Fish and Game have stated concern m e r  the acceptability of cumulative 

impczcts from t h i s  and other geothemal projects. Staff  wit1 meet with these 

agencies and interested parties to identify the hpacts  and mitigation or 

compenaatwn program that ooutd be needed to  reduce cumulative impacts t o  an 

acceptable level.  Subsequent t o  the meeting, S ta f f  d l 1  report to the Committee 

or Commission any findings or recommendations. 
I 

I 
~ Conclusions 

1. The Applicant shall undertake the mitigation measures specified i n  

~ F i n d i n g  Number 11. 
1 

I 

2. With the implementation of the mea8ure6 specifisd i n  Finding flumber 

11, the hit 16 power plant and related f a c i l i t i e s  can be c o n s k c t e d  and 

operated i n  comptiance with applicabte standards f o r  the protection and preeer- 

/ 

rovide the data requested i n  Findings 13 and 18 

i ca twn  o f  these issues are 
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1 

1 c. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Biological Resources il 
i 
i The committee adopts the j o i n t  f i n d i n g s  and conclusions on 
! 

Biological Resources proposed by Applicant and S ta f f .  

1 During the comment period on the Preliminary Report, the 
I 

S t a f f  and Applicant will advise  the Committee of the s t a t u s  of the r epor t s  

specified i n  Findings 13 and 19 and the interim repor t  spec i f i ed  i n  Finding 

1 
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W APPLICAFdT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

WATER QUALITY 

Findings 

t .  The Stretford eff luent and steam condensate contain sUbstanCet3 which 

are ctassified as to& and hazardous. 

2. The Stretford eff luent wilt be etementat sutphur and Stretford purge 

stream. !%e taEter wit1 be pwnped into the base of  the cooting tower f o r  

reinjection. 

container, and either sold for use or disposed of a t  an approved s i te .  

The former witt be t empora~ ty  stored a t  the s i t e  in an enclosed 

3. The steam condensate wi t t  be utitized f o r  woting water and the excess 

wilt be reinjected. In  the event of a @tl, the retention basin construction 

around the e n t i r e  ptant  s i t e  woutd be adequate t o  prohibit  escape o f  any 

reasonabty expctabte spit t . 
4. The cooling towe? wilt emit droptets which contain certain toxic 

These droptets would not be deposited or othe&se reach surface chemicats. 

waters in  such quantdtiee a6 t o  be measurab~e. 

5.  The wzter qrcat i ty  stmzdapds potentiatty appticabte to the project 

include: 

Agency Water Qual i t8  Criteria 

i n  Plan (contained in  Catifornia Water Quality 

ntroi! Plan, Sacmen  

106 
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c. Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. b 

d .  23 California Ad;ninistratiVe Code, T i t le  23, Chapter 3 .  

6. The Applicant has proposed to implement the following mitigation 

measures t o  contpol and preserve water quality. 

a. A retention barrier will surround the entire plant t o  contain any 

spills. The barrier will be impermeable and have a volume of  

170,000 gallons. The lowest point i n  the barrier will contain a 

catch basin with pump f a c i l i t i e s  and alarm devices. ( N O I ,  pg .  

4-1 

b. A monitoPing program has been insti tuted i n  order t o  evaluate 

long tern impacts of the construction and operation of Unit 16. 

(NOI, pg* 161, App. C-5 pgo 4-21 0 

C. The reinjection pond wilt hold 200,000 gallons, and be equipped 

with high and low levet alarms. (NOI, p g .  4 - 1 1 .  

d. Those measures outlined i n  Finding Number 3 of the  S o i l s  

Findings 

Conclusions 

1. There w i l l  be no intentional discharge of any toxic or hazardous 

mter ia l  into surface waters i n  quantities suf f ic ient  t o  a f f ec t  water quality. 

2. Plume d r i f t  deposition not measurably a f f ec t  water quality. 

1 
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W 3. For the protection of  nater quality, Applicant shall implement the 

mitigation mea8u~e6 specified in.Finding Number 6. 

4 .  I f  the Applicant follows the prOpo6ah outlined i n  Finding Number 6, 

the project will not exceed water quality standards l i s ted  i n  Finding Number 

5 .  

5. Staff and Applicant agree that no adjudication of these issues is 

required i n  the NOI.  



~~ 

402!3:09 R2 5/14/79 4 

d. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Water Quality 

The Committee adopts the joint findings and conclusions 

on Water Quality proposed by the Staff and Applicant. 

i 
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U APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 

SOCIO/ECONOMIC 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

findings 

1. The proposed power ptant project trill emplay approxhte ly  85 workers 

during the power ptmrt 's  peak construction tim, and have m average enptoyment 

level of 40-50 workers d u ~ n g  i t s  28 month construction period. 

2. The previous opepa t im  i n  the Geysers area have established a resi- 

dent labor force i n  the Sonom-Lake County A r e a .  

3. Both Lake and Sononta Counties w i l l  have economic benefits from the 

construction and operation of the Geysers Unit 16 powep p t a n t ,  irrespective o f  

the origin of the workers. These benefits re f lec t  the additionat economic 

actitvity genemted i n  the two Counties as  a result of the p y r o t t s  of the 

personnet involved i n  the Unit 16 project. Sonoma County w i l l  most l ike ly  

receive the greater anwunt o f  these payroll e f fects .  

4 .  Lake County wit1 derive t& revenues from the proposed power p l a n t  

and devetopment of the Gegsers Unit 16 steam f i e l d .  

5 .  The passage of Proposition 13 and the legistation a c t e d  f o r  i t s  

inplemntation w i l t  e f f e  es  t o  be derived from con- 

associuted steamfield. 

by Sonoma and Lake County, as 

of Geysers l6 power 
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7. The proposed power plant i s  located i n  an area whose principal land use ci 
i s  the exploration, development, and ut i l izat ion of geothermal energy and which 

has numerous geothermal power ptants i n  operation. 

8. The Commission Committee has requested Lake County t o  provide comments 

and recommendations regarding the compatibility of the proposed project With 

local land u8e plans, goals and po l i c i e s .  No response has been received 

t o  date. 

Conc tusions 

1. Due t o  the present resident labor force i n  the Spnana-Lake County 

area, the proposed project trill not cause a significan, increase i n  the number 

of construction workers who may migrvxte t o  these areas i n  order t o  work a t  the 

Unit l6 power plant. 

2. Payroll and income benefits genemted by the construction of the 

proposed power plant will occur i n  S o m a  and Lake Counties. Sonoma County, 

because o f  the large proportion of geothermal related workers residhg there, 

w i l l  l i k e t y  receive the larger share of these income benefits. 

3. Direct and indirect costs f o r  S o m a  and Lake Counties as welt as 

the local communities near t o  the project, as a result of PG&E's conetructwv 

and operation of the power plant appear a t  t h i s  time t o  be less  than the ant3c-b 

pated tax revenues associated with the project. Projec+ tax  revenues, derived 

from the construction and operation of the plant, as well as e f f ec t s  from 

construction payrolls appear t o  be of  a suf f ic ient  magnitude t o  cause the 

economic benefits t o  exceed costs. 
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U 4. The proposed location of  the f a c i l i t y  is i n  an area that has numerous 

The proposal appears, geothermal electrical'  generation f a c i l i t i e s  i n  operation. 

therefore, to be compatible w i t h  the land use pZans of Lake County. 

5 ,  Staff and Applicant agree that no adjudication of th i s  issue &tl be 

necessary ijZ eithep the NOI or AFC.  
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e. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Socio/Economic Issues 

The Committee adopts the j o i n t  findings and conclusions on 

Socio/Economic Issues proposed by the S t a f f  and Appl i c a n t  

Li 
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W APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

r HYDROLOGY AND WATER RESOURCES 

Findings 

l .  The Applicant proposes t o  u t i l i z e  condensed geotheml  steam f o r  

the plant cooling txzter supply. 

2. The t o t a l  plant operating needs for f r e s h  inland waters w i l l  be 

minimal and should total approximately one acre-foot of m t e r  per year. 

3. The source f o r  the necessav fresh water will be from either trucking 

water from existing txzter sources, ut i l izat ion of the turbine building roof f o r  

collection of rain Water or d r i l l i n g  of a water well nearby. In  any event, the 

<mpacts on water resources woutd be nnhimzl. 

4 .  The plant s i t e  3s located on a ridge line. As such, there i s  t i t t l e  

surrounding water shed upon which t o  generate overland flaws and there would be 

no possibil i ty of flood from the nearest surface water (Bear Canyon Creek). 

ConcZusionG 

2.  The construction and operation of t h e  proposed plant would not 

adequately * a f f ec t  fresh txzter resources 

ooded \ by overland f l o w  or 

rest  surface wate $6 virtual Zy non-existent . 
ad$uiicafion of t h i s  issue i n  the 

suspects t h a t  the word "adequately" has been used here i n  
word "adversely" i s  intended. C l a r i f i c a t i o n  i s  requested 
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u f .  Committee Findings and Conclusions on Hydrology and Water 

Resources 

The Committee adopts the joint findings and conclusions on 

C1 ari f ica- Hydro1 ogy and Water Resources proposed by the Staff and Appl icant. 

tion i s  requested on Conclusion #l. 

. 



402B:lO R 2  5/14/79 

Soi 1 s 

. Summary of Testimony 

At the Prehearing Conference on March 9, it was requested that Mr. Larry 

Patzkowski be made available on April 5 for cross-examination on the plant site 

issues of Soils and Geology. 

Mr. Larry Patzkowski, an engineering geologist, testifying on the behalf of 

the Applicant, stated that the Findings and Conclusions of the Joint Prehearing 

Conference Statements in the area of soils are true and correct. He also stated 

that there is a moderate to high erosion potential. A number of mitigation 

measures which can adequately control erosion will be used. The Unit 16 site is 

an average site in terms of erosion hazards, and s nce mitigation measures have 

been adequate at the other Geysers sites, they can be expected to be successful 

at the Unit 16 site, too. 
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U' APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

so1 LS 

Findings 

1. The soils i n  the vicini ty  of the s i t e  exhibit a moderate to high 

erosion potential and those a t  the proposed s i t e  are highly erosive. 

2. The standards applicable t o  the steamfield regarding soils which w i l l  

be met are: 

a. The requirements contained i n  the Waste Discharge Requirements 

f o r  flon-Sewerable Waste Disposal to  Land Disposal S i t e  Design and 

Opemtwn Information (January 1978) by the California State 

Water Resources Control Board. 

b. Lake County Planning Commission Resotution 76-30 (Special 

Use P e d t l  B u m h  O i l  and Gas Cor?pany Castle Rock Sp~ngs", 

March 18, 1978. 

3. The mitigation wa6ures t o  be ut i l ized f o r  the parer plant t o  control 

soil toss and erosion are as  foltow~: 

1 a. The terporary and pemnent  measures f o r  the s i t e  and t r m m i s -  

~ 

1 

included in 

led Geotechnical Investigation, 

Harlan and A66OC&~tes at  page 

118 
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4 .  Lake County has issued a use permit (November 8 ,  29781 which requires LJ 
Aminoil t o  implement the proposals by the engineering consultants i n  '!5pecifica- 

t i o m  f o r  the Prepamtwn f o r  D P I X  S i tes  and ACCe66 Roads" i n  the Castle Rocks 
I 

S p r i n g  EIR. 

I 5. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board has issued 

a w s t e  discharge p e d t  r e q t i i h g  Aminoil t o  comply with the requirements 

contained i n  the Waste Discharge Requirements f o r  Non-Sewemble Waste Disposal 

t o  l;and-DisposaZ S i te  Design and Operation Information (January 1978). 

Conclusions 

1. The Applicant shall implement the mitigation measures outlined in 

Finding Nunber 3. 

2. Pursuant t o  the Lake County and Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board permits, Aminoil w i l t  inptement the measures specified i n  Findings 

Numbers 4 and 5. 

3. I f  the mitigation ma6ures i n  Findings Numbers 3, 4, and 5 are imple- 

mented, it appears that t h i s  project w i l l  comply with the applicable s tanda~ls .  

4 .  The Staf f  and A p p l i c a n t  agree that 110 adjudication of t h i s  issue i8 

required i n  the NOI.  

119 
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I g. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Soils 

The Committee adopts the joint findings and conclusions on 

Soils proposed by the S t a f f  and Applicant. 
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APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSE9 JOINT 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

CIVIL ENGINEERING 

Findinas 

1. The proposed power p l a n t  Site is on a generally east-west trending 

ridge that dopes d m  easterly. A large active tandslide is present on the 

south side o f  the ridge. 

2. The construction o f  the power p l a n t  pad, encompassing about 3.5 scree, 

w i l l  require a t50  f e e t  high cut slope a t  the west end of the s i t e  and a 40 f e e t  

high cut stope a t  the east end. 

3. A large earth retaining structure is planned a t  the south edge o f  the 

s i t e  a t  the head of the landslide. The planned retaining watt wit1 be about 400 

f e e t  long with a maxhun height of 70 f e e t  above bedrock and exposed height of 

about 45 f e e t .  A retaining wall about 150 f e e t  long and with a m m i m u m  height 

of  25 f e e t  above bedrock is planned on the northeast part of  the s i t e .  

L; 

4. Recommendations f o r  cut and fit1 slopes are given in the September 

1978 report by Harlan and Associates "Detailed Geotechnical Investigation 

Geysers Power P t a n t  U n i t  l6." The measures are feasible and acceptable if 

conditions are substantially similar t o  those reported in  the Harlan Report. 

Applicant has agreed t o  follow the recommendations i n  the Harlan Report f o r  cut 

and f i t t   topes if conditions are substantiatZy similar to  those reported i n  the 

Harlan Report. 

5. The &we of retaining structures that will be used on the south and 

northeast sides of  the s i t e  have not yet been selected. Current preferences by 

Applicant are a reinforced earth naZt f o r  the large structure on the south and a 

crib mtt on the northeast. Lj 

121 
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b-i 6. Partial design criteria f o r  the reinforced wall have been given. 

7. Prior t o  or a t  the time of filing o f  the AFC Applicant will provide 

additional design cri ter ia  f o r  the earth retaining structures a t  the s i t e  with 

special regard t o  seismic loads and a detailed description of the design methods 

and references t o  published documents containing applicable design methods f o r  

those structures. 

I 
I 8 .  About 450,000 cubic yards of excess materials will be genemted by the 

s i t e  development. 

9. The Big Idun Mine Site,  located about 2,200 f e e t  west of the plant 

s i te ,  has been proposed as the disposal s i t e  f o r  the excess material. Applicant 

has agreed t o  follow the engineePing recommendations f o r  development of  the 

disposat s i t e  set  for th  i n  the Harlan Report if conditions are substantially 

similar t o  those reported i n  the Harlan Report. 

10. If the conditions a t  the fit1 s i t e  are substantially similar t o  those 
\ 

reported i n  the Harlan Report and if the recommendations f o r  thk fill s i t e  i n  

the Harlan Report are implemented, the s i t e  is satisfactory for disposal of  up 

t o  500,000 cubic g a d s  of spoit. 

Conclusions 

rred to  i n  Findings Numbers 
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. 
I h. Comrni t tee  Fi  ndi ngs and Concl usi ons on C i  v i  1 Engi neeri ng 

The Committee adopts the j o i n t  f ind ings  and conclusions on 

C i v i l  Engineering proposed by the S t a f f  and Applicant. 

123 



.402B:l@ R l  3/27/79 

b, 

. APPLICANT AND STAFF PROPOSED JOINT 
FIf4DINGS AND CONClUSIOlfS 

HOISE ’ 

Findings 

1. Lake County h s  adopted a noise element to  i t s  general ptans. The 

i n t e n t  of  t he  Lake County noise element is t o  l i m i t  noise t o  55 dBA Ldnb 

Certain construction act iv i t ies ,  such as the moment of heavy equipment during 

daylight hours, are exempt from the noise stmrdurds. Lake County has issued a 

proposed draft mise ordinance. The date of adoption, content and form of the 

ordinance, are presenttu uncertain. ~ 

2. The state noise limits are established by CAL-OSHA 8 Cat. Admin. Code 

sectwn 5095-5099 and Cat. Vehicle Co& section 23130. 

~ 3. The federal 8tandads are set  by the Occupational Health and Safety . 

~ 

Act of 1970 and are basically the s a m  a6 CAL-OSHA stundapds., ( s i c )  

4 .  The ambient mise levels o f  the s i t e  and sensitive receptors are 

contained i n  the N O I  a t  page 81 and Appendix I page 7-3. 

identif ied sensitive resident3al receptor t o  Unit 16 

e t  mrothwest of the s i te .  Based upon the 

eve1 t o  t h i s  receptor, the sounds 

bZe a t  *his receptor from time 

is Carp Verddnt Vales 

be a significant noise 

impact . b, 
I 124 
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t 

cii 7. The following mitigations are to  be implemented by the A p p l e a n t .  

a. Path treatment w i l t  be installed on the exterior surfaces o f  the 

steam j e t  e jec tors  and w i l l  cons is t  of  mineral woo2 and an 

impervious membrane (aluminum and/or lead jacket). 

b. Thermal (high-density) insuzat ion w i t  1 be i n s t a l  Zed on the  

exterwr surfaces of the steam turbine and w i l l  reduce the noise 

inside the tu&ine building. 

i 
i 
I 
I t o  the outside envirmnment. 

I 

l i 

I c. The turbine building t,xilts and mof wilt reduce noise propagating 

1 
1 
I 

d. A sound-proof o f f ice  space w i l l  be bui l t  on the turbine-genemtor 

fZoor .inside the building. 

e. PG&E's present purchase spedfications f o r  mechanicaZ equipment 

encoumges mnufacturms t o  supply equipment that pmduces a 

sound l e v s t  no greater than 80 d B A  a t  three f e e t  from the  

boundaries of the device. 

f .  Steam-drain tines w i l l  be routed back into the condenser so that 

steam w i l l  not be discharged into the atmosphere during unit  

stOJ't-Up6 

g. During unit outage conditiom, steam w i l l  be routed through a 

rock m u f f t m  system installed and apemted by the steam supplier. 

8 .  The highest p l a n t  construction noises d l 1  be caused by large earth 

moving equipmat. The noise associated with t h i s  equipment WiZZ be discernabZe 

t o  some of the closest receptors. Hmever, it i s  proposed that the ac t iv i ty  
! 

1 will be temporary i n  nature and performed during daylight hours. L: 
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9 .  PG&E will require i t s  employee6 t o  comply with the requirements of 

CAL-OSHA f o r  hearing conseruation through administmtive controls and/or the use 

of hearing protectors, wherever necessary . 
10. The pennissibte noise Zevets and mitigation measures a88OCiated with 

the steam f i e td  are set forth i n  the A m i n o i l  USA, Castle Rock Springs, Z%lling- 

ham and Vought Leasehold use permit, issued October 13, 1378. 

11. The Applicant has agreed t o  a t  or prior t o  the f i l i n g  of the AFC, t o  

submit copies of the studies referred by the Applicant which demonstrate that 

the power p l a n t  wi l l  &t 60 &A a t  500' and an analysis which shows the basis 

of the estimated barrier e f fec t s  of the turbine-generator building. 

12. The e f fec ts  from the steam f i e ld  development genemtty exceed plant 

construction and opemtion noise levels. The cumulative impacts of these too 

m i s e  sources w i l l  not increase the impact on the receptors over the noise 

levels associated with the oel t  development operation noise levels. 

13. No further analgais of n d s e  impacts from construction and operation 

of the pmer plant i s  ant ic ip ted .  

Conclusions 
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3. With the implementation of the noise h7pcts  mitigation measu~es c/ 
specified i n  F i n d i n g  Number 7, poher plant noises during normal operations will 

be i n  compliance with the Lake County noise standards and with the requirements 

of CAL-OSRA and with federal standards. 

4.  The pemtissible noise levels and mitigatwn measu~es f o r  the stem 

f i e l d  deveZopment are contained i n  the docwnents referred to i n  P i n d i n g  Number 

10. 

5. Noises caused by construction of  the power plant and related fac i l i -  

ties t(ri1Z be discernable to some o f  the receptors ctosest t o  the power plant 

Site but wi l l  be in  c o m p Z h e  with Lab County noise standards and CAL-OSBA 

requirements and federal standards. 

60 The Appl~cant shall l i m i t  the use of heavy earth moving equipment t o  

daytight hours whenever possibte.  I f  the Applicant limits the use of  earth 

moving equipment t o  dagtight hours, the noises caused by plant construction 

wilt be tolerable to  local receptors. 

7. No adjudication of &3sues related t o  the 6rpcts of  noises caused by 

power plant construction and operation i s  anticipated during the N O I  f o r  U n i t  

16. 

1 27 
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i. Committee Findings and Conclusions on Noise 

The Committee adopts the  f ind ings and conclusions on Noise 

proposed by the  S t a f f  and Appl icant. 

The S t a f f  i s  requested t o  c l a r i f y  t he  re la t ionsh ip  between 

the  use permit issued on October 13, 1978 as described i n  Finding #10 and the  

use permit issued by Lake County on November 8, 1978 as described i n  Finding #4 

on s o i l s  and the  re la t ionsh ip  o f  both permits t o  the Castle Rock Springs EIR. 
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V.  SIZE OF THE GEYSERS GEOTHERMAL RESOURCE 

A. Summary of the Testimony and Public Comments 

In response t o  a Committee Order dated November 22, the Applicant, Staff, 

(1) the and NCPA presented witnesses on December 8, 1978, who testified to: 

size of the Geysers resource, ( 2 )  the restraints that might  prevent its fu l l  

devel opment, and (3  the time requi rements for  the construction of generating 

plants to  uti l ize the resource. 

The f i r s t  PG&E witness, Dr. Henry J. Ramey, Professor of Petroleum En- 

gineering a t  Stanford University, has been retained since 1966 as  a consultant 

t o  PG&E t o  assess the steam reserves for  new units as they have been proposed 

for  the Geysers area. His expertise as a petroleum reservoir engineer i s  w i t h i n  

the realm of d r i l l i n g  and completing and producing steam wells. He has no 

connection w i t h  exploration efforts i n  the Geysers (transcript pp. 1088-90, 

1100-03). In 1969, he was able t o  give PG&E a "rough" estimate that 2000 Mw of 

electric power capacity could be generated from an area of 23 square miles. 

T h i s  area was established by the d r i l l i n g  of steam productive wells and by 

information from shall ow geothermal gradient we1 1 s d r i l l  ed throughout t h i s  area 

(transcript pp. 1042-3). A1 though the perimeter of t h i s  23 square mile area has  

changed somewhat, Or. Ramey believes that his estimate o f  2000 Mw is st i l l  

When more infor- 

mey redefined and 

ever, since the 

69, i t  is his 

ture devel opmen 

W 
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only approximations, are suggested by the d r i l l i n g  of dry wells; however, there 

are not  enough dry holes t o  delineate a line all  the way around the system, 

a l though  there are sufficient dry wells t o  delineate a possible barrier on the 

western edge of the producing field (transcript pp. 1083-4, 1114-5). His 

current estimate i s  based i n  par t  on historical data  accumulated on a pressure 

decline t h a t  resulted from production of steam from the Sulfur Bank and Happy 

Jack area of the field. I t  i s  possible t o  relate the pressure decline t o  a u n i t  

of steam produced, which, i n  t u r n ,  can indicate the quantity o f  steam t h a t  can 

be produced per acre of surface area. Assuming t h a t  steam production i s  on the 

same order of magnitude from other areas k n b w n  t o  be productive (i .e. ,  a 

producing l i f e  o f  30 t o  35 years), Dr. Ramey computes a n  eventual development of 

approximately 2000 Mw. He noted, however, t h a t  a l l  available da ta  deal only 

w i t h  the western portion of the producing field,  and t h a t  the f ield as  he 

defines i t  encompasses only a small portion of the Geysers-Calistoga KGRA. His 

assessment covers only the dry steam reserves. He has never attempted t o  assess 

the other geothermal resources a t  The Geysers field. 

Dr. Ramey also testified t h a t  i t  i s  his belief t h a t  the steam i s  being 

supplied from a t r a p p e d  l i q u i d  phase t h a t  i s  n o t  being replenished t o  an 

appreciable degree, especially when compared t o  the mass of f l u i d  being w i t h -  

drawn from the system (transcript pp. 1082-3, 1120-1). I t  i s  his opinion 

t h a t  there may be several zones of steam t h a t  may or may not be intercon- 

nected (transcript pp. 1094-5). He expressed a strong belief t h a t  i t  would be 

astounding i f  the Geysers field i s  the only occurrence of dry steam resource i n  

Northern California (transcript pp. 1134-7). 

Li 

The Applicant's second witness, Mr. Carl Weinberg, Supervising C i v i l  

Engineer i n  PG&E's Siting Department presented testimony on several constraints Lii 
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that might hinder the development of the resource potential in the Geysers- 

Calistoga KGRA? Although he listed several potential constraints, he believes 

only those pertaining to air quality, land use, and perhaps noise may prove to 

I be restrictive. In his written testimony, Mr. Weinberg stated that air quality 

regulations would prohibit the construction of additional generating units 

beyond the level of approximately 2000 Mw production. On cross-examination, it 

was established that the emissions output per plant was not necessarily directly 

related to the 2000 Plw production. That is, with certain control technologies, 

emissions per unit could be reduced, and thus, in effect, the total megawatt 

production o f  the reschrce could be increased and still meet air quality 

regulations. Consequently, it may be possible to have a megawatt output 

of 2500 Mw, or maybe 300 Mw, in the KGRA, before any air quality regulations 

would prohibit additional generating units. 

I 

I 

The final PG&E witness, Mr. Bruce Williams, a Senior Civil Engineer in 

PG&E's Engineering Planning Department presented testimony that provided a 

unit-by-unit breakdown of the 2000, Mw est ate. All the units described were 

within Dr. Ramey's producing area, -including units being proposed by the 

California Department of Water Resources and NCPA. 
1 

j 

I 

Staff's sole witness,,Mr. David Hill, a Senior Engineering Geologist with 

the Energy Commission presented testimony that was, in essence, a literature 

~ erent estimates , ranging 
I 
i esource. He believed that a I 
1 particularly meani ngful as 

1 

I 

uch as air quality. Mr. 
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Hill also mentioned t h a t  his attempts t o  contact ind iv idua l  developers d i d  not LJ 
produce much information, because the developers feel t h a t  such data i s  pro- 

prietary. In conclusion, Mr. Hill stated t h a t  i t  was his personal op in ion  t h a t  

the Geysers-Cal i s toga  KGRA contains more t h a n  2000 Mw of electric generating 

capability, although he d i d  not  specify nor estimate how much t o t a l  resource was 

i n  this region. 

Mr. Charles Schnautz, Project Coordinator for two Northern California Power 

Agency (UCPA) geothermal proposals, appeared a t  the i n v i t a t i o n  o f  the Committee 

as an unsworn witness for NCPA. Through questionfng by counsels for PG&E and 

S taf f ,  i t  was established t h a t  NCPA i s  proposing t o  construct approximately 270 

Mw of geothermal capacity. 

Mr. Courtney Isselhardt ,  a Senior Explora t ion  Geologist for  Republic 

Geothermal, gave independent public comment on the field operations aspects 

of predicting resource size. Assuming the same type o f  reservoir and geologic 

conditions as The Geysers will be present on a t  least 5-6,000 acres o f  the 

11,000 acre leasehold t h a t  his company i s  exploring near The Geysers i n  the area 

between Mount Konocti and Boggs Lake, Republic Geothermal hopes t o  produce 

500-600 Mw from t h a t  acreage alone. Based on proprietary data  and previous 

experience, Mr. Isselhardt feels this t o  be a conservative estimate (transcript 

pp. 1142-57). 

In summation, the major po in t s  established a t  the hearing: 

1. PG&E's 2000 Mw estimate rests solely on the dry steam resource o f  an 

area designated as a production area; this area, approximately three 

miles by ten miles, is  only a small port ion of wha t  i s  known as the 

id Geysers-Calistoga KGRA. 
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W 2. PG&E's f i g u r e  o f  2000 Mw i s  f o r  a planning per iod o f  20 years. 

3. The 2000 Mw estimate does not attempt t o  evaluate any hot  water o r  dry  

' rock resources w i t h i n  the  production area, nor does it attempt t o  

estimate the dry  steam resource and hot water resource outside the  

producing area but  on ly  w i t h i n  the  Geysers-Cal is toga KGRA. 

4. Whi le  a i r  q u a l i t y  and l a n d  use c o n s t r a i n t s  may be a problem, i t  

seems from a cont ro l  technology viewpoint, t h a t  these problems can be 

amel i orated. 

. .  B. Committee Findinas and ConclusiMs 

The Committee concludes t h a t  f o r  t h e  purpose o f  t ransmiss ion  system 

planning, a range o f  2000 t o  3000 Mw should be assumed f o r  t o t a l  e l e c t r i c  

generating > capaci ty a t  The Geysers using present ly commercialized technology, 

i.e., e x p l o i t a t i o n  of the  d ry  steam resource. Given the c o n f l i c t i n g  testimony, 

t he  f a c t  t h a t  much o f  the  explorat ion data are p ropr ie ty  and the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

eventual ly exp lo i t i ng  other resources' (e.g., hot  water), i t  i s  not possible t o  

state,  a t  t h i s  time, the  u l t imate  generating capaci ty which w i l l  be placed on 

l i n e  a t  The Geysers. Therefore, a f l e x i b l e  approach i s  requi red which will 

accommodate a range o f  poss ib i l i t i es .  
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VI. %TRANSMISSION LINE ISSUES 

A. Land Use 

1. Annadel S ta te  Park 

a. Introduction (Public Resources Code 25527) 

The Applicant's "preferred" Geysers to Lakevil l e  route includes a 1.4 

mile portion which traverses Annadel State Park. The existing two circuit  230 

kV Geysers to Lakeville transmission line crosses Annadel on a single line of 

la t t ice  towers. PG&E proposes to consolidate the two new 230 kV circuits w i t h  

the existing circuits on four circuit towers (of either la t t ice  or tubular 

construction) u s i n g  the existing right-of-way. 

Section 25527 of the Public Resources Code provides ( i n  p a r t )  that: 

The following area of the state shall not be approved as a s i t e  
for a facil i ty unless the commission f i n d s  t h a t  such use is not 
inconsistent w i t h  the primary uses of such lands and that there 
will be no substantial adverse environmental effects and the 
approval of any p u b l i c  agency having ownership or control of such 

l ) S t a t e ,  regiona t y  and c i t y  p a r k s ;  wilderness, 
or natural reserve areas f o r  w i  1 d l  i f e  protect1 on, 

recreat f on, historic preservation; or  natural preservation areas 1 
i n  existence on the effective date of this division. 

I lands is obtained: 

11 i ty  i s constructed 
I 

~ 

ine or thermal 

W 
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u 
I W i t h  respect t o  the issue of conformance of  the Applicant's proposa l  
1 w i t h  the provisions of P u b l i c  Resources Code 25527, i t  i s  the Committee's 

view t h a t :  

(1) Approval of the Director and/or the State Department of Parks and I 
I 

Recreation would have t o  be obtained; and, 

( 2 )  The Commission would have to  make findings t h a t  the proposed use is  i 

not  inconsistent w i t h  the primary uses of Annadel State Park and t h a t  
i 1 there will be no substantial adverse environmental effects. 

i b . Evidentiary Requests 
I 
i 
I 

The Committee, i n  i ts  Prehearing Conference Order dated March 13, 1979, 
I 
, made the following evidentiary requests: 

o Mr. Russell Cah i l l ,  Director of the California State Department of Parks 

and Recreation was asked t o  present testimony on the following subjects: 

( 1 )  Does the Department of  Parks and  Recreation own o r  cont ro l  

Annadel State Park? I 
i 

( 2 )  I f  so, the date and circumstances under which such ownership or 

control was acquired. 

(3)  The existence of any PG&E transmission line and/or right-of-way 

a t  the time such ownership o r  control was acquired. 

( 4 )  Is Mr. Cahill  empowered t o  give the approval specified under PRC 

25527? 
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b, (5) If so, will Mr. Cahill  and/or the Department of Parks and Recrea- 

t i o n  give approval under PKC 25527 f o r  Annadel Park t o  be a s i te  

f o r  a consolidated transmission l ine f a c i l i t y  a s  contained i n  

PG&E's proposed Lakevi l le  transmission 1 ine. Would any specific 

mi t iga t ion  measures be required i n  order  t o  obtain such approval? 

(6)  Does Mr. C a h i l l  believe t h a t  P G & E ' s  proposed c o n s o l i d a t e d  

transmission l ine i s  not incons is ten t  w i t h  the primary uses of 

Annadel S t a t e  Park? 

o In a d d i t i o n ,  the Committee directed PG&E and the  Commission S t a f f  

t o  present testimony on compliance w i t h  PRC 25527 and w i t h  the General 

Plans of Sonoma County and the City of  Santa Rosa. 

Testimony from Mr. Cahi l l ,  and from witnesses f o r  the Applicant and S ta f f  

was heard on April 5 ,  1979. 

The Preheari  ng Conference Order a1 so i nv i t ed  testimony from other  parties 

concerning conformity of the Appl icani' s proposal w i t h  PRC 25527 and the General 

Plans of Sonoma County and the City o f  Santa Rosa. Although Sonoma County/OPOA, 

t h e  Ci ty  of Santa Rosa, an Kenwood had indicated an in ten t ion  t o  present such 

testimony, none was offered. 

I 
I 
I 

i 

System which  includes Annadel S t a t e  Park. 
W 
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b As t o  Public Resources Code Section 25527, Mr. Cahill testified that :  

1 )  He i s  prepared t o  furnish the approval necessary t o  cross Annadel 

State Park w i t h  the planned transmission line. 

2 )  The present line through Annadel S ta te  Park has a substantial adverse 

environmental effect on the park. The reconstruction and expansion of 

the present 1 ine will have an addi t iona l  adverse environmental effect, 

however, t h a t  e f fec t  w i l l  n o t  be s u b s t a n t i a l .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  he 

believes t h a t  of a l l  the adverse environmental effects resulting from 

the location of a new transmission line, the proposed route th rough  

Annadel State Park will have less environmental impacts t h a n  the other 

alternatives (including Tulucay West, Tulucay East, Vaca-Dixon, and 

the Kenwood bypass). 

3 The purpose of a state park generally includes the preservation o f  

o u t s t a n d i n g  natural  , scenic and c u l t u r a l  values and indigenous 

aquatic and terrestrial f lora  and fauna. The uses of Annadel State 

Park include picnicking, sightseeing, h i k i n g ,  and horseback r id ing .  

In his opinion the proposed consolidated line through Annadel State 

Park i s  inconsistent w i t h  the purposes of the park b u t  i s  not incon- 

sistent w i t h  the primary uses of the park. 

Mr. C h a r l e s  E .  Morrison i s  the Supervisory T i t l e  Representative f o r  

- PG&E. He reviewed documents i n  PG&E's f i les  and official Sonoma County records 

re1 ated t o  the acquisition of the present transmi ssion 1 i ne easement through 

Annadel S ta te  Park. He testified t h a t  PG&E acquired an easement i n  1959 t o  

6. install,  maintain,  and use a single 1 ine of towers across what i s  now Annadel 
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State Park. Mr. Morrison attached a copy of the easement t o  his testimony and V 

testified t h a t  "the relevant port ion of this document grants t o  PG&E": 

'I... the r i g h t  t o  e rec t ,  construct, reconstruct, replace, 
remove, maintain and use a single line of towers w i t h  such wires 
and cables as second par ty  shall from time t o  time suspend 
therefrom . 'I 

The State of Cal ifornia acquired i ts  ownership o f  the 1 ands comprising Annadel 

State Park from 1971 t o  1974 subject t o  PGdrE's prior transmission line easement. 

Ms. Peggy J. Gibbons i s  a P l a n n i n g  Analyst  i n  the Land Department of 

PG&E . - 
She testif ied t h a t  the General Plans of Sonoma County and the City of Santa 

Rosa contain no policies related t o  Annadel State Park and i n  any case these 

General Plans do not apply t o  the Park. 

As t o  PRC 25527, i t  was her opinion t h a t  the language "not  inconsistent' 

w i t h  the primary uses (of  Annadel State Park) implies an intent nat t o  require 

absolute and to t a l  consistency. She gave t h i s  opinion a s  a planner, not  as an 

attorney and was not familiar w i t h  the legislative history of t h i s  section. She 

also d id  not consider what the primary uses o f  the park were i n  reaching t h i s  

I 

consolidate the or iginal  and the new two-circuit 230 kV line on a four  circuit 
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tubular tower structure. However, a t  the request of the California Department L 
of Parks and Recreation, the Applicant has agreed t o  use a four circuit  la t t ice  

tower structure f o r  the proposed Annadel crossing. These towers w i l l  be placed 

i n  the same location as the present towers. The la t t ice  towers would have two 

legs and e ight  feet w i t h  an average height of 120 t o  125 feet. The la t t ice  

tower structure would have less visual impact and could be b u i l t  w i t h o u t  the 

1 arge cranes required for tubul  a r  towers. The Appl icant  expressed a w i  1 1 i ngness 

t o  continue t o  cooperate w i t h  the State  Parks Department i n  establishing 

. a d d i t i o n a l  measures t o  mitigate the adverse environmental e f fec ts  o f  

construction. 

Mr. Schmidt further testified t h a t  the consolidated four-circui t tower 

(whether la t t ice  o r  t u b u l a r )  was preferable t o  a parallel line th rough  Annadel 

State Park. This was true no t  only because a parallel line could not be con- 

structed i n  the present 100 foot easement, b u t  a lso because a parallel line 

would require removal of dense vegetation which would have a substantial  adverse 

environmental effect. 

Mr. Kreig S .  Larson i s  a n  Associate Planner i n  the Environmental and  

Health Office of the California Energy Commission. 

He testified t h a t  i n  his opinion the project would comply w i t h  PRC Section 

25527. 

He based his testimony i n  pa r t  on a docketed le t te r  of February 14, 1979 

from the Department of Parks and Recreation. He interpreted t h a t  l e t te r  t o  

state t h a t  w i t h  proper mi t iga t ion  the proposal will not cause substantial 

adverse environmental effects and therefore, approval could be given by the 
di 
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Department. In add i t ion ,  he was o f  the opinion t h a t  the transmission l ine would 

not be inconsistent w i t h  the primary uses of the park, such a s  biking,  picnick- 

i n g ,  f i sh ing ,  and horseback r iding.  Mr. Larsen admitted t h a t  he was not  a 

recrea t iona l  use planner and his opinion was given a s  a l a y  person. 

LJ 

Mr. Larson was a l s o  of the opinion t h a t  neither the Sonoma County General 

Plan o r  the City o f  Santa Rosa General Plan was appl icable  t o  Annadel S t a t e  Park 

because  the park was beyond the j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t h o s e  l o c a l  governments.  

However, he admitted under Cal i forn ia  law a General Plan i s  required t o  address 

planning issues beyond i ts  current borders so long as  those issues a r e  within 
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. 2. Other Land Use Issues  bj 

a. Introduct ion 

The Preliminary Report must contain f ind ings  and conclusions on the pro- 

posa l ' s  degree of conformity w i t h  appl icable  l o c a l ,  reg iona l ,  s t a t e  and federal 

s tandards,  ordinances and laws. PRC 25512. The committee has s t a t e d  t h a t  a 

General Plan i s  a loca l  standard which must be considered under this sec t ion .  

Various p a r t i e s  have taken the pos i t ion  t h a t  one o r  more of the transmission 

co r r ido r  proposal s before the committee ( including some of the "Ful ton a1 terna- 

tives") a r e  not  i n  conformity w i t h  the following: Sonoma County General Plan, 

Sonoma County zoning ordinances, Franz Val ley Spec i f i c  Plan, Santa Rosa General 

Plan, Santa Rosa zoning ordinances, Napa County General Plan, Napa County zoning 

ordinances,  Napa County loca l  ordinances. The Applicant a s s e r t s  t h a t  a l l  o f  i ts  

proposals a r e  i n  conformity w i t h  a l l  local ordinances and appl icable  General 

P1 ans. 

b. Evidentiary Requests 

The Committee requested the Applicant t o  present evidence on the degree 

of conformity of their transmission 1 ine proposals w i t h  appl icable  1 ocal ord i -  

nances and General Plans including a summary of mi t iga t ion  measures necessary t o  

br ing their proposals i n t o  compl iance. The following p a r t i e s  expressed an 

in t en t ion  t o  present evidence on the lack of compliance of the proposals t o  

1 ocal ordinances and/or General P1 ans: Sonoma County, A1 p i  ne/Franz Val 1 ey , Napa 

County. 

c. Summary of Testimony 

Mr. John  A .  McCullough i s  the  Lands Department  P r o j e c t  Coordinator for  

e testified f o r  PG&E on Apr i l  12, 1979 a s  follows: c; 
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o He has reviewed the four a l t e r n a t i v e  transmission 

the context  of  PG&E's route  selection methodology. Ba 
W 

~ 

line proposals i n  
l 

ed on this review, 

i n  his opinion, there a r e  no ident i f ied  issues w h i c h  would preclude loca t -  

ing  a 230 kV transmission i n  any of those proposed routes  o r  co r r ido r s  

( inc luding  the Ful  ton a1 t e rna t ives )  . 
o PG&E ' s f o u r  proposed a1 t e r n a t i v e  t r a n s m i s s i o n  1 i ne c o r r i d o r s  are  

Geysers (Castle Rock Junct ion)  t o  Lakeville,  Tulucay West, Tulucay East  and 

Vaca-Dixon. Each of these a l t e r n a t i v e s  would interconnect  a t  one of three 

a l t e r n a t i v e .  substat ions:  Lakevil le  near Petaluma; Tulucay, near Napa; o r  

Vaca-Dixon near  Vacavil le. 

o PG&E's current rou te  selection methodology i s  found on pages 4-1 t o  4-29 

of the SEI. 

o Mr. McCullough cited three guide l ines  which  encourage the p a r a l l e l i n g  

of e x i s t i n g  lines: 

\ 

a)  When se l ec t ing  a transmission line rou te  o r  cor r idor ,  p a r a l l e l i n g  

I e x i s t i n g  1 ines should be considered. (Departments of I n t e r i o r  

and Agriculture (DOI/DOA) "Environmental Criteria f o r  E lec t r i ca l  

Sy s terns. 'I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

1 
I 

dat ion o f  u t i l i t i e s  i n t o  common u t i l i t y  cor- 

Sonoma County General P l a n ,  Goals 

oppor tuni t ies  

on Methodology 

the SEI. 
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I Mr. McCullough t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  these c r i t e r i a  should be used only a s  guides u 
when applied t o  a specific circumstance. 

He further testified a s  follows: 

o Application of the suggested guide l ines  t o  mul t ip le  lines was done w i t h  

t h e  Lakevi l le  proposal. Twenty-seven miles of the preferred r o u t e ' s  t o t a l  

l ength  of 38 miles a r e  loca ted  i n  a common u t i l i t y  co r r ido r .  

o A common Fulton u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r  is  not  p rac t i cab le  a s  compared t o  the 

eleven mile nonparallel sec t ion  through the Franz and Alpine Valleys. The 

proposed Fulton a l t e r n a t i v e s  a r e  longer ,  more expensive and have a visual  

impact on more people than the preferred route .  

o In 1972 the Ful ton-Ignacto transmission line was constructed across  

the Valley of the Moon. Subsequently the r e s iden t i a l  area of Oakmont was 

developed adjacent  t o  the preexisting r i g h t  of way. 

o Seven homes and the golf clubhouse a r e  directly ad jacent  t o  the u t i l i t y  

r i g h t  of way; thir ty-seven homes a r e  ad jacent  t o  the golf course fairway 

occupying the right-of-way. 

o Crossing Oakmont w i t h  a consol idated four c i r c u i t  transmission 1 ine 

i s  more acceptable  than: (1)  undergrounding; and ( 2 )  a new nonparallel 

c ross ing  of the Valley of the Moon. 

o A p a r a l l e l  c ross ing  of Annadel S t a t e  Park is not  acceptable  because 

addi t iona l  c l ea r ing  of vegetat ion necessary f o r  an added r i g h t  of way would 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  adversely a f f e c t  the park. 

I 
i 
1 
I 
I 
I i 
I 
i 
1 

i '  

, 
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o The proposed consolidated four-circuit transmission line through Annadel 

i s  more acceptable than; (1) undergrounding; and ( 2 )  a new nonparallel 

crossing of the Valley of the moon. 

I.d 

o The consolidation of four-circuits through Annadel State Park is not 

inconsistent w i t h  the primary use of the area for park and recreation 

purposes. 

o Approximately 45 homes are  located w i t h i n  a 2,000 foot  wide study 

corridor a1 ong the el even-mil e nonparall el Franz/Al p i  ne Val 1 ey route. 

Approximately 350 homes are located w i t h i n  a 2,000 foot wide study corridor 

a1 ong the suggested. Ful ton para1 1 el a1 ternative. 

o None of the Sonoma County General Plan Maps - "Unique Biotic Areas" map 

(Figure 91, "Critical Open Space" (Plate 2 )  or "Resources and undeveloped 

areas" (Plate 3) - identify any natural or unique biotic areas along the 

nonparal le1 Franz/Al pine Val ley route. - 

o With  appropriate construction techniques and environmental m i  tigation, 

there are no significant environmental impacts which will preclude the 
! 

1 Franz/Al p i  ne Val 1 ey areas as a capable corridor. 
I 

o The Cedars Rough area i s  being considered by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
I 

I 
I area and as such would pose a constraint 

I he study corri- 
~ 

1 

fa1 number of 

W 
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o In  the northern sections of the F u l t o n  Alternative the land  i s  very u 
simil a r  t o  the Franz Val 1 ey ; i .e. , grazi ng, agricul tural  , watershed-type 

usage. Any adverse effects from a transmission line would be similar i n  

those two areas. 

o The visual effects of the transmission line i n  the F u l t o n  area could 

be m i  tigated by consol idation. 

o The nonparallel route has more opportunity for  visual mi t iga t ion  t h a n  

the F u l t o n  parallel alternative. Because of the terrain and existing 

vegetation the towers could be placed t o  minimize the visual impact. In 

the F u l t o n  area, because of the density of population around Larkfield and 

Wikiup, the openness of the area, and the existance o f  addi t iona l  lines, i t  

would be more difficult  t o  mitigate the visual effects. 

o Benefits of paralleling a line only occur i f  use can be made of the 

existing impacts t o  the environment w i t h o u t  substantially increasing those 

impacts. 

o The Lakeville corridor w i l l  probably affect the greatest number o f  

people of the four proposed corridors. 

o Sugar Loaf Ridge State  Park i s  w i t h i n  the Tulucay West corridor. 

However, a route would be placed t h a t  avoids the park. Sugar Loaf is 

treated different ly  from Annadel because 

mission line there. 

o The adoption of the Frant Valley Specif 

there i s  no existing trans- 

c Study by the Sonoma County 

Board of Supervisors does not  preclude the placing of a transmission line 

i n the Franz/Al p i  ne Val 1 ey . 
i d  
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Mr. Richard B.  Maxwell has been the attorney for Oakmont Builders, Inc, 

Prior to that he was City Attorney for 

Mr. Maxwell was a committee witness and testified on 

the developers of Oakmont, since 1962. 

the City of Santa Rosa. 

Apr i l  12, 1979 as follows: 

o The Oakmont property was acquired by Mr. and Mrs. H.N. Berger i n  1962. 

In 1963, i t  was annexed to the City of Santa Rosa, and the planned com- 

munity zoning for Oakmont was established. 

o The existing 100 foot wide ut i l i ty  easement was i n  existence when the 

property was acquired. The present owners had not anticipated that the 

ex1 sti ng transmi ssion 1 i ne woul d be expanded. However, Mr . Maxwell coul d 

not express a legal opinion that the order of condemnation establishing 

the ut i l i ty  easement placed any restriction on expansion of the line. 

o The Oakmont development consists of approximatly 1,275 acres. 1,715 

residential units w i t h  approximately 2,800 residents have been constructed. 

Over the next six t o  ten years, an additional 1,000 residential units will 

be b u i l t .  

o A number of the existing residential units have been b u i l t  adjacent 
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o She has  reviewed the gene ra l  p l a n s  and zoning  o r d i n a n c e s  o f  Lake, Lf 
Solano, Napa, and Sonoma Counties and the City of Santa Rosa. The pre- 

ferred route  and a l t e r n a t i v e  co r r ido r s  a r e  a l l  cons i s t en t  w i t h  the var ious  

General Plans and a r e  compatible w i t h  the zoning ordinances. 

o General Plans c o n s t i t u t e  gu ide l ines  by which s i te  specific dec is ions  

may be made. 

o The Tulucay Eas t  and Vaca-Dixon proposal will comply w i t h  the General 

Plan and Zoning ordinances of Lake County. This has not been disputed 

by Lake-County o r  any party. 

o The Tulucay East  and Vaca-Dixon proposals will comply w i t h  the General 

Plan and Zoning ordinances o f  Solano County. T h i s  has not  been disputed  

by Solano  County o r  any p a r t y .  However, the Solano  County P lann ing  

Department has expressed a preference f o r  the Lakevi l le  route .  

o FIapa County contends t h a t  the Tulucay West, Tulucay East and Vaca- 

Dixon proposals a r e  i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  the seismic sa fe ty  element of their 

General Plan. Napa County has expressed a preference f o r  the Lakevi l le  

Route.* T h i s  witness is  of the opinion t h a t  the General Plan does not  

preclude cons t ruc t ion  of the proposed t ransmission 1 ine, b u t  does require 

a g e o l o g i c / s e i s m i c  r e p o r t  showing the  l i n e  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  p u b l i c  

sa fe ty .  The witness testified t h a t  f o r  reasons of  r e l i a b i l i t y  a s  well a s  

s a fe ty ,  towers will be located so a s  t o  avoid, where possible ,  a r eas  o f  

known o r  po ten t ia l  geologic hazard, and t h a t  where such areas  cannot be 

avoided, cons t ruc t ion  methods and/or ma te r i a l s  have been prescr ibed t o  

*Letter, November 8, 1978 from J .  Hickey, Di rec tor ,  Conservation Development 

6: and P1 anning Department t o  Commissioner Pasternak. 
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testimony o f  PG&E witnesses H. Goldman and B .  Bol t  (geotechnica l ) ,  G. 

Lenfesty ( s t r u c t u r a l  engineering), and J . Wal sh (cons t ruc t ion  p rac t i ces )  

t o  support  her _conclusion t h a t  the combination of mit igat ion and avoid- 

maintain the sa fe ty  and r e l i a b i l i t y  of the line. Ms. Gibbons c i t e d  the 

l 

si te-specific m i  ti gat ion measures will be prescribed and imp1 emented t o  

ensure u t i 1  i t y  placement cons i s t en t  w i t h  pub1 i c  safe ty .  

o Sonoma County,  t h r o u g h  v a r i o u s  r e s o l u t i o n s  pas sed  by i t s  Board o f  

Supervisors ,  contends t h a t  the proposed Lakevil l e  and Tu1 ucay-Nest rou tes  

a r e  incons i s t en t  w i t h  the County 'General Plan. 

o Sonoma County has found a Planning Commission S t a f f  Proposal t o  be 

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the General Plan. This proposal would add 44 mil l ion  

d o l l a r s  t o  the c o s t  of the preferred route ,  and includes rout ing  the line 

through the Ful ton subs ta t ion  w i t h  undergrounding and consol idat ion i n  

the v i c i n i t y  o f  the F u l t o n  s u b s t a t i o n  and undergrounding th rough  the 

Valley of  the Moon and the Oakmont Community. 

o T h e  Sonoma County Gene 1 P lan  under i t s  g e n e r a l  goal on Land Use 

con ta ins  several policies r e l a t i n g  t o  utilities. None of these p o l i c i e s  

dors  wherever prac- 

way and i s  not a po in t  of 
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2. Line length: Paralleling through the F u l t o n  area would increase the L; 
1 i ne 1 ength by approximately 5.6 m i  1 es compared t o  the preferred 

1 route. 

3. Line losses: Greater t h a n  the Applicant's preferred route. 

4. Cost: More expensive t h a n  the Applicant's preferred route. 

5. Human effects: More persons will be affected by rerouting through the 

Ful ton  area than  along the Applicant's preferred route through Franr 

Valley. 

6. Construction Activities: The Ful ton area, w i t h  greater population, 

w i l l  be more affected t h a n  would the Franz Valley area. 

o The City Counsel o f  the City of Santa Rosa contends t h a t  the Lakeville 

proposal i s  inconsistent w i t h  i t s  General Plan. 

o The witness has reviewed those portions of the Santa Rosa General Plan 

w h i c h  are relevant t o  the Lakeville proposal. In her o p i n i o n ,  the Lake- 

vi l le  proposal is consistent w i t h  those relevant elements and policies of  

the Santa Rosa General Plan. 

o Napa County zoning ordinances allow the construction o f  electrical 

transmission lines upon the g r a n t i n g  o f  a use permit. Napa County contends 

t h a t  t h i s  use permit requirement has not been preempted by the Warren- 

Alquist Act. Ms. Gibbons assumed t h a t  this use permit requirement has been 

preempted i n  reaching her conclusion t h a t  the proposed Tulucay and Vaca- 

Dixon lines are compatible w i t h  Napa County zoning ordinances. However, 

she also was of the op in ion  t h a t  since transmission lines are an allowable 
LiiJ 
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L d  
use they are compatible w i t h  the Napa County zone ordinances even i f  a use 

permit were requi red. 

o Sonoma County Zoning Ordinances permit electric transmission lines i n  

a l l  d is t r ic ts  w i t h o u t  requiring a use permit. 

o Zoning ordinances o f  Santa  Rosa require a use permit for e l e c t r i c  

transmission lines. There is nothing i n  these ordinances t o  prohibit the 

development of the Lakeville line as  proposed. 

o There are three cat6gories of uses under local zon ing  ordinances. 

(1)  Allowed by r i g h t  ( 2 )  Allowed w i t h  a use permit ( 3 )  Not allowed 

(prohibited) . 
o The fundamental principle concerning a use permit i s  t h a t  the use 

may be appropriate depending on the k i n d s  of conditions agreed t o  between 

the jurisdiction and the Applicant or imposed by the jurisdiction. 

l o Most general plans contain conflicting goals and policies. A local 

jurisdiction, i n  the furtherance o f  i ts  general plan, must decide how t o  

resolve these conflicts on a case-by-case basis. 

a transmission line is  

ent w i t h  a transmission 

f 
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o Under the Franr Valley Specific P l a n ,  Scenic Qua l i t i e s ,  i t  s t a t e s  Li 
"Except w i t h i n  geothermal permit area, any new transmission fac i l i t i es  

should parallel existing lines where possible."* In Ms. Gibbons' opinion,  

practicable could be substituted for possible i n  t ha t  sentence. 

Mr. James H .  Hickey i s  Director of the Napa County Planning  Department. 

He testified for Napa County on April  13, 1979. 

o The proposed Tu1 ucay West, Tu1 ucay East and Vaca-Dixon transmission 

lines are inconsistent w i t h  relevant portions of the Napa County General 

P l a n  elements, Napa Valley area plans and relevant county ordinances. 

o Mr. 

Genera 

PG&E ' s 

Hickey listed the following specific sections o f  the Napa County 

Plan, Napa Valley Area P l a n ,  and loca l  ordinances w i t h  which 

proposed a1 ternative transmission corridors are inconsistent: 

1.  Napa County General Plan: Seismic Safety Element Policies: Require- 

ment for a Geologic/Seismic Report: Inasmuch as  many miles o f  the 

Tulucay and Vaca-Dixon routes are landslide areas, and many more miles 

are composed of soils which are prone t o  slumping and l ands l id ing ,  a 
' 

geologic/seismic report shoul d be prepared before a corridor i s  

selected. Failure t o  prepare such a report i s  inconsistent w i t h  the 

Napa County General Plan. 

2. Napa County General Plan :  Land Use Element Policies: Ecologically 

Sensitive Areas, and Limited Development Areas: Since most o f  the 

1 and traversed by the Tu1 ucay and Vaca-Dixon are "Ecological l y  

bi *Note: This language was revised i n  the f inal  Frant Valley Specific Plan. 
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Sensitive" areas designed for "Limited Development," i t  i s  contrary to 

. t h e  Napa County General Plan to approve corridors i n  these locations. 

3. Napa County General Plan: Land Use Element: Water Supply Protection: 

Since access roads would affect the ratio of rainfall runoff/per- 

colation and increase the amount of siltation i n  streams, approval of 

a new corridor which would require extensive road b u i l d i n g  and vegeta- 

tion removal would depart from the Napa County General Plan. fulucay- 

West would have the greatest impact i n  this regard. 

4. Napa County General Plan: Land Use Element: Scenic Transportation 

Routes: Construction of either the Vaca-Dixon or Tulucay routes would 

degrade the visual scenic quality of Napa County. The destruction of 

the visual beauty of Napa Valley w i t h  a major electrical transmission 

line would be inconsistent w i t h  the Napa County General Plan. 

5. Napa County General Plan: Conservation and Open Space Element Poli- 

cies: Fisheries Habitat Conservation: Construction of access/mainte- 

nd vegetation removal i n  h i l l y  areas would increase the 
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The construction of Tulucay West also could increase the potential for L! 
‘flooding i n  the City of Napa to the extent that sedimentation occurs 

i n  Redwood Creek and the rate of rainfall runoff i s  increased. 

7. Napa County General Plan: Conservation and Open Space Element 

Policies: Scenic Areas of Outstanding Value Conservation: Creation of 

any of the Tulucay or Vaca-Dixon routes would tend to destroy visual 

quality of the landscape and would thus be inconsistent w i t h  the 

General P1 an. 

8.  Napa Valley Area Plan: General Guidelines: Requires retentfon of 

trees and other vegetation. Construction of construction/mai ntenance 

roads and vegetation clearing for the proposed lines would be contra- 

dictory to  this policy. 

9. Napa Valley Area Plan: Geological Policy Guidelines: Trees should 

not be removed from slopes exceeding 15 percent since this action 

could render these areas unstable. Vegetation clearing for any of the 

proposed corridors would require removal of hundreds of acres of trees 

on slopes greater than 15 percent i n  total contradiction of this 

pol icy. 

10. Napa Valley Area Plan: Areas Presenting High Fire Risk: Inasmuch as 

construction/maintenance roads woul d make vast areas of the County 

more accessible, particularly to  ORV (Off Road Vehicle) drivers, the 

creation of a new transmission line i n  any of the alternative cor- 

ridors will increase the probability of w i l d  fires i n  the County. 

11. Napa County Zoning Ordinances: Use Permit: Whether o r  not the 

Commission has exclusive s i t i n g  authority, i t  i s  impossible to p u t  a u 
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W transmission line i n  Napa County i n  compliance w i t h  existing standards 

unless the use permit requirements of Mapa County zoning ordinances 

are recognized. 

12. Watercourse Obstruction/Riparian Cover Ordinance: Creeks are pro- 

Each of the alternatives crosses creeks tected by Ordinance #477. 

protected by this ordinance. 

o Visual impacts on the Napa Valley of the Tulucay East and Vaca-Dixon 

routes woul d be m i  nor. 

o There would be a visual impact on the Lake Berryessa recreational area 

and the Cedars Rough area by the Tulucay East or  Vaca-Dixon line. 

o Even i f  PG&E was able to mitigate a l l  of the impacts of the proposed 

line the county m i g h t  deny a use permit. The Board of Supervisors has 

discretion to  deny a use pennit. 

o There I s  no specific mention of transmission lines i n  the Land Use 

Element of the Napa County General Plan. 

o In the absence of a specific alignment, he could not say i f  a proposal 

would be consistent ;with the goals and policies identified i n  h i s  testi-  

I 

~ 

I 

District Manager for BLM and presented a l e t t e r  to the Presiding Member from 
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Mr. Katlas dated April 6,  1979. Mr. Larramendy adopted the letter'from Katlas 

as his own testimony. 

Ls 

o The Federal Land Policy and Management Act o f  1976 requires the BLM t o  

inventory a l l  roadless area of 5,000 acres or more fo r  their wilderness 

characteristics. 

o The Cedar Roughs area has 5,800 acres. I t  i s  currently being inven- 

toried under this Act. 

o An interim management policy based on the Act, and on d r a f t  regula- 

tions precludes the construction of permanent fac i l i t i es  including trans- 

mission lines i n  a potential Wilderness Study Area (WSA), such as Cedar 

Roughs. 

o A decision wil l  be made by the BLM by December 1979 as  t o  whether 

Cedar Roughs should be designated as a Wilderness Study Area. If i t  is not  

so designated, i t  w i  11 be re1 eased from interim w i l  derness management 

restrictions. I f  i t  i s  so designated, the restrictions will remain u n t i l  

Congress acts on the recommendations of the BLM and the President. 

o The area t h a t  has been designated by PG&E as the Cedar Roughs Natural 

Area (Figure 6-3, SEI, #32-H) i s  generally the same as the Cedar Roughs 

area t h a t  i s  being considered as  a wilderness study area. 

o If PG&f's proposed Vaca-Dixon or Tulucay East route bypassed Cedar 

Roughs b u t  was close enough t o  affect the area, then the BLM m i g h t  oppose 

such an alignment. This could be true whether o r  not  the bypass traversed 

other BLM lands.  
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o The Lakeville route i s  the only one t h a t  does not  cross BLM lands. U 

o The BLM has  r e c e i v e d  22 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  from geothermal  leases i n  

the KGRA. 

Mr. K r e i g  Larson i s  an Associate Planner i n  the Environmental and Health 

Office of the California Energy Conmission. He t e s t i f i e d  on behalf of the 

Energy Commission S t a f f  on April 18 and 20, 1979. 

o I t  was his opinion t h a t  except f o r  the proposed Franz Valley Spec i f i c  

Plan, the proposed transmission cor r ido r s  are a l l  consistent w i t h  the 

adopted land use and r e l a t ed  elements o f  the General Plans of Napa, Lake, 

Sonoma, and Solano Counties and the City o f  Santa Rosa. 

o Mr. Larson t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  the  ll-mile nonparallel  c r o s s i n g  o f  t he  

Franz/Alpine Valley was inconsistent w i t h  the proposed Franz Valley Speci- 

f i c  Plan. 

o On April 17, 1979, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors adopted the 

Franz Valley Spec i f i c  Plan. However, the sentence s t a t i n g  "Oppose any new 
transmission routes through the study area'' was changed t o  "Except w i t h i n  
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"oppose" w h i c h  he viewed a s  mandatory t o  ' ' should" w h i c h  he viewed a s  Ll 
permissive. 

o A rout ing through the Fulton area which  u t i l i z e d  e x i s t i n g  co r r ido r s  

would be cons i s t en t  w i t h  the General Plan. 

o He f e l t  t h a t  the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors had determined 

that the Sonoma County Planning Commission S ta f f  Ful  ton Proposal (which 

required a combination of consol i da t ion  and undergrounding) was the only 

proposal t h a t  would be cons i s t en t  w i t h  the Sonoma County General Plan. He 

disagreed t h a t  undergrounding is required i n  urban a reas  t o  make the pro- 

posal cons i s t en t  w i t h  the Sonoma County General Plan. 

o He disagreed w i t h  the City of Santa Rosa content ion t h a t  the Appli-  

c a n t ' s  proposal t o  b u i l d  a consol idated transmission 1 ine through the 

planned community of Oakmont was incons i s t en t  w i t h  the Santa Rosa/2000 

General P1 an. Nothing i n  t h a t  P1 an expl ici t l y  required undergrounding 

through Oakmont. 

o The Sonoma County Zoning Ordinances allow transmission lines i n  any 

d i  s t r i c t  . 
o Napa County contends t h a t  the Tulucay West, Tulucay Eas t  and Vaca- 

Dixon proposals a r e  a l l  i ncons i s t en t  w i t h  the Seismic, Land Use and Open 

Space/Conservation elements of i t s  General Plan. Mr. Larson has reviewed 

the Land Use and Open Space /Conserva t ion  elements o f  the Napa County 

General Plan and has found no specific prohib i t ion  of the proposed t rans-  

mission lines. 

L, 
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u o Napa County Zoning Ordinances l i s t  transmission l i n e s  as al lowable 

uses i n  any d i s t r i c t  w i t h  the grant ing o f  a Conditional Use Permit. PRC 

25500 provides t h a t  such permits are n o t  required therefore the proposals 

are consis tent  w i t h  Napa County Zoning Ordinances. 

o Solano County has ind icated an object ion t o  the Vaca-Oixon and Tulucay 

East corr idors.  However, the County has n o t  contended t h a t  t he  proposals 

are inconsis tent  w i t h  i t s  General Plan o r  zoning ordinances. 

o Relat ive Ranking o f  Al ternat ives:  

1. L a k e v i l l e  (assuming the Franz Val ley i s  avoided) 

2. Tulucay West (assuming the Franz Valley i s  avoided) 

3. Yaca-Dixon 

4. Tulucay East 

However, w i t h  the adoption o f  the modif ied Franz Val ley Specif ic Plan, M r .  

Larson was t e n t a t i v e l y  prepared t o  s t r i k e  the parenthet ical  phrases 1 i s t e d  

above. 

o It i s  not  necessary t o  have an e x p l i c i t  p r o h i b i t i o n  f n  order f o r  a 

be inconsis tent  with a general plan. 
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Mr. Toby Arthur Ross i s  the S e n i o r  P l a n n e r  i n  charge o f  Comprehensive 

P l a n n i n g  f o r  the Sonoma County Community and Environmental Services Department. 

His testimony on behalf o f  Sonoma County was presented on Apri l  18 and 20, 

1979. 

o Two Sonoma Board o f  Supervisors Resolutions were a t tached  a s  p a r t  of Mr. 

Ross ' s testimony. 

1. Resolution No. 63494 (Apr i l  3, 1979) 

o Reaffirms Resolution No. 63138 of February 20, 1979 f ind ing  t h a t  

the Sonoma County Planning Commission s t a f f ' s  a1 t e r n a t i v e  t ransmission 

line proposal of December 12, 1978 i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the Sonoma 

County General P1 an. 

o The Planning Commission's s t a f f  proposal would pa ra l l e l  e x i s t i n g  

230 kV f a c i l i t i e s  and would underground lines (both  proposed and 

e x i s t i n g )  through the Larkfield-Wikiup area ,  across  the Valley of the 

Moon and through Oakmont, a s  well as consol ida te  lines i n  several 

sensitive areas .  

o F i n d s  t h a t  the  P lann ing  Commission s t a f f  p roposa l  i s  the o n l y  

suggested Lakevi l le  a1 t e r n a t i v e  which i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the Sonoma 

County General P1 an. 

o Finds the Vaca-Dixon Corridor t o  be the most reasonable i n  l i g h t  of 

the 1 ong-range poten t ia l  development a t  the Geysers. 
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2. Resolut ion No. 63496 ( A p r i l  4, 1979) w 
o F inds  t h e  n o n p a r a l l e l  s e c t i o n s  o f  PG&E's proposed t ransmis -  

s i o n  l i n e  th rough  t h e  Franz V a l l e y  Study Area and overhead l i n e  

across the Valley o f  the Moon inconsis tent  w i t h  the Sonoma County 

General P1 an. 

o As t o  Annadel State Park, M r .  Ross t e s t i f i e d  as fol lows: 

* In  h i s  opinion the proposed consolidated l i n e  through Annadel 

i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  Sonoma County General P l a n  and w i t h  

the purpose and primary uses o f  Annadel State Park. 

*However, t h e  Sonoma County Board o f  Superv isors  Reso lu t i ons  

do n o t  f i n d  t h a t  t h e  proposal  t h rough  Annadel i s  i n c o n s i s -  

t e n t  w i t h  the General Plan. I n  Resolution No. 63494 the Board o f  

Superv i so rs  has recommended undergrounding t h e  proposed and 

e x i s t i n g  l i n e s  through Oakmont. M r .  Ross admitted t h a t  a nec- 

essary r e s u l t  o f  t h a t  undergroundi ng i s  t h a t  the transmi ssion 

l i n e s  t raverse Annadel by means o f  an overhead l i n e .  

Mr. Ross f u r t h e r  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  a proposal which fu r the rs  the p o l i c i e s  

o f  the General Plan i s  consistent, one which does n o t  i s  inconsistent.  

i s i o n  than if 

I 

recreat ion and scenic areas i f  no t  consistent w i t h  the plan f o r  
bd 
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6.; u t i l i t y  se rv ices  adopted by the Board of Supervisors." The Sonoma 

County Board of Supervisors has not  adopted a plan f o r  u t i l i t y  

services. T h i s  means t h a t  new transmission lines should not be 

b u i l t  through p u b l i c  recrea t ion  and scenic a reas  u n t i l  such a plan 

is adopted. 

o One o f  the P o l i c i e s  of  the Sonoma County General  P l an  i s  t o :  

*"Encourage consol  i d a t i o n  o f  u t i 1  i t i e s  i n t o  common u t i 1  i t y  

c o r r i d o r s  wherever pract icable ."  

The Board of Supervisors is at tempting t o  implement this poficy 

by encourag ing  a use of  a common u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r  f o r  the 

Lakevi 1 1 e proposal . 
o The existing line t o  Fulton was constructed p r i o r  t o  the adoption 

of the Sonoma County General Plan. I t  conta ins  examples of poor land 

use planning. Mit igat ion measures cou d be developed t o  upgrade the 

existing line. 

o T h e  Franz  Va l l ey  Specific Study c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  new t r a n s m i s -  

s ion routes  a r e  not  cons i s t en t  w i t h  the long-term preservat ion of open 

space i n  the Franz Valley Study area.  The r a t i o n a l e  is t h a t  the 

unique c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of this area  shoul d be permanently designated 

and protected a s  open space. Transmission lines would be incons i s t en t  

w i t h  this designat ion.  

o The  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  the  Sonoma County Board o f  S u p e r v i s o r s  

has found t o  be cons i s t en t  w i t h  the Sonoma County Plan i n  the Fulton 

Area has been designated a s  plan 3C. The incremental c o s t  o f  this 

di 
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Ful ton mi t iga t ion  Is $33 mil l ion.  All of the o the r  Fulton a l t e r -  

na t ives  i n  E x h i b i t  E of Neil Schmidt's testimony have been found t o  be 

U 

i ncons i s t en t  w i t h  the Sonoma County General P1 an. 

o In the Frant  Valley Spec i f ic  Plan, adopted April 17,  1979, the 

language on page 11, "Oppose any new transmission routes  through the 

study area." was changed t o  "Except w i t h i n  the geothermal permit a rea ,  

any new transmission f a c i l i t i e s  should para1 le1 e x i s t i n g  routes  and 

should be designed t o  minimize visual and community impacts." 

o There were two reasons f o r  t h a t  change: 

1. The c o n t i n u e d  devel opment of  geothermal  r e s o u r c e s  i n  

the Geysers a rea  would be impossible i f  new routes  were 

compl e t e l y  precluded. 

2. To c l a r i f y  the r e a s o n s  f o r  oppos ing  new r o u t e s ;  v i s u a l  

and community impacts. 

o The use o f  " shou ld  p a r a l l e l "  above means t h a t  the  p o l i c y  i s  

not mandatory. 

where practicable, and must be appl ied on a case-by-case basis. 

I t  i s  consistent w i t h  encouraging p a r a l l e l i n g  lines 

In 
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o There are no specific policies i n  the Sonoma County General Li 
P1 a n  t h a t  require unde rg round ing  of transmission 1 ines. I t  was 

the 

the 

of 

judgment of the Board of Supervisors that undergrounding was 

best mitigation measure i n  the Larkfield-Wikiup area because 

ts designation i n  the General Plan for  eventual urban status. 

o I f  a proposal i s  n o t  i n  conformity w i t h  the General P l a n ,  i t  

can be disallowed even i f  i t  conforms t o  zoning regulations. 

o Mr. Ross testified t h a t  one of the policies of the General P l a n  i s  

to: 

"Encourage mu1 t iple use of utility-owned rights of way for  r id ing  
and h i k i n g  t ra i ls ,  pedestrian ways, landscaped greenways, park 
areas and wildlife preserves." 

This section recognizes the fac t  tha t  u t i l i t y  corridors can i n  

some situations exist w i t h  dissimilar uses. 

o There i s  n o t h i n g  i n  the Sonoma County ordinance t h a t  specif- 

ically p r o h i b i t s  transmission lines. 

o In  Resolution 62191 (Oct. 24, 1978) the Sonoma County Board 

of  Supervisors declared the Lakeville proposal t o  be i n  confict  

w i t h  the Sonoma County General Plan. 

o In  Sonoma County, a Specific Plan, such as the Franz Valley 

Specific P lan  i s  used t o  implement the General Plan and make more 

detailed those compcments o f  the General P lan  t h a t  are relevant 

t o  an area. 
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L, o The determination of p r a c t i b i l i t y  of using e x i s t i n g  co r r ido r s  would 

involve considerat ion of the l ine length ,  c o s t ,  population dens i ty ,  

environmental s u i t a b i l i t y ,  compat ib i l i ty  w i t h  open space concerns, and 

o t h e r  fac tors .  

o The Energy Commission cannot over ru le  a f ind ing  by the County t h a t  

a proposal is incons i s t en t  w i t h  its General Plan, although i t  may i n  

c e r t a i n  cases  over r ide  a County's decision. 

o F u l t o n  Proposa l  2 f  was deve loped  by the Commission S t a f f  a t  
I 

the request o f  the Committee. 

Fulton a rea  b u t  no undergrounding. 

I t  i n v o l v e s  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  i n  the 

While i t  is s imi l a r  t o  proposals 

tha t  have been found t o  be incons i s t en t  w i t h  the General Plan, the 

witness does not  have an opinion a t  this time a s  t o  whether 2f i s  

c o n s i s t e n t  o r  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the Sonoma County General  P l an .  

o The  n o r t h e r n  s e c t i o n  o f  the e x i s t i n g  F u l t o n  L c r o s s e s  s c e n i c  

a r e a s  a s  d e s i g n a t e d  i n  the  General P l a n  (see P l a t e  2 " C r i t i c a l  

Open Space" of Sonoma County General  P l a n ) .  T h e  proposed non- 

and not  ad jacent  t o  one another. 

164 



381A:23 R4 5/15/79 . L 

M r .  Rober t  Panrer i s  an at torney and President o f  OPOA. He t e s t i f i e d  L: 
f o r  OPOA on A p r i l  21, 1979. 

o The p r o v i s i o n s  o f  PG&E's u t i l i t y  easement g ran ted  by o r d e r  o f  

condemnation a l l o w s  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  p resen t  l i n e s  th rough  

Oakmont but  not a replacement. 

o There i s  nothing i n  the order o f  condemnation which s p e c i f i c a l l y  

disal lows a replacement o f  t he  present tower i n  Oakmont w i t h  l a r g e r  

towers. 

o I f  t h e  owners o f  t h e  Oakmont p r o p e r t y  were t o  b r i n g  an a c t i o n  

against PG&E f o r  an excessive burden caused by the  proposed con- 

solidated lines, the cour t  could award money damages o r  requi re  PG&E 

t o  condemn addi t ional  right-of-way. If PGSlE had addi t ional  r i g h t -  

of-way condemned, they would be required t o  pay a sum o f  money t o  the 

owners o f  t he  property. 

3. Committee Findings and Conclusions 

Annadel State Park and Other Land Use Issues 

The Committee's Findings and Conclusions on Annadel State Park and 

Other Land Use Issues are found on the fo l lowing pages: 
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U FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
LAND USE 

a. Annadel State Park 

Findings 

1. Annadel State Park i s  presently traversed by a two-circuit 230 kV 

transmission line. 

2. The existing transmission line i n  Annadel State Park was constructed 

prior t o  the time that the State Department of Parks and Recreation acquired 

t h a t  land for the State Park system. 

3. A t  present the Annadel State Park i s  par t  of the State Park system 

and i s  managed by the State Department of Parks and Recreation. 

4. Under PG&E's preferred Lakevil l e  proposal the present two-circuit 230 

kV line through Annadel State Park would be consolidated w i t h  the new 230 kV 

line i n t o  one four-circuit transmission line. 

5. The proposed consolidated line th rough  Annadel would use eight two- 

legged, eight-footed la t t ice  towers which would be i n ' t h e  same loca t ions  as the 

present towers. 

6. Russel C a h i l l  i s  the Director of the State  Department of Parks  

h i l l  has the authority 

under PRC 25527, f o r  the consoli- 
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1 L.i 
i 9. The primary uses o f  Annadel State Park are horseback r i d ing ,  s igh t -  

i seeing h i k i n g  and picnicking. The present 230 kV transmission l i n e  i n  the Park 

i s  n o t  preventing these uses from occurring. 

10. The proposed consol idated fou r -c i r cu i  t 230 kV transmission 1 i ne w i l l  

not  be inconsis tent  w i t h  the primary uses o f  the Park. 

11. The Sonoma County Board o f  Supervisors has no t  opposed the consoli-  
, 

dated route through Annadel The reso lu t i on  c a l l  i ng f o r  undergroundi ng through 

Oakmont would necessari ly r e s u l t  i n  t ravers ing Annadel by overhead l ines.  

1 
1 12. The Sanoma County Board o f  Supervisors has found the Kenwood al terna- 

, t i v e  t o  be inconsis tent  wi th the Sonoma County Plan. 

13. The Kenwood a1 te rna t i ve  would have a greater adverse environmental 

impact then the proposed consolidated crossing o f  Annadel. 

14. The consolidated crossing o f  Annadel would have l e s s  adverse environ- 

mental impact then a l l  o f  the a l te rna t i ves  t h a t  have been considered. 

15. With proper m i t i g a t i o n  measures there w i l l  be no substant ia l  adverse 

environmental e f f e c t s  caused by consol idat ing the present two-c i r cu i t  230 kV 

transmission l i n e  i n  Annadel State Park w i t h  the proposed two-c i r cu i t  230 kV 

transmission l i n e .  
I 

I 

I 
~ 

1 

16. No substant ia l  evidence was presented t o  support t he  contentSon t h a t  

the proposed consol idated 1 i n e  through Annadel woul d be inconsis tent  w i t h  the 
1 

I General Plans o f  the County o f  Sonoma o r  the City o f  Santa Rosa. 
1 
I 

1 67 

G, 
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Conclusions u 
1. A t  this time i t  appears t h a t  the proposed fou r -c i r cu i t  consolidated 

230 kV transmission line through Annadel S t a t e  Park will be i n  coriipliance w i t h  

PRC 25527 i n  t h a t :  

a. The proposal is not incons is ten t  w i t h  the primary uses of the 

Park lands. 

b. Wi th  proper construct ion techniques and mit igat ion measures the 

0 consol i d a t i  on wi  1 1 not  cause substant  i a1 adverse environmental 

effects . 
c. T h e  proposa l  has t he  approval  of the  p u b l i c  agency ( S t a t e  

Department of Parks and Recreation) t h a t  owns and con t ro l s  the 

Park, 

2. A t  the time of t h e  f i l i n g  o f  the  AFC t h e  App l i can t  wi l l  f i l e  a 

de t a i l ed  plan f o r  the construction and operat ion of the consolidated line 

t h r o u g h  Annadel S t a t e  Park. The plan sha l l  include a l l  mi t iga t ion  measures 

necessary t o  insure t h a t  the cons t ruc t ion  and operation o f  the consol idated l ine 

s h a l l  cause no subs t an t i a l  adverse environmental effects. The App l i can t  s h a l l  

I 
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4. Kenwood is not a v iab le  o r  reasonable a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  the proposed td 
consolidated transmission 1 ine i n  Annadel S t a t e  Park. The Kenwood a1 t e r n a t i v e  

should be given no further considerat ion.  

b. Land Use 

1 
1 F ind ings  

1. The  App l i can t  has  proposed a preferred t r a n s m i s s i o n  l ine r o u t e  

and three a1 t e r n a t i  ve transmission 1 i ne co r r ido r s  t o  t ransmit  addi t ional  power 

from The Geysers. They are :  
l 

a. Route A - Lakeville:  T h i s  r o u t e  i s  38 miles long ,  o f  w h i c h  

11 miles do not pa ra l l e l  existing right-of-way. I t  terminates  

near Petaluma i n  Sonoma County. I t  t r ave r ses  only Sonoma County. 

b. Route B - Tulucay-West: T h i s  r o u t e  i s  51 miles i n  l e n g t h ,  35 

I t  terminates  near the City of Napa, i n  miles a r e  non-parallel 

Napa County. I t  t r ave r ses  Sonoma and Napa County. 

c. Corridor C - Tulucay-East: T h i s  co r r ido r  is 61 miles i n  length 
, 
I 
I a l l  of i t  non-parallel I t  a l s o  terminates near the City of 
I Napa, i n  Napa County. I t  t r ave r ses  Sonoma, Lake and Napa County. 
~ 

i 
I 

d. Corr idor  D - Vaca-Dixon: T h i s  co r r ido r  is 54 miles i n  length,  
I 

50 of which  a r e  non-parallel .  I t  terminates  i n  Solano County 

n e a r  V a c a v i l l e .  I t  t r a v e r s e s  Sonoma, Lake, Napa and So lano  

I Counties . i 
~ 
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2. The  Committee has also considered a se r ies  of  Variations of  the 

Lakeville/Tulucay-West route known as the Ful ton a1 ternative. These var ia t ions  

are described i n  detail i n  E x h i b i t  E ,  of PG&E witness Neil Schmidt's testimony. 

A l l  of these variations would eliminate the 11 mile nonparallel section through 

the A1 p i  ne/Franz Val 1 eys . Variations 4a and .4b  woul d requi re new nonparal 1 el 

crd 

sections. The other variations (Za, 2b, 2c, 2d, 2e, 3a, 3b, 3c, 5a, 5b) would 

al l  parallel the existing F u l t o n  transmission line and do n o t  require any new 

u t i l i t y  corridors. The committee has also considered variation 2f described i n  

the testimony of Mr. Allen Jones. A l l  of these variations, w i t h  the exceptions 

of 4b, would require various combinations of consol ida t ion  w i t h  existing 1 ine( s) 
and/or undergrounding of the proposed (and i n  some cases existing) 1 ine( s) 

3. The incremental costs of these F u l t o n  variations (above the cost 

of the 11 mile nonparallel line) delineated i n  E x h i b i t  E of Neil Schmidt's 

testimony range from $3 t o  $33 million. These cost estimates are found t o  be 

reasonabl e for pl anni ng purposes. However, the undergroundi ng cost estimates 

might  be conservatively low accordfng t o  the testimony of PUC witness Jul ian 

Ajel lo. 
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ti c. I f  the Lakevi l le  transmission line i s  constructed i t  argues the line 

should paral le1 the e x i s t i n g  Ful  ton 1 ine. 

d. The only Fulton va r i a t ion  i n  E x h i b i t  E of Neil Schmidt's testimony 

t h a t  i s  i n  conformity w i t h  the Sonoma County General Plan i s  3c. 3c 

would pa ra l l e l  existing 230 kV f a c i l i t i e s  and would underground lines 

( bo th  proposed and ex i s t ing )  through the L a r k f i e l  d-Wi k i  u p  a r e a .  

Across the Valley of the Moon and through Oakmont, a s  well a s  con- 

s o l i d a t i n g  1 ines i n  several sensitive areas .  All the o t h e r  va r i a t ions  

a r e  not i n  conformity w i t h  the Sonoma County General Plan. There may 

be o the r  va r i a t ions  which  would be i n  conformity w i t h  the Sonoma 

County General P1 an. 

e. Sonoma County has not y e t  taken a pos i t ion  on Fulton v a r i a t i o n  2f. 

5. T h e  Sonoma County General P l a n  c o n t a i n s  the f o l l o w i n g  language:  

"Encourage consol idat ion of u t i l i t i es  i n t o  common u t i l i t y  cor-  
r i d o r s  whenever prac t icable .  I' 

T h e  Franz  Val l ey  S p e c i f i c  P1 an c o n t a i n s  the f o l l  owi ng 1 anguage: 

"Except w i t h i n  the geothermal permit a rea ,  any new transmission 
f a c i l i t i e s  should paral le1 exis t ing  routes  and shoul d be designed 
t o  minimize visual and community impacts" 

The Committee f inds  this language is not  mandatory, b u t  d i scre t ionary .  

6. The incremental c o s t  of Fulton va r i a t ion  3c i s  $33 mil l ion.  
# 

7. The present Fulton l ine was constructed p r i o r  t o  the adoption of the 

Sonoma County General P1 an. 
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V 8. The present Ful ton  line contains many examples of poor planning,  

poor construction techniques and insensitivity t o  the environment. 

9. Because of the present placement of towers on the Fulton line i n  many 

cases i t  will not be possible t o  place the towers on a new line a t  the same 

height or abreast of the present towers. Therefore, the height and spacing of 

the new towers may be staggered. 

10. Construction o f  the 11 mile nonparallel section will require the 

construction of approximately five and one-half miles of new access roads. The 

construction o f  a Ful ton  variation will also require construction of new access 

roads, b u t  the total  length is uncertain. The number of transmission lines i n  

the Larkfield-Wikiup area is  approaching the level of visual saturation. 

11. The present F u l t o n  l i ne  and  any new Fulton variation will pass 

through cri t ical  open space scenic areas as defined by the Sonoma County General 

Plan. (Critical Open Space Map - Plate  2 )  

12. The proposed 11 mile nonparallel route does not  pass th rough cri t ical  

(Critical Open open space areas as defined by the Sonoma County General Plan. 

Space Map - Plate 2) 

1 County Board of Supervisors has taken the pos i t ion  t h a t  

should be constructed through a r i t ical  open space scenic 

1 i ty services by the Board. 

nd the C i t y  of  San ta  Rosa asser t  t h a t  the 

e the new transmiss 1 ine w i t h  the existing 

i t y  of Oakmont w i t h  a four 

w 
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L, circuit  line, i s  not consistent w i t h  their respective General Plans. They argue 

that undergrounding of the proposed and/or existing line is  necessary to make 

the Lakevil 1 e proposal conform w i  t h  their General P1 ans. 

15. Neither the Sonoma County General Plan nor the City of Santa Rosa 

General Plan contain any policies that specifically require undergrounding i n  

the Fulton or Oakmont areas. 

16. The cost  of undergrounding i n  the Oakmont area as set out i n  detail 

i n  E x h i b i t  F, to  PG&E witness Neil Schmidt's testimony i s  from 2 to  23 million 

dollars. These figures are found t o  be reasonable for planning purposes. 

17. The PUC, has considered the plan t o  underground both the proposed 

These costs are estimated 

The PUC considers this to be an unreasonable amount to spend 

and existing line for the 1.2 miles through Oakmont. 

to be $9 mi1l.ion. 

on undergrounding i n  the Oakmont area. 

18. The present u t i l i t y  easement through Oakmont was acquired, and the 

existing 230 kV transmission line was b u i l t ,  prior to the development of the 

Oakmont residential community. 

19. No substantial evidence was presented to show that PG&E could not 

acquire, through negotiation or condemnation proceeding, whatever uti1 i t y  

right-of-way was necessary t o  construct any part o f  the Lakeville or Tulucay- 

West proposal 

20. No substantial evidence was presented to show that there was any 

provisions i n  the City of Santa Rosa or Sonoma County Zoning Ordinances that the 

Lakevil le  proposal woul d not be i n  conformity w i t h .  
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21. The County of Napa requires  a use permit i n  i t s  zoning ordinance 

f o r  the construct ion of a transmission line. The County a s s e r t s  t h a t  this use 

permit process i s  not preempted by PRC 25500. The Committee disagrees.  

W 

22. No subs t an t i a l  evidence was presented t o  ind ica te  t h a t  the Tulucay 

West, Tulucay East and Vaca-Dixon lines would not be i n  conformity w i t h  the Napa 

County Zoning Ordinances, and o the r  appl icable  local  ordinances. 

23. The County of Napa a s s e r t s  t h a t  the Tulucay West, Tulucay East and 

Vaca-Dixon lines would not be i n  conformity w i t h  the Seismic Safety Element, 

Land Use Element and Conservation and Open Space Element of the Napa County 

General Plan, and the Napa Valley Area Plan. 

24. The Tulucay East,  Vaca-Dixon and Tulucay West proposals,  i n  Napa 

County a r e  co r r ido r s ,  not rou tes  o r  a1 ignments. The possible  adverse environ- 

mental effects t h a t  Napa County has iden t i f i ed  from these proposals may o r  

may not occur depending on the specific routes and alignments chosen and the 

mi t iga t ion  measures required. 

25. The Tulucay East and Vaca-Dixon cor r idors  pass through the Cedar 

oughs area. 

26. The Cedar Roughs a rea  is federal  land t h a t  i s  managed by t h e  Bureau 

he United S ta t e s  Department of t h e  In t e r io r .  

era1 Land Pol i  and Management 

o be inventor ied 

Cedar Roughs i s  
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L. 29. An interim management policy based on FLPMA, and on d r a f t  regulations 

precludes the construction of permanent facil i t ies,  including transmission lines 

i n  a potential wilderness study area, such as Cedar Roughs. 

30. A decision will be made by December 1979 as to  whether Cedar Roughs 

should be designated as a wilderness study area. If  i t  is not so designated i t  

will be released from interim wilderness management restrictions. If i t  i s  so 

designated the restrictions will remain u n t i l  Congress acts on the BLM's and 

the President's recommendation. 

31. The area that has been designated by PG&E as  the Cedar Roughs Natural 

Area (Figure 6-3, SEI, #32-H) i s  generally the same as the Cedar Roughs area 

that is being considered as a wilderness study area. 

32. PG&E maintains that i t  can a d j u s t  the present Tulucay-East, Vaca-Dixon 

corridor i n  a Westerly direction t o  avoid the Cedar Roughs area. However, i t  

has not yet presented convincing evidence t h a t  i t  would i n  fact be possible t o  

do so. I f  Cedar Roughs i s  designated a WSA the Easterly branch of the corridor 

woul d be blocked. 

33. No evidence has been presented t o  demonstrate t h a t  any of the pro- 

posals would n o t  be i n  conformity; w i t h  the General Plans, zoning o r  other local 

ordinances of Lake or Solano County. 

Concl us i  ons 

1.  Under PRC 25512 the Preliminary Report must contain findings and 

conclusions on the proposals degree of conformity w i t h  local ordinances and 

standards including General Plans. In assessing this degree of conformity the 

Committee has considered the 1 oca1 governments interpretations of their own 6: 
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ordinances o r  General Plans but has made an independent determination on t h i s  

question. 

u 

2. As t o  the  11 m i le  nonparal le l  route through the  Franz/Alpine Valley: 

The Committee i n te rp re ts  the Sonoma County Plan as encouraging paral  l e l i n g  o f  

e x i s t i n g  u t i l i t y  corr idors,  when such p a r a l l e l i n g  i s  a reasonable o r  p rac t icab le  

a l te rna t ive .  The question then i s  whether any o f  the  Ful ton var ia t ions i s  a 

reasonable a l te rna t i ve  t o  the 11 m i le  nonparal le l  route. 

As t o  Ful ton var ia t ions 4a and 4b: Both o f  these var ia t ions  are longer 

and more expensive than the  11 m i l e  nonparal le l  route and would have an equi- 

valent degree of adverse environmental e f fects .  Nei ther o f  them paral  l e 1  

the  ex i s t i ng  l ines.  The Committee sees no reason t o  give these var ia t ions  

f u r t h e r  considerat ion. 

Var ia t ions 3a, 3b, 3c, a l l  requ i re  varying degrees o f  undergrounding. The 

Committee agrees w i th  the  PUC, t he  Applicant, the  Commission s t a f f ,  and other  

pa r t i es  t h a t  have argued undergrounding i s  not a reasonable m i t i g a t i o n  measure 

i n  the  Larkf ie ld/Wikiup area because o f  the  h igh costs, and the  great number o f  

, a lready e x i s t i n g  l ines.  Therefore, the  Committee f e e l s  t h a t  these var ia t ions  

should receive no f u r t h e r  consideration. 
I 

1 var iat ions,  addi t ional  problems are 

e r  and c o s t l i e r  than the  

i n  a d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  i s  

so, t o  the  extent t h a t  these 

All o f  these 

designated scenic area 

and an addi t ional  l i n e  and/or l a rge r  towers i n  the  v i sua l l y  saturated La rk f i e ld /  

i 

j 

ti 
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Wikiup area. The present tower placement on the F u l t o n  line will make i t  c, 
difficult  or impossible t o  coordinate the tower locations and heights i n  many 

parts of the line. In these areas the result will be a visually distressing 

staggered effect. The visual benefits which are often obtained by paralleling 

will be significantly diminished i n  t h i s  case due t o  the placement of the 

existing towers. 

Furthermore, the Committee is aware t h a t  by elfminating 3c from consid- 

eration the Committee i s  eliminating the only F u l t o n  variation t h a t  the Sonoma 

County Board of Supervisors has found t o  be consistent w i t h  the County General 

Plan. The Committee is i n  agreement w i t h  the general principal of paralleling 

existing lines when reasonable. However, when the shortcomings of the Fu l ton  

var ia t ions  are considered, along w i t h  the fact t h a t  the Sonoma County Board of 

Supervisors has found these variations t o  be inconsistent w i t h  the General Plan, 

the Committee must conclude a t  this time t h a t  none of the Ful ton variations are 

a reasonable o r  practicable a l te rna t ive  t o  the 11 mile nonparallel l ine.  

Therefore, i n  our view, since there i s  presently no reasonable parallel route, 

the 11 mile nonparallel route would be i n  conformity w i t h  the Sonoma County 

General P1 an. 

The Committee notes t h a t  the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors has not yet 

taken a position on whether variation 2 f ,  a F u l t o n  variation developed by the 

Commission staff a t  the suggestion of the Committee, i s  i n  conformity w i t h  the 

Sonoma County Plan. I f  Sonoma County presents evidence t h a t  2 f ,  or any other 

F u l t o n  variation t h a t  does not require undergrounding, i s  i n  conformity w i t h  

i ts  General Plan,  does not require unreasonable incremental costs, and is 

environmentally preferable, such evidence would be considered i n  the preparation 

of the Final Report. LJ 
177 
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3. Under PRC 25525, a t  the Application for C e r t i f i c a t i o n  s tage  of these 

proceedings, the Commission, i f  i t  i s  t o  c e r t i f y  a f a c i l i t y  t h a t  i s  not i n  

conformity w i t h  a local  ordinance or  General Plan, must f i n d  t h a t  the f a c i l i t y  

is  required f o r  the p u b l i c  convenience and necessi ty  and t h a t  there are  not  more 

prudent  and feasible means of achieving such pub1 ic convenf ence and necessity. 

We have expressed our view t h a t ,  the 11 mile nonparallel  rou te  appears on the 

s t a t e  of the record a t  this time t o  be i n  conformity w i t h  the Sonoma County 

General Plan. I t  is a l so  our view t h a t ,  again on the s t a t e  of the record a t  

this date,  even i f  the Commission .were t o  f i n d  t h a t  the 11 mile nonparallel  

rou te  was not  i n  conformity w i t h  the Sonoma County General Plan i t  could still  

c e r t i f y  t h a t  route .  The a1 t e r n a t i v e s  t o  this route ( F u l  t o n  va r i a t ions ,  Tulucay 

Eas t ,  Vaca-Dixon) a r e  a l l  longer,  c o s t l i e r  and involve an equivalent  o r  g rea t e r  

adverse environmental impact. Therefore,  i t  appears, t h a t  the Commission could 

f i n d  t h a t  there is not a more prudent and f e a s i b l e  means than the Lakevi l le  

route  o f  t ransmi t t ing  t h f  s necessary power from The Geysers. 

u 

4. The Committee agrees w i t h .  the PUC, Applicant and Commission s t a f f  

t h a t  the undergrounding a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  the Oakmont area a r e  not p rac t i ca l  

mitigation measures. (See Transmission Corrf dor Fi  ndf ngs and Conclusions). 

5. The Commf t t e e  d i s a g r e e s  w i t h  the a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  undergrounding 

Applicant may 
ab le  t o  a d j u s t  gnment around 
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the area, b u t  t h u s  fa r  has not done so. I f  an AFC is fi led on either of these 

routes the Applicant would be required to demonstrate such an alignment. 

7. Napa County has identified a number of potential adverse environ- 

mental impacts upon the County by the construction of either the Tulucay West, 

Tulucay East or Vaca-Dixon line. These potential impacts, which were ident i f ied 

i n  Mr. Hickey's testimony, could make these proposals inconsistent w i t h  the Napa 

County General Plan and local ordinances. However, the proposals, as they 

relate to Napa County are broad corridors a t  this point. If an AFC was f i led  on 

any of these alternatives the Applicant would be required to  demonstrate that 

construction and maintenance of  the specific alignment would not result i n  

substantial adverse environmental effects, and tha t  the transmission 1 i ne could 

be constructed i n  conformity w i t h  the Napa County Plan and local ordinances. 

If the Applicant cannot demonstrate that the line can be constructed i n  con- 

formity w i t h  the Napa County General P l a n  and local ordinances, a n d  the 

Lakeville alternative continues to be more prudent and feasible, then i t  is 

L; 

doubtful that the Commission could make the necessary f indings  under PRC 25525 

to  g ran t  certification. 

8 .  None of the proposed lines (Lakeville, Tulucay West, Tulucay East, 

Vaca-Dixon) are prohibited by the local zoning ordinances of Sonoma, Napa, Lake 

or Solano County. A l l  of the lines, on the present state of the record, could 

be constructed i n  conformity w i t h  those zoning ordinances. I n  an AFC proceeding 

the Applicant would be required to  demonstrate to the Commission i n  greater 

detail that the applicable zoning ordinances could be complied w i t h .  

9. The Tulucay East and Vaca-Dixon lines would be i n  conformity w i t h  

the General Plans of Solano and Lake Counties. 
1 
1 

i the Sonoma County General Plan. 
I 

kj 
10. The Tulucay East and Vaca-Dixon lines would be i n  conformity w i t h  

I 
I 

I 
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W B. C u l  tural Resources 

1. Introduction 

The concern i n  this area i s  that fossils, s i t e  locations, structures, 

art ifacts and other tangable items of scientific, historic and cultural s igni -  

ficance be located and preserved along the proposed transmission line routes or 

corridors. T h i s  will require adequate surveys of the potentially effected areas 

and appropriate m i  tigation measures. 

2. Evidentiary Requests 

The Committee requested that Dr. David Frederickson for the appl icant 

and Mr. Gary Heath for the Commission staff testify i n  support of the joint  
\ 

Staff/Appl icant proposed findings and conclusions. Their testimony was to  

include evidence on potential adverse effects on cultural resources i n  the 

Fulton and Kenwood areas a$ well as mitigation measures i n  those areas. In 

addition, Dr. Fredrickson was to testify on compliance w i t h  the applicable laws 

i n  this area as well as necessary gation measures to br ing  the proposals 
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have archaeological resources present o f  such significance t h a t  

selection of t h a t  corridor should be ruled out .  

o An intensive archaeological survey, including intensive fie1 d 

reconnaissance, of a1 1 b u t  five m i  1 es of the Lakevil 1 e transmission 

line route was conducted. 

o A 1 iterature search was done and archaeological sensitivity maps 

were prepared for the Ful ton  alterntive, Tulucay West, Tulucay East, 

and Vaca-Dixon corridors. No field surveys were done i n  these areas 

(except for the po r t ions  of the Tulucay West route identical t o  

Lakevil le) .  

o His examination o f  potential cultural  resources and necessary 

mit igt ion measures was compatible w i t h  the requirements o f  the His- 

toric Preservation Act of 1966, as well as 36 CFR 800. 

o No contact was made w i t h  Native Americans regarding the possible 

occurrence of Native American historical, cultural and sacred sites. 

Therefore the requirements of PL 95-341 (Joint Resolutions, "American 

Indian Religious Freedom") and PRC 5097.9 e t  seq., have n o t  yet been 

satisfied. He believes the requirements could be satisfied a t  the AFC 

stage . 
o Undergrounding could const i tute  a greater negative e f f ec t  on 

cul tural resources t h a n  overhead 1 i nes. 

o He has not ranked the corridors o r  routes i n  order of preference. 

181 
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o Contact w i t h  Native Americans could identify significant s i tes  t h a t  

might  influence the final route selection. 

u 

o The effects of a transmission line, including access roads can 

usually be mitigated by simply avoiding the s i te .  

o Some si tes  i n  Northern California extend for miles and could not be 

avoided. He feels t h a t  i t  i s  unlikely t h a t  such an areas would be 

found i n  the present corridors. 

o The Kenwood area i s  h i a h l y  sensi t ive i n  terms of  cu l tu ra l  

resources. 

Mr. Gary Heath i s  the S t a f f  Anthropologist, Archaeologist for  the 

California Energy Commission. He -testified on April 9, 1979. 

o Cultural Resources do i n  fact exists and/or are likely t o  exist i n  

a1 1 the proposed transmission 1 ine corridors. 

o W i t h  appropriate m i t i g a t i o n  the impacts on cul t u r a l  resources 
I 

can be minimized. 

Dr. Fredricksen adequately assessed the cultural resources i n  the 

Lakeville area. 

i ncl ude fenci -off of si tes ,  avoidance 

e collection o r  excavation of s i t e s  a s  well as a 

on plan for  t h  

oute, four addi t iona l  studies 

bd 
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1,  Survey of remaining five miles; 

2. Survey of access roads; 

3, Contacts w i t h  Native American; and 

4, Development of a specific mitigaton p lan  for  any cultural 

resources impacted from the project. 

o I f  an AFC is filed for the Tulucay West, Tulucay East or Vaca-Dixon 

alternatives, the Applicant  will undertake an intensive cultural 

resource survey equivalent t o  the level of detail of the Lakeville 

survey. 

o I f  a Kenwood or F u l t o n  undergrounding al ternat ive i s  chosen, 

the Applicant shou ld  have t o  submit i n  the AFC f ind ing  o f  an intensive 

archaeological survey, along w i t h  a si te  specific mi t iga t ion  plan.  

o The f l ex ib i l i t y  of four mi t iga t ion  opt ions i s  somewhat decreased 

when you are paralleling an existing line. However, i t  st i l l  should 

be possible t o  use voidance mi t ig t ion .  

o He has not ranked the different alternatives. I t  i s  not  reasonable 

t o  do so when they have had different levels of surveys. 

4. Committee Findings  and Conclusions 

The Committee's f i n d i n g s  and conclusions on cultural resources follow 

on the next three pages. 

183 



* 428A:1'6 R2 5/8/79 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Findings 

1. The following laws, ordinances and standards are appl i cab le  t o  the 

preservation and pro tec t ion  of cultural resources.  

2. 

Federal 

o National Historic Preservation 4ct o f  1966, 16 U.S.C. 470 - e t  

seq., 36 CFR 800. 

o The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (P.L. 66-146 S t a t .  437). 

o J o i n t  Resolution "American Ind ian  R e l i g i o u s  Freedom" ( P . L .  

95-341, a2 Stat . '  469) 

S t a t e  - 
o Native American Historical, Cultural and Sacred S i t e s ,  Pub1 ic 

Resources Code Section 5097.9 e t  seq. 

Dr. Fredricksen has conducted an intensive archaeological survey, 

including intensive f i e l d  reconnaissance, of a l l  bu t  f i v e  miles of the  proposed 

e and archaeological s e n s i t i v i t y  

1 t o  Lakeville). 

ng the possible  

U 
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c.) 4. The effects  of  a transmission l i ne ,  including access roads,  can 

usually be mitigated by simply avoiding the s i te .  

5. Mitigation measures may a 

collection o r  excavation of s i tes  as 

the AFC. 

so include fencing 

well as  a s i te  spec 

off of s i tes  and the 

f ic  mitigaton p l a n  for  

6. There are significant cul tural  resources w i  t h i n  the geographical 

area of the Kenwood A1 ternative. 

Conclusions 

1. No one corridor appears t o  have .archaeological resources present o f  

such significance t h a t  selection o f  t h a t  corr 

2. I t  appears t h a t  the requirements of 

Act of 1966, 16 U.S.C. 470 e t  seq. and 36 CFR 

dor  should be ruled out.  

the National Historic Preservation 

800 can be met. 

3. The requirements of J o i n t  Resolution, "American Indian Religious 

Freedom" (P.C. 95-341 a2 S t a t .  469) and the Native American Historical, Cultural 

and Sacred Sites, PRC 5097.9 - e t  sect. have not been met because no contact w i t h  

Native Americans has been initiated. The Applicant and Staff should contact the 

Native American Heritage Commission concerning the four proposed routes and 

report their f ind ings  t o  the Committee dur ing  the Prehearing Conference on the 

, Prel iminary Report. 

4. No evidence was presented on compliance w i t h  the Mineral Leasing Act 

of 1920 (P.C.  66-146 S t a t .  437). 

ance w i t h  this statute a t  the AFC stage. 

The Applicant will be required t o  show compli- 

5. If an AFC i s  filed for the Tulucay West, Tulucay East o r  Vaca-Oixon 

a1 ternatives, the Applicant shall undertake an intensive cultural resource c.i 
185 



survey equivalent t o  the level of detail of the Lakeville survey. These studies 

will follow the Cultural Resources Mit igat ion Program (SEI 6-17, 6-18]. 

6. I t  would be difficult  t o  preserve the cultural resources, and d i f f l -  

cul t  t o  m i  tigate against adverse consequences shoul d the Kenwood A1 ternative be 

chosen. 

7. A t  o r  prior t o  the time o f  the f i l i n g  of  the AFC,  the Applicant 

shall submit a detailed mitigation p l a n  for the route selected. 
I 

80 If  an AFC is  filed for the Lakeville route, the Applicant  will submit 

a cultural resources report on the five miles of the route not yet completed and 

on the access roads t o  the line. 
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C. Biological Resources 

1. Introduction 

The concern i n  this area i s  t o  insure t h a t  the transmission line 

construction and operation wil l  n o t  have a s i g n i f i c a n t  adverse e f fec t  on 

p l a n t  and animal l i f e .  This i n  t u r n  requires t h a t  potentially affected p l a n t  

and animal l i fe ,  particularly rare, threatened, endangered, and f u l  ly protected 

species be identified.  I t  also requires t h a t  c r i t i ca l  h a b i t a t  zones and  

ecological ly  sensitive areas a1 ong the proposed routes and corri dors be i den- 

t if ied and t h a t  appropriate m i  t i g a t i o n  measures be developed. 

2. Evidentiary Requests 

The Committee requested t h a t  the Appl  i c a n t ’  s witness testimony 

include the following: 

a. Evidence as  t o  whether the proposal will be i n  conformity w i t h  

appl icable laws, standards and ordinances. 

b. A summary of necessary measures t o  mitigate the adverse effects 

on biological resources. 

c. A summary as t o  w h a t  construction techniques would be required t o  

m i  tigate the adverse effects on biological resources. (This 

construction technique information was covered by PG&E witness 

James Walsh, under the structural engineering topic . )  

d. Evidence as t o  whether the project w o u l d  have a s ignif icant  

adverse e f fec t  on b i o l o g i c a l  resources a l o n g  the F u l t o n  and 

b Kenwood a1 ternatives, and necessary m i  t i ga t ion  measures. 

187 
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In addi t ion ,  a witness f o r  Napa County and f o r  the Fulton Intervenors  U 

was scheduled. The Franz and Alpine Val ley Intervenors  o r i g i n a l l y  identified 

el even potent ia l  witnesses i n  this area.  They l a t e r  submitted wr i t t en  testimony 

f o r  seven witnesses. A l l  of those witnesses were allowed t o  testify.  I t  should 

be noted however, that  the testimony of Mr. Allen Buckman from the S t a t e  Depart- 

ment o f  F i s h  and Game was struck f o r  lack of a s u f f i c i e n t  foundation, and 

the re fo re  is not  included i n  the following summary. 

3. Summary of Testimony 

( A l l  testimony was heard April  9, 1979) 

M s .  JoAnne  Mensh i s  a b i o l o g i s t  who works f o r  Jones and S t o k e s  

Associates.  She, and her firm, a r e  consul tan ts  t o  PG&E. 

o She, and her as soc ia t e s ,  have prepared a series of r epor t s ,  t a b l e s  

and e x h i b i t s  on the biological  resources along each of the proposed 

routes  and cor r idors .  These repor t s  include the types of impacts t h a t  

could occur w i t h  transmission 1 ine construct ion on biological  re- 

sources  and a l i s t  o f  mit iga t ion  measures t h a t  could be taken t o  

p r o t e c t  the resources. 



I , 
436A:03 R2 5/15/79 

Cj7 
2) Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899. (33 USCA 403) 

b. State 

1) Ecological Reserve Act of 1968 and imp1 ementing regulations, 

F ish  and Game Code Sections 1580-1584, 14 Cal . Admin. Code 

Section 670.5. 

2 )  California Species Preservation Act of 1970, F i s h  and Game 

Code Sections 900-903, 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 670.5. 

3 )  Endangered Species Act of 1970, F i s h  and Game Code Section 
j 
i 2050-2055. 

4 )  Fully Protected Species, F i s h  and Game Code Sections 3511, 

4700, 5000, 5050, 5055.15. 

' I  5) Fish and Wildlife Protection and Conservation, Fish and Game 

Code Sections 1600, et .  seq. 

o Potential impacts of transmission 1 ines on biological resources may 

include: 

1 )  Temporary and/or permanent loss of vegetation. 

2 )  Loss of natural  area attributes. 

3)  Diminishing water quality. 

4) Alteration of wildlife habitats, which may effect species 

I numbers and composition. 
I 

I 5) Collisions between b i r d s  and transmission lines. u 
i 
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o M i t i g a t i o n  measures which may reduce the impacts on b io log i ca l  

resources include: 

'6r 

1) Avoidance o f  s e n s i t i v e  h a b i t a t s  o f  r a r e  and endangered 

species, species o f  special concern o r  anadromous f ish;  

2) L i m i t i n g  o f  construct ion area t o  the smallest possible area 

(consis tent  w i t h  safety)  ; 

3)  Use o f  e x i s t i n g  roads and rights-of-way; 

4) Appl i c a t i o n  of e f f e c t i v e  erosion contro l  techniques ( h i 1  1- 

s ide and stream crossing); 

5 1  Revegetation; 

6) L i m i t i n g  c lea r ing  o f  vegetation t o  i nd i v idua ls  obst ruct ing 

the l i n e ;  

7)  R e s t r i c t i n g  construct ion a c t i v i t i e s  a t  spec i f i c  locat ions 

dur ing breeding o r  spawning periods i f  the po ten t i a l  e x i s t s  

f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  impact; and 

8) Designing spec i f i c  alignment segments t o  reduce the prob- 

, 
I 

I would f a v o r  

I 

j 

I 

W 

I 
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Li o There a r e  no r a r e  o r  endangered p l a n t s  o r  sedantary animal species 

found along the Ful  ton route. 

o There are r a r e  o r  endangered p l an t  species found w i t h i n  a study 

co r r ido r  (two miles wide) of the proposed 11-mile nonparallel route. 

o Ranking from a b i o l o g i c a l  resources v iewpo in t  ( i n  o r d e r  of  

preference) : 

1 )  Lakevil le. 

2)  Tulucay West; 

3) Tulucay East ,  Vaca-Dixon. 

o W i t h  p r o p e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  t e c h n i q u e s  and m i  t i g a t i o n  measures, 

cons t ruc t ion  o f  any of the proposed t ransmission l i n e s  should not 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  b io logica l  resources. 

o Mit igat ion measures i n  r i p a r i a n  zones would include spanning the 

zones and proper construct ion techniques t o  avoid erosion and s i l t a -  

t ion .  

Dr. R icha rd  E .  Warner i s  a b i o l o g i s t  who s p e c i a l i z e s  i n  r i p a r i a n  

zones. 

He testif ied f o r  Franz/Alpine Val ley Intervenors. 

o D e f i n i t i o n  of R i p a r i a n  Zones: Bands o f  mesic ( w a t e r  l o v i n g )  

vegetation and their associated animal popul a t ions  found immediately 

ad jacent  t o  hydrologic system. 
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o The aggregate human impact upon r i p a r i a n  zones has been one of 

progressional and acce le ra t ing  des t ruc t ion  and degradation. 

U 

o Mit igat ion i n  the sense o f  replacing r ipa r i an  zones is  impossible. 

They a r e  produced by a combination of many unique hydrologic, geo- 

logic, and biological  circumstances. However, spanning of r i p a r i a n  

co r r ido r s ,  i f  done w i t h  extreme ca re  t o  avoid s i l t a t i o n  and increased 

t u r b i d i t y ,  could be an acceptable  mi t iga t ion  measure. 

o Applicable Federal Law, Executive Order ( E O )  11990, Protect ion of I 

I 

1 Wetlands (42 FR 26951; May 25, 1977). He d i d  not  t es t i fy  t h a t  the 
I 

Lakevi l le  proposal would not be i n  conformity w i t h  this order. 
I 

I 
o R i p a r i a n  zones  a r e  found a l o n g  both  the F u l t o n  r o u t e  and the  

. 11-mile nonparal le l  route. 

o The Jones and Stokes biological  r epor t s  a r e  very competent general 

s t ud i  es. 

o From an ecological po fn t  o f  view there would be less environmental 

1 impacts by fol1 o g t h e  e x i s t i n g  Fulton corridor than by a new 

11-mile nonparal l e1  route .  Ecological ly  they a r e  quite s imi l a r ,  
, 
I 
I 
j 

~ 

I 

! 
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land basically i s  i n  i ts  natural state. The major man made intrusion Li 
i s  the existing transmission line. 

o The property contains a wide  and varied mixture of plant and 

animal habitation. 

o The major impact of  the present 1 ine i s  visual. 

Dr. P h i l i p  Leitner i s  a professor of biology a t  S t .  Mary's College. 

He testif ied as a consultant for Napa County. 

o He analyzed the potential adverse impacts on biological resources 

fo r  the ,four a l te rna t ive  corridors. Based on th i s  analysis he 

concluded tha t  the Lakeville route was preferable t o  t h e  other 

alternatives. 

point of their divergance). 

(He only considered Lakeville and Tulucay West from the 

o As compared to the other alternatives the Lakeville route: 

1 )  Traverses fewer miles of wildlife habitat. 

2 )  Traverses fewer m i  1 es of u n d i  sturbed natural habitat .  

3) Traverses fewer streams that provide spawning and nursery 

habitat for steelhead trout. 

4 )  Traverses fewer riparian corridors. 

5)  Traverses fewer areas on the Inventory of the California 

Natural Areas Coordinating Counsel . 
6 )  Has less erosion hazard. 

7) Has more access roads. 
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8) Because of the para1 le1 line, the impacts woul d be easier t o  

m i  t i  gate. 

br 

o The following laws and policies are applicable t o  the consideration 

o f  impact o f  biological resources by this project: 

Laws - 
1)  Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Federal). 

2)  Ecological Reserve Act of 1968 (State). 

3) Cat ifornia Species Preservation Act o f  1970 (State). 

4) Endangered Species Act of 1970 (State). 
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u Dr. Monte N. Kirven i s  a Professor o f  Environmental Studies and  

Planning  a t  Sonoma State University. He i s  an authority on the Peregrine 

Falcon. He testified f o r  the Franz/Alpine Valley Intervenors. 

o The Peregrine Falcon i s  an endangered species. 

o There are documented cases o f  Peregrine Falcons being k i l led  

or  injured due to collisons w i t h  transmission lines. 

o The M t .  S t .  Helena area i s  a c r i t i c a l  h a b i t a t  area f o r  the 

Peregrine Falcon. A pair of birds are known to nest i n  t ha t  area. 

o The Northern section of a l l  of the proposed lines, a s  well as  the 

F u l t o n  alternative and the 11-mile nonparallel route are a l l  w i t h i n  

the Falcons estimated 25-mile foraging range. 

o There i s  no legal protection fo r  foraging areas; just for cri t ical  

h a b i t a t  areas. 

o Two main f l i g h t  corridors have been observed. One i n  the direction 

of the Franz Valley and one i n t o  Mapa County. 

o The Peregrine Falcon has been observed i n  the Franz Valley. 

o Details of the foraging range, location and pr ior i ty  of the M t .  S t .  

Helena Peregrine Falcons are unknown. A study t o  establish these 

details i s  underway. Results are expected i n  approximately three 

months. 

' o Traversing Franz Valley w i t h  a transmission line could constitute 

a threat t o  the Peregrine Falcon. 
d j  
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u Mr. Charles W .  Brown i s  an instructor o f  Life Sciences a t  Santa Rosa 

Jr .  College. He is an expert on the Pacific Giant  Salamander. He testified for 

the Franz/Al p i  ne Val 1 ey Intervenors. 

o The Pacific Giant  Salamander and three species of newts (Rough 

Skinned Newt, California Newt and the Red-Bellied Newt) are a l l  found 
I 

~ 

I i n  the riparian Corridors of Alpine Valley. A l l  of these reptiles 

would be affected by construction of a transmission l i n e  i n  the 

11-mile nonparallel route if  that resulted i n  soil d i s rup t ion  and 

increased stream turb id i ty .  
I 
, 

. o I t  i s  unique t o  f i n d  the Pacif ic  G i a n t  Salamander and these 

three newts i n  one area i n  Alpine Valley. 

o The Pacific Giant Salamander and the three newts are no t  rare, 

threatened, endangered or fu l ly  protected species. 

o The primary threat would be t o  the reptile larvae from increased 

turbidity.  However, these larvae are i n  the water when the seasonal 

i 

I t u r b i d i t y  i s  a t  i t s  l o  i 

o Many of the Pacific Giant S amandem i n  Alpine Valley are located 

east, or upstream (on Mark Wes Creek) from the proposed transmission 

i f  the 11-mile nonparallel line was constructed: 



i 436A:09 R2 5/15/79 A 2 

ci 1 )  Displacement of Vegetation i n  highly e rod ib le  a reas  o f  t h a t  

I 
i 

rou te  

Impact on the Mark West, Van Buren Creek Watershed r i p a r i a n  2)  

area  and ad jacent  redwood area. 

3) P o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r a r e  and endangered p l a n t  species i n  the 

por t ions  of this rou te  which have not  ye t  had a vege ta t ion  

survey. 

o No r a r e  p l an t s  have been found w i t h i n  200 yards  of the proposed 

11-mile nonparal le1 route. 

I o Avoidance of a r a r e  p l a n t ,  o r  sensi t ive b i o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i s  a 

sui t a b l e  m i  t i g a t i o n  measure. However, she does not  bel ieve t h a t  an 

acceptable  mi t iga t ion  plan could be developed and executed f o r  the 

11-mile nonparallel rou te  a t  this time. That is  because an o n s i t e  

vegetat ion survey f o r  po ten t ia l  r a r e  and endangered p l a n t s  i n  t h a t  

area has not  y e t  been compl eted. 

o In her opinion, i n  terms o f  adverse impact on p l an t  vege ta t ion ,  i t  

is preferab le  t o  p a r a l l e l  an e x i s t i n g  line. 

Ms. Martha C .  Bentlev i s  Conse rva t ion  Co-Chairman f o r  the Madrone 

. 

Audubon Society. The Audubon soc ie ty  i s  concerned pr imari ly  w i t h  t h e  preserva- 

t i o n  and conservation of wildlife. She tes t i f ied f o r  the FranzIAlpine Valley 

Intervenors .  

o The proposed transmission l ine through the Franz Valley t r ave r ses  

I one of the most var ied and; t he re fo re ,  richest r e l a t i v e l y  compact 
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wildlife habitat area l e f t  Sn the county. To preserve this area's 

relatively pristane quality the transmission line should follow the 

existing corridor. However, i n  forming this conclusion the witness 

conceded t h a t  she was not familiar w i t h  the northern area of the 

Ful ton a1 ternative. 

W 

Dr. Robert J. Sherman i s  a professor o f  biology a t  Sonoma Sta te  

He is  a plant ecologist w i t h  particular expertise i n  forest fires. University. 

o The construction of the 11-mile nonparallel transmission line i n  

the Franz Val ley will increase the chance and danger *of f i re  i n  t h a t  

area for the following reasons: 

1) Greater human access because of the construction of addi- 

t ional  roads will increase the chance of uncontrolled f i r e  

from accident and arson; 

2) Presence of transmission lines may i n h i b i t  the use of f i re  

for controlled burning, and firefightinq. 

o Once a f i re  has s tar ted t h e  increased access is  a positive factor, 

a1 1 owi ng f i  ref i g h t i  ng equipment i n t o  the area. 

h i s tor ica l ly  a h i g h  f i r e  risk area. 

omewhat more open t h a n  

The Committee's Findings and Conclusions on Biological Resources W 
Fo 1 1 ows : 

1 93 
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Findings 

1. The following federal  and state laws are appl icable  t o  the preser- 

vation and protection of biological  resources 

1 

i a. Federal 
I 

1 )  Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands (42 FR 26951; 

May 25, 19771 

2 )  Endangered Species Act of 1973 and impl ementing regulat ions.  

16 USCA 1531 e t  seq., 50 CFR p a r t  17. 

3)  Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899. (33 USCA 403) 

b. S t a t e  

1 )  Ecological Reserve Act of 1968 and impl ementi ng regul a t ions ,  

Fish and Game Code Sect ions 1580-1584, 14 Cal. Admin. Code 

Section 670.5. 

2 )  Cal i forn ia  Species Preservation Act o f  1970, F i s h  and Game 

Code Sect ions 900-903, 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 670.5. 

3 )  Endangered Species Act o f  1970, F i s h  and Game Code Section 

I 2050-2055. 

4 )  Fully Protected Species,  F i s h  and Game Code Sect ions 3511, 

4700, 5000, 5050, 5055.15. 
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5)  F i s h  and Wildlife Protection and Conservation, F ish  and Game 

Code Sections 1600 e t  seq. 

2. The Peregrine Falcon i s  an endangered species. There are no critical 

habi ta t  zones for Peregrine Falcons w i t h i n  any of the proposed routes or cor- 

ridors are w i t h i n  the foraging range of the M t .  S t .  Helena Peregrine Falcons. 

Federal and State law protects the falcon's critical h a b i t a t  zone b u t  n o t  i ts  

foraging area. Studies are now underway t o  determine the precise foraging range 

and c r i t i ca l  foraging areas of the M t .  St .  Helena Peregirne Falcons. Peregrine 

ti 

Falcons have been killed or injured due t o  collisons w i t h  transmission lines. + 

However, on the state of the record a t  this time, any possible danger to  the 

Peregrine Falcon posed by the construction of any o f  the proposed transmission 

lines i s  minimal and speculative. 

3. Riparian zones have great ecological importance for  a variety of mesic 

vegetation and associated animal 1 ife. Proper construction techniques, tower 

placement, and mitigation measures can be used t o  prevent the d is rupt ion  of 

r ipar ian zones by transmission line construction and operation. 

4, As compared t o  the other transmission line corridors the Lakeville 
\ 

route: c 

1 

< 

W 
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ti e. Traverses fewer areas on the Inventory of the California Natural 

Areas Coordinating Counsel . 
f .  Has more access roads. 

g. Because of the parallel line, the impacts would be easier t o  

m i  ti gate . 
5. Construction of new roads by making an area more accessible may 

somewhat increase the danger o f  forest f i re ,  and the resultant adverse effect 

on biological resources. However, addi t iona l  roads also make the area more 

accessible t o  f i re  f i g h t i n g  equipment. Therefore construction o f  addi t iona l  

access roads does not  automatically increase f i re  danger i n  the construction 

area. 

6. The biological resources along the 11-mile nonparallel route are 

similar t o  the biological resources found a l o n g  the northern area o f  the 

para1 1 el Ful  t o n  a1 ternati ve. 

Conc 1 u si ons 

1 . With  proper construction techniques and adequate m i  t i g a t i o n  measures 

the construction of any of the proposed transmission lines can be done i n  

compliance w i t h  appl icabl e state and federal 1 aws. 

2, Any of the proposed transmission lines can be constructed w i t h o u t  

causing a substantial threat t o  the endangered Peregrine Falcon. However, a t  

the AFC the Appliant's mit igat ion p l a n  shall include the designing of specific 

alignment segments t o  reduce the probabi l i ty  of conductor or tower strikes by 

b i rds .  (See testimony o f  PG&E witness Jo Anne Mensch (TR. 3398)). 
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3. A t  the AFC the Applicant's mit igat ion plan will include a detailed 

p l a n ,  t o  prevent the disruption of riparian zones. This plan will include the 

spanning of riparian zones wherever possible and the use o f  proper construction 

techniques to  prevent erosion and increased siltation i n  the riparian zones. 

With proper mit igat ion measures a substantial adverse impact on plant and animal 

l i fe ,  including Salamandors and Newts i n  the riparian zones i n  the proposed 

routes or corridors can be avoided. 

4. Construction o f  the Lakeville route will have less o f  an adverse 

effect on biological resources than construction of the a1 ternative proposals. 

(Tulucay West, Tulucay East, Vaca-Dixon.) 

5. With  proper construction techniques and m i  t i g a t i o n  measures construc- 

t ion  of the transmission line along any o f  the proposed routes or corridors 

should not  significantly adversely affect biological resources. 

* 6. Constructio of the Lakeville transmission line inc luding  the addi- 

t ional  five and one-half miles of access roads i n  the Franz Alpine Valley will 

not  significantly increase the danger o f  f i re  damage i n  t h a t  area. 

7. The Committee f i n d s  t h a t  as a general rule paralleling of existing 

lines will result tn less o f  an adverse impact on biological resources than 

espect t o  the ll-mile 

i s  general rule is  not 

i s  longer t h a n  the nonparallel 

20 2 
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b. The Fu l ton  paral le1 a1 ternative has similar biological resources Li 
t o  the nonparal 1 el a1 ternati ve. 

c. Because o f  previous tower placement and the nature of the 

topography a1 ong portions of  the Ful ton paral le1 a1 ternative the 

usual advantages of using a common ut i l i ty  corridor may not be 

real i zed. 

d. Portions of the Ful ton paral le1 a1 ternative cross designated 

scenic areas, and areas of low density and sensistive biological 

resources. Paralleling existing lines i n  those areas may lessen 

the flexibility o f  potential mi t iga t ion  measures. 

Taking these factors into consideration, and considering the entire record, the 

committee finds t h a t  there will not  be a significant difference i n  the adverse 

effect on biological resources between construction of the 11-mile nonparal le1 

route and construction of the Fulton alternative. With  proper construction 

techniques and m i  t i g a t i o n  measures, construction of the proposed transmission 

line along either of these routes will not significantly affect biological 

resources. 

8.  The Applicant shall include i n  the AFC f i l i n g  a detailed mit igat ion 

p lan  for the biological resources impacted by the proposed project. This p l a n  

shall specifically address the following areas ( if  appropriate) as requiring 

special mi t iga t ion  consideration: 

a. Rare, threatened, endangered and fu l ly  protected p l a n t  and animal 

species; commercial and  recreational biological resources; 

species of  special concern; and  areas of c r i t i ca l  concern. 
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W b. The 11-mile nonparallel crossing of Frant and Alpine Valley. 

This sha l l  include an onsite survey for rare and endangered 

p l a n t s  i n  this area. Also par t icular  attention should be 

directed t o  the Mark West Creek area. In developing a detailed 

mit igat ion plan for this area, the App l i can t  will cooperate w i t h  

interested local, state and federal governmental agencies as well 

as private groups and individuals t h a t  have participated i n  this 

NO1 process. 

' I  
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0. Transmission Line Corridors 

1. Introduction 

In order to provide a basis for the f ind ings  and conclusions required 

t o  be included i n  the Preliminary Report by PRC 25512, the Applicant and Commis= 

sion S t a f f  were directed to  present testimony on various issues related to  four 

a1 ternat i ve transmi ssi on 1 i ne corridors by the Committee' s March 19 , 1979 , 

Suppl emental Preheari ng Conference Order. 

2. Background Information 

The Applicant submitted an NO1 for the Geysers U n i t  16 Power Plant . 

L ,:h contained four alternative transmission line corridors for the construc- 

tion of a proposed 230 kV double circuit tower l ine (DCTL) from Castle Rock 

Junction. These alternatives are identified as The Geysers (Castle Rock Junc- 

t i o n )  to Lakeville, near Petaluma; Tulucay, near Napa; or Vaca-Dixon, near 

Vacavil le. These corridors are shown pictorial ly and electrical ly on several 

maps and documents submitted i n  the NOI, Supplemental Environmental Information, 

and responses to various d a t a  requests. Figure 7 ,  taken from the NOI, shows the 

four corridor alternatives (Lakeville - A; Tulucay West - B;  Tulucay East - C; 

Vaca-Dixon - D ) .  The Applicant has identified the Lakeville corridor i n  i t s  

NO1 and subsequent testimony as  the preferred route for the proposed 230 kV 

transmi ssi on 1 i ne. 

The re1 ative merits of the corridor a1 ternatives have been evaluated 

by a number of witnesses d u r i n g  the evidentiary hearings. Factors considered 

by them include comparative environmental effects, social effects, land use 

constraints, costs, construction methods, and geotechnical matters. I n  addi- 

t i o n ,  significant data exist i n  the record on these factors; e.g., the Appli- 

cant's NO1 and Supplemental Environmental Information (November 1978). L, 
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The Appl icant '  s preferred Castle Rock Junction t o  Lakeville corridor 

crosses several sensitive areas, and there has been considerable testimony given 

bid 

on various subal ternatives which are intended t o  m i  t iga te  various problems which 

parties have asserted exist i n  these areas. 

f o l l  owi ng: 

The significant issues are the 

o Should an eleven-mile nonparallel section of the proposed line 

crossing the Franz and Alpine Valleys (part  of  the preferred route) be 

replaced by a "Ful ton A1 ternative" (includes various combinations o f  

consol idation, para1 1 el i n g  , and undergroundi ng the proposed 1 ine w i  t h  

existing lines passing through the Ful ton substation)? 

o Should an approximate 1.2 mile section of the proposed line cros- 

s ing  the Valley of the Moon and the Oakmont community be consolidated 

w i t h ,  or undergrounded w i t h ,  the existing line crossing these areas? 

o Should the proposed line be consolidated w i t h  an existing line 

th rough  Annadel State Park or should i t  be routed around the park? 
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engineering, and environmental considerations of the four corridor alternatives. 

He gave several advantages of tne Lakeville route over the alternatives: 

W 

o Lakeville affords the greatest opportunity to parallel portions of 

existing lines. 

o Lakeville has the least potential environmental impact because it 

will require the smallest amount of new access roads and create the 

least amount of new construction effects. 

o Lakeville will have the least visual impact in that where the 

proposed lines are parallel the views will be consistent with tne 

existing facility and where they. are nonparallel the terrain will 

afford direct and background screening of the lines. 

o Nith the exception of Tulucay West, Lakeville has an economic 

advantage over the alternatives (under the assumption that development 

at the Geysers does not exceed 2000 Mw). 

Smithwick said that all the corridors were acceptable from the follow- 

ing standpoints: 

o Within any corridor individual tower sites can be located to avoid 



428A:20 R2 5/8/79 
I 4 . 

Ld o As public concern for the environmental effects of new facilities 

has increased in recent years, PG&E has increased its efforts to use 

mitigation measures to minimize adverse impacts. Such measures 

include using topography, screening, and painting to reduce the visual 

impact of transmission towers and lines. 

o The construction and routing of transmission lines depends equally 

upon environmental considerations, economics, and engineering 

cons i derat i ons . 

o Assuming that development at the Geysers does not exceed 2000 Mw, 

the Tulucay West routing is less costly than the Lakeville routing; 

however, Lakeville is better from the environmental and engineering 

standpoints. Thus, Lakevil le is preferred. 

o Lakeville is better than Tulucay West from the environmental 

standpoint because Tulucay West is longer, and will therefore have 

more towers, more access roads, more clearing, and more visability. 

Also, some ridge crossings may be necessary arid there will be vineyard 

crossings. 

o Lakeville is preferable to the other three corridors from the 

environmental standpoint because of the advantages which accrue from 

paralleling existing facilities: less access roads required, less 

visual impact, less clearing needed, and reduced tree removal. 

0 If the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) were to designate the Cedar 

Roughs area as a Wilderness Study Area (kSA), this would not pose an 
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unacceptable constraint to the Vaca-Dixon and Tulucay East corridors 

because there is room within the western part of the corridor to avoid 

crossing Cedar Roughs. 

o The cost estimates for the alternative corridors are believed to 

include costs for environmental mitigation. 

bd 

o The Lakeville costs are more precise than the costs for the other 

corridors because the Lakevi 1 le corridor has been studied in greater 

detai 1. 

o The nonparallel section o f  the Lakeville and Tulucay West corridors 

through the Franz and Alpine Valleys is preferred over the Fulton L 

alternatives because the environmental impact will be less. 

o This nonparallel section is about equal to the Fulton L alterna- 

tives in terms of topography and geology factors, but has a lesser 
b 

aesthetic impact. 

o The old rlendocino 500 kV route is within the Vaca-Dixon and Tulucay 
I 

I East Corridor. 

j 
I 

I , 
l 

o PGdrE had studied rthe possibility of paralleling or consolidating 

existing 115 kV line whih runs east 

a transmission line near the 

lternative was rej 

n portion of Lake 
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b 
Mr. Neil Schmidt appeared on April 16, 1979. His testimony coincided 

w i t h  Mr. Smithwick's a t  many poin ts ,  b u t  i t  also provided supplemental informa- 

t ion .  Schmidt said there i s  a need for a double circuit  230 kV tower line w i t h  

bundled 2300 kc m i l  a luminum conductor. Double circuit  galvanized steel la t t ice  

towers are proposed for the three alternative and the Lakeville route, except 

for a 3.8 mile section across the Valley of the Moon, Oakmont, Wild Oak, and 

Annadel State Park. In this 3.8 mile section, the existing 230 kV line would be 

consolidated w i t h  the proposed 230 kV line on four-circuit la t t ice  towers and/or 

four circuit  tubular steel towers. The choice of tower type depends on the 

desires of the OPOA and State Department o f  Parks.* 

Schmidt presented cost estimates f o r  t h e  four  alternative routes, the 

Ful ton L a1 ternatives, the Val ley of the Moon/Oakmont a1 ternatives, and Oakmont/ I 
I 

Annadel Crossing' and By-Pass A1 ternatives. The Ful ton L a1 ternatives consist of  

various combinations of para1 le1 ing ,  consolidating, o r  undergrounding the 

proposed and existing lines i n  the vicini ty  of the F u l t o n  Substation. The 

I Val ley o f  the Moon/Oakmont a1 ternatives consist of  undergrounding only. The 
j 
I Oakmont/Annadel By-Pass A1 ternatives consist of re-routing and undergroundi ng 

The incremental (1983 dollars) around the state park ("Kenwood A1 ternatives"). 

costs for  the F u l t o n  L alternatives portion range from about $2 mil l ion t o  $33 

m i l  1 ion. The incremental costs for  the Val ley o f  the Moon/Oakmont a1 ternatives 

i n  comparison t o  the Applicant's preferred method range from $4.4 mil l ion  t o  

$10.5 mil l ion.  The incremental costs for the "Kenwood A1 ternative" range from 

$11.5 mil l ion t o  $23.3 mi l l ion .  
8 

I 

i 
! *Note: The Wi I d  Oak Homeowners Association, through a 1 e t ter  t o  Commissioner 

Pasternak dated April 6 ,  1979 opposes la t t ice  towers w i t h i n  the Wild 
Oak Development, and expresses a preference for the same type towers 
t h a t  are being recommended for Oakmont. i LJ 

! 
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Mr. Schmidt further testified on a number of points as follows: W 

o The design o f  a transmission line depends on criteria related to 

minimizing environmental effects, assuring safety and reliaDi lity, and 

minimizing costs. These criteria are interrelated and must be weighed 

together. 

o The four circuit tower with overhead lines tnrough Oakmont would 

have a greater environmental impact as compared to undergrounding the 

.lines, but the costs of undergrounding would be greater. 

o A consolidated four-circuit 230 k V  tower line is not quite as 

reliable as two parallel 230 kV double circuit tower lines, but it has 

a lesser environmental impact. 

o If the proposed 230 kV DCTL were fully paralleled along the 16 mile 

Fulton L, about 75 to 80 towers would be needed. About 45 towers 

would be needed for the Applicant's preferred 1 1  mile nonparallel 

route. 

o The levelized annual revenue requirements ( L A K R ) ,  which include 

line losses, for the Tulucay West route are somewhat less than for the 

Lakeville route for the 2000 Mw transmission case. 
I 

l 

ire Fulton L are 
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t.; o Four circuit tubular towers through Oakmont provide a lesser visual 

impact than two parallel double-circuit lines. Using four circuit 

towers is the only way to consolidate the proposed and existing 

transmission lines and stay within the existing Oakmont right of 

way. 

o ?G&E is indifferent to the choice of lattice or tubular towers 

through the Oakmont area. 

o None of the Fulton L alternatives given in Schmidt's written 

testimony require the removal of any buildings. 

o The Applicant's preferred Lakeville line with the addition of two 

230 kV circuits would be more reliable than a 500 kV line to Vaca- 

Oixon with the addition of only one circuit. 

Mr. James kalsh is a Line Construction Superintendent in tne Line 

1 on 

April 10, 1979 on transmission line construction practices. His testimony 

covered the following points: 

o After route selection, the construction methods to be usea for the 

transmission line depend on case-by-case evaluations. NO single 

method can be called a standard. The construction methods used for a 

specific project depend on a number of factors, some of which are 

environmental considerations, visual impact, erosion and siltation, 

vegetation, mitigation considerations, and economic considerations. 

21 3 
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o Three or four construction yards, at 12- to 20-mile intervals, will 

be located along the line. These yards, two to five acres in size, 

provide space for field offices and material/equipment storage. 

o Access roads are needed to build and maintain transmission lines. 

Existing roads will be used wherever possible, and new roads will be 

built such that visual impacts are minimized and erosion/landsliaes 

are mitigated. 

o Clearing is avoided, or minimized, as it is costly and unsightly. 

Where clearing is necessary, consideration wi 1 1  be given to revegeta- 

tion, erosion control, and restoration. 

o Construction of the tower structures includes foundation instal- 

lation, delivery of tower 'steel, and the erection of the structure. 

The erection is usually accomplished with the use o f  a mobile crane. 

o In the past, transmission lines were constructed primarily con- 

sidering reliability and economy. Now, changing values require that 

environment a1 concerns be gi ven equal consideration. 

Mr. Henry Kunitake is an Electrical Engineer in the Electrical Engi- Mr, Henry Kunitake is an Electrical Engineer in the Electrical Engi- 

Applicant, to testif Applicant, to testif 

, 
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L wide trench With depth averaging about five feet. k four-foot wide trench would 

be necessary if two cable pipes (two circuits) were installed in a cormon 

trench. 

Kunitake prepared 18 cost estimates for undergrounding various sec- 

tions of the proposed Castle Rock-Lakeville 230 kV transmission line and the 

existing transmission lines in the Oakniont and Fulton areas. These cost esti- 

mates were used by Mr. Schmidt in his testimony to make overall project cost 

comparisons. 

Kunitake testified on a number of points as follows: 

o The undergrounding design for tne existing and proposed lines in 

the Oakmont area will allow a maximum transmission of 2000 Mw. by 

adding forced cooling, perhaps an additional 20 percent (400 Mw) could 

be transmitted. To achieve a capacity o f  2bOG Iyw, additional circuits 

would have to be added. 

o The underground cost estimates do not include contingencies, so 

that the estimates would error on the low side. 

o Undergrounding can be accomplished to transmit 2800 kw in the 

Fulton L, also. 

o For 2000 Mw transmission capacity, underground line loss costs for 

a 26 year period are $167,000 per mile per year and overhead line loss 

costs are $85,000 per mile per year. 

o Transition stations are needed at points where overhead lines go to 

underground and where underground lines go to overhead. For four 

L 
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circuits i n  the Valley of the Moon/Oakmont area, the two transition 

stations would each require about one acre. 

o I f  an underground cable were t o  f a i l ,  a significant operation would 

be required t o  repair i t .  The trench would have t o  be dug i n t o  a t  

three separate locations, and repair work would require three t o  four 

weeks . 

Mr. J u l i a n  Ajello i s  a Senior U t i l i t i e s  Engineer, Electric Branch, 

Util i t ies Division of the Publ ic  Util i t ies Commission. His testimony on April 

20, 1979 covered methods of construction and costs for undergrounding transmi s- 

sion lines. The CPUC s ta f f  concluded t h a t  PG&E's cost estimates for underground 

transmission are reasonable, except t h a t  using a ten percent escalation rate 

instead of six percent (PG&E) would be more approrpriate. The CPUC staff also 

concl uded t h a t  the underground transmission design proposed by PG&E compl i es 

w i t h  i ts  General Order No. 128. 

Mr. Ajello stated t h a t  the effect of changing from a six percent 

escalation rate t o  a ten percent rate i s  to  increase the absolute costs of a l l  

h the various 

Schmidt's testimony. He a1 so said t h a t  extensive consolidation and/or under- 

grounding adds very significant costs to  the Lakeville and Tulucay West routes. 

21 6 
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8 k. 

Jones also testified as follows on several points: Ld 

o His estimates were good to plus or minus ten percent, and that 

errors would be in the same direction for all alternatives. 

o The cost of right of way were based on data prov'ided by a realtor 

friend, but since right of way is a small cost element, errors in 

estimating this element will not change the overall results. 

o The line cost estimates were based primarily on work completed on 

transmission line costs for the Sundesert nuclear plant. This in- 

cludes both overhead and underground estimates. 

o As a mitigation measure, undergrounding i s  usually reserved for 

extremely dense urban areas where other solutions are not reasonably 

possible. For the Lakeville route, where other alternatives 

are reasonable, there are no economic foundations for using 

undergrounding. 

Dixon. Assuming a 26( 

is Lakeville," Tulucay 

a 3000 Mw development 

2600 Mw. 

o Assuming a Geysers development of 2000 Mw, the preferred order on a 

least cost basis is Tulucay West, Lakeville, Tulucay East, and Vaca- 

1 Mw development (1 DCTL), the preferred order 

West,* Tulucay East, and Vaca-Dixon. Assuming 

2 DCTL), the prefered order is the same as for 

o From a comparative economics and system benefit perspective, the 

Lakevil le and Tulucay West routes are equal. However, if the costs o f  

*These two alternatives are essentially equal. 

21 7 
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undergrounding for the various Oakmont a1 ternatives are included, the 

Tulucay West route becomes economically preferable. 

June Fal lon ,  President of the Wikiup Homeowners Association, testif ied 

on April 12, 1979 on behalf of the F u l t o n  intervenors. She opposed construction 

of the Ful ton  L alternatives, s ta t ing  t h a t  341 presently existing buildings and 

two elementary schools would be affected. She expressed concern w i t h  the visual 

impact on the community, b u t  even more concern w i t h  the health and safety 

effects of the proposed transmission line. She said the Ful ton  alternatives are 

less desirable t h a n  the preferred route through the Frant and Alpine Valleys 

because many more people will be adversely affected. 

Joan Vilms, a land use consultant and Executive Director of b o t h  the 

Sonoma Land Trust an the Napa County Land Trust, testifying on behalf of the 

Alpine and Franz Valleys intervenors, said t h a t  u n t i l  a transmission line master 

plan is prepared and adopted, the best route for the line i s  along the existing 

corridor. She opposes the ll-mile non-parallel corridor through the Frant and 

Alpine Valleys as inconsistent w i t h  the Franz Valley Study. She said the 

transmission master plan should be prepared by government agencies w i t h  i n p u t  

from PGdrE. She was not aware t h a t  PG&E had submitted transmission planning data 

for the case of 3000 Mw generating capaci a t  The Geysers, 

a County General Plan i s  t o  
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(J o The present power line from Geysers t o  F u l t o n  contains many mis- 

takes leaving adverse environmental effects, and the new line would 

only compound these mistakes i f  consolidated w i t h  the existing line. 

o The F u l t o n  a l ternat ives  adversely affect  many more people and 

structures than the preferred Franz Val ley route. 

o The F u l t o n  alternatives are much more costly t h a n  the preferred 

route. 

o The F u l t o n  alternatives will require more towers and lines t h a n  the 

preferred route. 

h r .  Hobart McDaniel, Vice-president of  the Oakmont Property Owners 

Association (OPOA) presented testimony on behalf of (OPOA) on Apr i l  16, 1979 and 

stated t h a t  if the Applicant's preferred route is approved, tne portion o f  the 

line passing through the Valley of the Moon, Oakmont, and Annadel State  Park 

should be undergrounded. He said there is no way t h a t  towers which  are 15 

percent ta l le r  t h a n  tne existing towers, and are carrying 18 cables, can be made 

less visually objectionable t o  Oakmont residents t h a n  the existing double- 

circuit towers (carrying six cables). 

McDaniel also testified as follows on several points: 

o UPOA's posi t ion is  t h a t  the proposed line should be undergrounded, 

b u t  t h a t  they would like t o  also have the existing line undergrounded. 

o I f  overhead lines were ultimately approved, Oakmont presently has 

no position on whether four-circuit 

towers would be preferred. 

21 9 

tubular type or l a t t i ce  type 
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o Probably 40-50 percent of the approximately 1,700 homes in Oakmont 

are located such that the existing 230 k V  transmission line is 

IC) 

vi si bqe. 

Mr. Jonathan Herr, a Landscape Architect testifying on behalf of the 

Fulton intervenors on April 16, 1979 stated that the existing Geysers to Fulton 

transmission line was not designed according to proper design concepts to 

minimize negative visual impact. He said the existing lines are in areas which 

grading operations have scarred for the long term, which are not compatible with 

the major visual patterns of their setting, and wnicn occupy a major portion of 

the viewed landscape. Therefore, he believes that the mistakes o f  the existing 

line should not be repeated by paralleling and/or consolidating this line with 

the proposed 230 k V  line. 

Mr. Herr also testified as follows on several points: 

o New lines on the Fulton L cannot be mitigated as effectively as new 

lines on the Applicant's preferred Franz and Alpine Valleys route. 

The option of avoidance is available within the Franz Valley corridor, 

but it i s  not avaifable for the Fulton L. Mitigation costs are also 

much greater for the Fulton L as compared to the Franz Valley route. 

o The proposed tower locations in the Franz Valley corridor are very 

good, but an improvement might be to use additional towers at tne four 

compared with the Franz Valley route, has the 

to residential development. 

220 
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4. Findings and Conclusions 

Findings and conclusions on transmission line corridors are consoli- 

dated with system planning findings and conclusions (See Section E.4.) 

i 

I 
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E. Transmission System P l a n n f n q  
4d 

1. Introduction 

The Committee views evidence i n  the area of transmission system 

planning as pertaining t o  i ts  obligations under PRC 25512(b) t o  make findings 

and conclusions w i t h  regard t o  the relative merits of the proposals. The 

Applicant  and Commission staff were directed t o  present such evidence by the 

Committee' s March 19, 1979, Suppl emental Preheari ng Conference Order. 

2. Background Information 

In essence, transmission system p lann ing  can be though t  of as the 

science o f  addinu new transmission lines t o  the existing system of lines i n  

order t o  optimize the transfer of electric energy from new generators (and 

existing generators sometimes) t o  d i s t a n t  load centers where the energy is t o  be 

used. An "optimum" new transmission line is  the result of balancing a number of 

competing interests: voltage levels and conductor sizes of the lines, econo- 

mics, environmental effects, social effects, land use, termination points, and 

others. Some o f  these factors are the same as those discussed i n  the preceding 

section on "Transmission Corridors." The a1 ternatives and subal ternatives for 

carrying new Geysers' power i n  an "optimal" way have been the subject o f  tes t i -  

this section i s  t o  summaritelthe 

i ly i s  some overlap w i t h  the 

d on the testimony i n  both the 

as ,  findings d conclusions 

U 
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Figure 8 i s  a schematic diagram which  shows' the a l t e r n a t  ve lines, Ll 
a l t e r n a t i v e  subs ta t ions ,  and o the r  subs ta t ions  south of these a l t e rna t ives .  The 

testimony can of ten  be better understood by referring t o  Figure 8, a s  well a s  

Figure 7 i n  the preceding section. 

3. Summary of  Testimony 

Mr. Momcifo Tasich, a Senior  System Planning Engineer f o r  PG&E testi-  

fying on behalf of the Applicant on Apri l  18, 1979, f irst  discussed the ex i s t ing  

t ransmission o u t l e t s  which a r e  capable of  handling about 1000 Mw of ex i s t ing  and 

future Geysers generat  ion: 

o A 60 kV wood pole which t i ed  Units 1 and 2 (24 Mw) t o  t h e  nearby 60 

kV system. 

o A 230 kV DCTL w h i c h  now serves as  an o u t l e t  f o r  Units 5, 6,  9,  10, 

11,  and 12 (424 Mw), and wil l  serve future Units 13, 14, and 17 (355 

Hw) i n  1982. 

o A 115 kV DCTL and a 60 kV wood pole l ine serve a s  outlets f o r  Units 

3, 4, 7,  8, and future U n i t  15 (215 Mw). 

He s t a t ed  t h a t  1000 Mw of addi t ional  t ransmission c a p a b i l i t y  i s  needed 

i n  1983 f o r  new units which will increase The Geysers a rea  generating capac i ty  

t o  about 2000 Mw. 

Several a l t e r n a t i v e s  based on different vol tage levels (500 kV, 230 

kV, 115 kV) and conductor sizes (1113 kcmil and 2300 kcmil) were examined. A 

230 kV DCTL w i t h  2-2300 kcmil conductors was chosen a s  the preferred a l t e r n a t i v e  
L d  
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ci on the basis of comparative economics. Next, the a1 ternative substations which 

could serve as  the p o i n t  of delivery were identified: Cortina, F u l t o n ,  Lake- 

vil le,  Tulucay, and Vaca-Dixon. Cortina and Ful ton  were rejected because they 

will already be absorbing 1000 Mw of Geysers generation by 1982, and i t  would 

not be practical t o  use them for the addi t iona l  1000 Mw of Geysers generation. 

The remaining three are a l l  considered viable from the system transmission p o i n t  

of view, b u t  the Tulucay West and Lakeville alternatives are more economic t h a n  

Tu1 ucay East and Vaca-Dixon. 

For assumed Geysers development of 2600 Mw and 3000 Mw, the economic 

advantage of the Tulucay West and Lakeville alternative increases over the other 

two. 

Mr. Tasich also testified as  follows on a number of points: 

o The schedule of Geysers generation additions beyond U n i t  17 i s  as 

fol 1 ows : 

U n i t  - 

- PG&E U n i t  16 110 Mw 

- PG&E U n i t  18 110 

- NCPA Shell 1 & 2 106 

’ - DWR Bottle Rock 55 

- DWR South Geysers 55 

P1 anned Operation 

12/82 

10182 

6/82, 12/82 

4/83 

101’83 

I f  these units come on-line as  scheduled, the new 230 kV line i s  

needed i n  the summer of 1982, assuming PG&E’s reliabil i ty cr i ter ia  are adhered 

to .  However, i f  the single line outage criterion i s  waived on a short term 

b basis, i t  would be possible t o  squeeze an addi t ional  110 Mw u n i t  i n  the summer 

225 
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of 1982 and an additional 55 Mw unit in October 1982. This would mean that NCPA 

Shell 1 and Uni,t 18 would be squeezed into the existing transmission line, but 

the new line would still be needed by Uecember 1982 in order to accommodate NCPH 

U 

Shell 2 and Unit 16. 

o System planning involves consideration of economics, reliability, 

performance, voltage levels, conductor sizes, and distances from the 

system. 

o System loss values were obtained for the 2000 Nw, 2600 Mw, and 3000 

Mw assumed Geysers developments by running a large number o f  cases on 

PG&E * s power f 1 ow computer program. 

o PG&E developed a new more accurate method in August 1978 for 

deriving system power values, and application o f  this method led to 

changing the conductor site from 1113 kcmil to 2300 kcmil. Power 

values depend both on the cost o f  capacity and energy, and are parti- 

cularly sensitive to the increasing cost of energy. 

o A t  the same time the preferred line from Geysers to Lakeville is 

built, it would be economically justifiable to complete the subsequent 

n). The further 

uth o f  Lakevi soon as possible 

rough Oakmont, whereas 
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Li Tulucay West consists of one power line w i t h  two circuits for i t s  

entire length. However, the lesser reliabil i ty of Lakeville is minor 

and acceptable. 

o In planning i ts  transmission system, PG&E does not assume the loss 

of a tower l ine as one of i ts  risk criteria. The loss of a single 

circuit i s  one of the criteria. 

o Lakeville i s  preferred over Tulucay as a termination point because 

i t  i s  closer to the Sonoma County and Marin County load centers. 

o If Geysers generation ultimately reached 3000 Mw, less overall 

transmission would have to  be b u i l t  by first  going w i t h  a 230 kV l ine 

to Lakeville, followed by a second 230 kV t o  Vaca-Dixon, as compared 

t o  first go ing  t o  Vaca-Dixon and then Lakeville. T h i s  solution i s  

preferable fo r  bo th  economic and reliabil i ty reasons. I t  reduces the 

possibility that an additional line from Vaca-Dixon to Lakeville will 

be needed. 

o A 500 kV l ine from Castle Rock t o  Vaca-Dixon would be fa r  more 

costly and less reliable t h a n  the preferred 230 kV DCTL t o  Lakeville. 

The 1 eve1 i zed annual revenue requi rement s (1983 dol 1 ars) for the 

former is  about $16 million per year and about $8.3 million per year 

for the latter.  These costs include r i g h t  of way, transmission lines 

and towers, termination faci l i t ies ,  and line losses. 

o The three a1 ternative substations (Lakevil l e ,  Tu1 ucay, and Vaca- 

Dixon) are a l l  viable as outlets for Geysers generation from a system 

p l a n n i n g  viewpoint regardless of  other PG&E system uncertainties; 

e.g., whether or not Fossil 1 and 2 ,  P i t t s b u r g  8 and 9 ,  Diablo Canyon 

1 and 2 ,  or other planned generation actually come on-line. 
L v J  
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Mr. Allan Jones, testifying on behalf of the Staff, on April 20, 1979 

stated that he had reviewed the transmission system planning data contained in 

the NO1 and additional material submitted subsequently to the record. Based on 

a single contingency criterion, units beyond Geysers Unit 17 - Unit 16 (110 Mw), 

Unit 18 (110 Mw), NCPA Shell (106 Mw), Bottle Rock (55 Nw), DkK South Geysers 

(55Mw) - require additional transmission line capability. 

U 

Mr. Jones also testified on a number of other points as follows: 

o The Applicant's risk criteria for transmission line planning are 

reasonable industry standards. These criteria sometimes cannot be 

satisfied completely because transmission lines may be delayed in 

coming on-line. The criteria provide a safety margin for outages of 

transformers, transmission lines, and generators. Risk criteria for 

transmission lines should assume that the generators supplying power 

to the lines are at 100 percent capacity factor. 

o There is no economic justification, either in hindsight or at 

present, for having 500 kV transmission capability at The Geysers. 

o There i s  a necessity for PG&E to carry out subsequent system 

development for whichever o f  the three alternative termination sub- 

the Lakeville substation. 
222 



4288:03 R3 5/15/79 

o System loss values used by PG&E were not independently checked. 

o Independent load flow analyses were not carried out to check PG&E's  

1 oad flow results. 

o The ranking of the alternative transmission lines was done on a 

comparative cost basis f irst ,  then other factors (system performance, 

reliabil i t y ,  parallel mileage, 1 ine construction) were qualitatively 

analyzed as t o  their possible effects on the ranking. 

Mr. Jones' ranking follows: 

"A1 ternative Rankin9: 

I' Based on transmi ssion system p l  ann i  ng c r f  t e r i  a,  w h i c h  

consists of system performance, economics, re1 iabil i t y ,  para1 le1 

mileage, and i n i t i a l  and f inal  new 230 kV transmission l i ne  

construction, i t  i s  my opinion that the following represents the 

preferred order of a1 ternatives:'l 

"A. Lakeville/Tulucay (Mest) route 

(1) As proposed 

( 2 )  By-Pass 4(b)  

( 3 )  By-Pass 4(a) 

( 4 )  Consolidation 2(a) 

( 5 )  Consolidation 2(c) 

(6) Consolidation 2 ( f )  

"B. Tulucay (East) route 

LJ 1. Reference t o  alternative 4 ( b ) ,  4(a) etc. are so described i n  Appendix C of 
my testimony of Apri l  10, 1979. 

229 
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W IIC. Lakevil 1 e/Tul ucay (West) route 

(1) Consolidation 2 ( b )  

' I D .  Vaca-Dixon route 

"A1 ternatives 3(a) ,  3(  b)  , and 3(c) are economically unaccept- 

able. ( T h i s  ranking assumes t h a t  there are no - other significant 

m i  t i ga t ion  problems associated w i t h  the a1 ternative transmission 

1 i ne routes. 1 I1 

Mr. George Ferrell, a Consulting Energy Engineer working for  Public 

Interest Economics appeared on behalf of Napa County on April  17, 1979. 

A summary of his testimony follows: 

o The purpose of his testimony was t o  evaluate the characteristics of 

the transmission lines and identify some situations tha t  would favor  

the lakeville route over the Tulucay West route. 

o He was not aware t h a t  the NO1 proposed conductor size of 1113 kcmil 

had been subsequently changed by the Applicant t o  the preferred size 

of 2300 kcmil, although he testified t h a t  he had reviewed PG&E's 

"Evaluation of Transmission Losses and Siting the Conductor of the 

I t Proposed Line." 
I 

of comparing PGAE's cost estimates for  230 kV 

I nd l i ne  loss  estimates w i t h  several generic 
I 
I 

i 

estatement of PG&E's anal- ' 

(system power values, load flow studies, and 

23 0 
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1 I t 

cost estimates for alternative routes) without any independent check, u 
e.g., the Lakeville route is increasingly more economic for larger i 
tieyser capacities. 

i 

. 

231 
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4. Committee F i  ndi ngs. and Concl usi ons,  T ransmiss ion  System P1 anni  ng 

and Transmission Corridors 

F i  ndi ngs  

1. There i s  a need f o r  a t  l e a s t  1000 Mw of  new transmission capab i l i t y ,  

i n  addi t ion  t o  the 1000 Mw of ex i s t ing  transmission, t o  serve as  an o u t l e t  f o r  

planned generation i n  the Geysers area. 

2. There is  a potent ia l  t h a t  t o t a l  generation a t  the Geysers will u l t i -  

mately exceed 2000 Mw, i n  which case  the ul t imate  need f o r  new transmission 

would exceed 1000 Mw. 

3. A new l ine  is  needed f o r  the following p ro jec t s  w i t h  proven steam 

suppl  i es : 

PG&E U n i t  16 110 Mw 
PG&E U n i t  18 110 Mw 
NCPA Shell 106 M w  
DWR Bottl  erock 
DWR South Geysers 

436Mw 

T h i s  represents a t o t a l  o f  1454 Y~lw o f  g e n e r a t i n g  c a p a c i t y  w i t h  

proven steai 
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6. From a systems planning standpoint, ‘the Lakeville, Tulucay, and Li 
Vaca-Dixon substations are acceptable points of delivery. 

7. Lakeville, Tulucay and Vaca-Dixon terminations are electrically 

equivalent because they are interconnected by tne existing Vaca-Dixon - 
Lakeville 230 kV DCTL. 

8. Loca 

the Vaca-Dixon 

loads at Lakevi’lle and Tulucay are presently supplied from 

Substat ion. 

9. Local loads at Lakeville and Tulucay will be supplied directly 

from The Geysers if the proposed DCTL is terminated at either Lakeville or 

Tu1 ucay. 

10. Independent of which substation is ultimately chosen, it is economi- 

cally preferable to complete the subsequent system development south of the 

substation. 

11. All three substations are also viable outlets for Geysers generation 

regardless of whether other planned PG&E projects (e.g., Fossil 1 and 2, 

Pittsburg 8 and 9, etc.) are actually constructed or not. 

12. Lakeville substation is better from a system planning standpoint than 

Tulucay and Vaca-Dixon because it is closer to the Sonoma and Marin counties 

load centers. 

13. From the environmental standpoint, the four alternative corridors from 

Castle Rock to the three substations are acceptable. 

233 
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1 

14. In many situations, u t i1  ization o f  existing transmission 1 ine corri- 

dors has fewer land  use, biological and visual impacts t h a n  using separate 

corridors . 

bi 

15. The proposed route from Castle Rock Junction t o  Lakeville i s  38 

miles long  of which 11 miles are nonparallel 

16. The Lakeville corridor has a lesser environmental impact t h a n  the 

other three corridors because i t  is parallel t o  existing transmission lines for 

most of its length, whereas the three alternatives are not, and because i t  is 

shorter t h a n  the other three. These two advantages mean t h a t  Lakeville has a 

lesser visual impact, requires less access roads, requires 1 ess clearing, and 

reduces tree removal 

17. The capitalized cos ts  (including subsequent system development) 

and levelized annual costs (including losses relative t o  Lakeville) o f  these 

four alternative transmission line corridors based on a Geysers development o f  

2000 Hw are: 

Thousands (1983 $1 

63 , 390 65,160 

10,430 11,090 

able  p l ann in  

i 
i 

W 
234 
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ti 18. From a comparative economic standpoint, Tulucay West is somewhat less 

expensive ( about $350,00O/year less - 1983 dol 1 ars) t h a n  Lakevil l e  under the 

assumption t h a t  Geysers generation i s  2000 Mw. For Geysers generation i n  excess 

of 2600 Mw, Tulucay West and Lakeville are about equal from a comparative 

economics standpoint. 

19. There i s  no electrical reason fo r  the line t o  be routed t o  the Ful ton 

Substation. 

20. The various F u l t o n  L alternatives cost from $2 mill ion t o  $33 million 

(1983 dollars) more t h a n  the non-parallel Franz and Alpine Valley rout ing (which 

i s  w i t h i n  the Lakeville corridor). 

21. The concept of paralleling existing lines i n  the Ful ton  area instead 

of constructing the nonparal le1 section has the disasdvantages t h a t  i t  would 

result i n  substantially increased 1 ine length, human impacts, construction costs 

and line losses compared t o  the nonparal le1 proposal. 

22. The F u l t o n  L alternatives have a greater environmental impact t h a n  the 

nonparall el r o u t i n g .  

23. The F u l t o n  L ,  compared t o  the non-parallel route, has the greatest 

exposure t o  residential development. 

24. With appropriate constructon techniques and environmental m i  t i g a t i o n ,  

there are no significant environmental impacts w h i c h  will preclude the Franz and 

Alpine Valley areas as an acceptable corridor. 

25. The residential area of Oakmont was developed adjacent t o  the pre- 

existing Ful ton Ignacio transmission 1 ine right-of-way. A golf  course occupies 
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kj p a r t  o f  the  right-of-way. 

Oakmont and the  ex i s t i ng  transmisson l ine .  

Other res ident ia l  areas are under const ruct ion near  

26. The Applicant has provided estimates f o r  undergrounding a l te rna t i ves  

i n  and around the  Oakmont/Annadel State Park areas. These estimates are con- 

sidered reasonable f o r  planning purposes. 

27. The various Val l e y  o f  the Moon/Oakmont undergrounding a l te rna t ives  

cost from $4.4 t o  $10.5 m i l l i o n  (1983 do l l a rs )  more than the  overhead l i n e  

proposal 

28. Undergrounding t h e  proposed l i n e  on ly ,  o r  b o t h  t h e  proposed and 

e x i s t i n g  1 ine, through Val ley o f  the  Moon/Oakmont provides m i t i g a t i o n  o f  v isual  

and aesthet ic e f fec ts  i n  these areas. This m i t i ga t i on  amounts t o  reducing o r  

e l im ina t ing  the  v isual  e f fec ts  o f  t he  overhead transmission 1 ines t o  approxi- 

mately 700-800 Oakmont homes and the  vehicular t r a f f i c  on Highway 12. 

Conclusions 

1. A new 230 kV DCTL i s  needed i n  order t o  provide an o u t l e t  f o r  new 
, 

generation which is being planned i n  the  Geysers geothermal area. 
~ 

I 

2. One 230 kV DCTL w i t h  2-2300 kcmi l  aluminum conductors  p e r  phase 

provides adeq ransmission o i t y  f o r  a Geysers development of 

s are v iab le  f 

ssion co r r i do r  represents the  best 

corr idor /substat ion combination o f  the  a l te rna t ives  which have been evaluated on 
W , 

~ I 236 
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the basis of comparative environmental effects, aesthetics, costs, and system b 
p l  anni ng factors. 

5. Regard1 ess of whether Geysers generating capaci ty may ultimately 

t u r n  out  t o  be 2,000 Mw o r  more, the existence of the Vaca-Dixon - Lakeville 230 

kV DCTL makes i t  economically preferable t o  terminate the first 230 kV DCTL ( a s  

proposed) a t  Lakeville rather t h a n  a t  Vaca-Dixon. 

6. For the Lakeville corridor, the Frant and Alpine Valley nonparallel 
rout ing  is preferable t o  any of the Fulton L alternatives on the basis of 

comparative environmental effects, aesthetics, and costs. 

7. Overhead consolidation of the proposed and existing transmission lines 

through Val 1 ey of the Moon/Oakmont i s preferabl e t o  undergroundi ng ef ther the 

proposed line only, or  both the proposed and existing lines, on the basis t h a t  

the mitigation benefits provided by undergroundi ng are simply no t  commensurate 

w i t h  the costs of so doing. 
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F. Geotechnical /Structural Engineering 

1. Introduction 

The Committee views evidence i n  the areas of potential geological and 

seismic hazards along the transmission 1 ine corridor a1 ternatives, and mitiga- 

tion of such hazards by the Applicant through tower design and placement, as 

pertaining to i t s  obligations under PRC 25512(b) and (c )  to make f ind ings  and 

conclusions w i t h  regard to the acceptability, relative merit and the safety and 

reliabil i ty of the alternatives. The Applicant, Commission Staff, and certain 

intervenors were directed to  present such evidence by the Committee's March 19, 

1979, Supplemental Prehearing Conference Order. 

2. Background Information 

The a1 ternative corridors are located i n  areas containing various 

types of geological hazards a well as seismic activity. I t  i s  necessary to 

determine which, i f  any of the corridors are unacceptable i n  view of these 

hazards or seismic activity. The i n  hazards i n  question involve potential 

fault  rupture areas, which may be i n  proximity to  active faults; ground failure 

due to  liquefaction, which could be induced by earthquakes; landslides; and soil 

erosion. 
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i 
- cant on April 10, 1979 and stated that in a 50-year interval there is a probab- 

I ility of 0.9 that the peak ground acceleration will not exceed levels ranging 
i 

from 0.39 to 0.79 over the regions traversed by the four alternative corridors. 
1 
i His understanding is that the transmission lines will be designed at levels 
I 
! higher than 0.79; therefore, the design represents a conservative position. 

i 
I 

I 

I 
I 1 
i 
I 
i 

Mr. Harold Goldman, a Consulting Geologist registered by the State of 

California, testified on behalf o f  the Applicant on April 10, 1979 and stated 

that the potential geologic nazards along the Lakeville and Tulucay West 

corridors are landslides and fault displacements, while the potential nazards I 

i 

I I along the Tulucay East and Vaca-Dixon corridors are landslides. He said that 
! 

1 the transmission towers can be sited to avoid unstable slopes (hence landsliaes) 

and to span the active fault traces; none of the geologic hazards prevent 

locating a transmission line within the corridors. 

Mr. Goldman also testified as follows on several points: 

o Liquefaction does not present a problem for any of the corridors. 

o He was not asked by PG&E to rank the four corridors from a geologic 

point of view. Transmission lines can be built in any of the 

corridors. 

Fir. George Lenfestey, a Supervising Civil Engineer with PG&E, testi- 

fied on behalf o f  the Hpp-licant on April 10, 1979 and stated that the Geysers to 

Lakeville towers can be expected to withstand a peak ground acceleration of 

0.99. This conclusion is based on a recent dynamic analysis test of a 230 kV 

1 double-circuit tower. He also testified on several points as follows: 

239 
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o One-legged tubu la r ,  two-legged tubular ,  two-legged l a t t i c e ,  and 

four-legged la t t ice  towers would a l l  be capable of withstanding the . 

expected ground acce lera t ion  i n  the areas  of the four  corr idors .  

o Towers des igned  t o  w i t h s t a n d  ex t reme wind l o a d i n g  and broken 

conductor loading i n  accordance w i t h  CPUC c r i t e r i a  i n  General Order 95  

will be good f o r  about 0.9--1.0g. 

o There i s  no r e c o r d  o f  s e i s m i c a l l y  induced t r a n s m i s s i o n  tower  

f a i l u r e  w i t h i n  the PG&E system. There have been tower f a i l u r e s  due t o  

1 andsl ides, but these failures can be prevented by avoiding 1 andsl ide 

areas  o r  using special  footings.  

W 
I 

I 

Mr . Benni e Troxel  , a Registered Geol ogi s t  and Engi  neeri ng Geol ogi s t ,  

testified on behalf o f  Napa County on April 10, 1979 and s t a t ed  t h a t  the Tulucay 

West and Tulucay East co r r ido r s  i n  Napa County would be f raught  w i t h  extreme 

d i f f i c u l t y  i n  choosing adequate tower sites and development and maintenance of 

harmonious access  routes.  Both co r r ido r s  have problems r e l a t ed  t o  the s t a b i l  i t y  

of the bedrock, lands l ides ,  and the p o s s i b i l i t y  of seismic events or ground 

rupture. 
I 

He a l s o  testified as follows on several points: 

o se  portions of Tulucay West and 

y ,  and he d i d  no t  examine t he  

ixon cor r idors .  

o r t a n t  t o  kno any existing transmission 

the siting of a poten- 

t i a l  l i ne ;  however, he cou ld  no t  r e c a l l  whether any d i d  o r  not .  

240 
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ci o He said he has had no previous experience in the siting of trans- 

mission lines, and that his testimony goes to the existence of faults 

and other geological features and not to the relative ease or diffi- 

culty o f  siting transmission lines in view of sucn features. 

Mr. Gaylon Lee, a Geologist with the Engineering ana Safety Uffice of 

the Commission, testified on behalf of the Commission Staff on April 10, 1979 

and stated that none of the potential geologiclseismic problems appear to be 

significant enough to preclude use of any corridor provided that appropriate 

mitigation measures are used. From a geologic hazard standpoint, the order o f  

preference i s  Vaca-Dixon, Lakeville (distant second), Tulucay East, and Tulucay 

West. 

The Lakeville and Tulucay West corridors have greater susceptibility 

to fault rupture than do Tulucay East or Vaca-Dixon because of their location 

relative to major active faults. However, the probability of fault rupture 

appears minimal for all corridors if traces of active faults are avoided in 

tower si ti ng . 

Landsliding is the geologic phenomena most likely to produce tower 

damage. however, even in regions of general slope instability, mitigation is 

possible by siting towers on local stable areas or traversing the unstable area 

with the transmission lines. 

During an average 

about 0.79 may occur with 

considered most probable in 

100 year period, peak rock accelerations of 0.3 to 

n the region of the corridors. Such shaking is 

the more seismically active western portion of this 

region near the major active faults. 

24 1 
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tJ Mr. Robert Chittenden, a Structural Enqineer for the Engineering and 

Safety Office of the Commission, testified on behalf of the Staff on April 10, 

1979 and discussed structural engineering considerations associated w i t h  t ubu la r  

and latt ice towers from a seismic effects standpoint. 

Lattice towers have his tor ical ly  performed we1 1 under moderately 

severe seismic ground s h a k i n g  events and their structural design is  somewhat 

standardized. Because the conductor and wind design loads are generally higher 

than seismic design loads, the tower design is governed by the conductor and 

wind loads. 

The structural design of tubular  towers is  less standardized, because 

To his tubu la r  towers have been used extensively only i n  the last 15 years. 

knowledge, there i s  no data t o  substantiate t h a t  t ubu la r  towers of the type 

proposed are capable of withstanding seismic ground accelerations of 0.3 and 

0.79. 

Based on the past performance of lat t ice and tubu la r  tower which have 

been subjected t o  wind and conductor loads, his op in ion  i s  tha t  the wind and 

conductor design cr i ter ia  are adequate. 

Mr. Chittenden also testified on several other points as follows: 

c i f ic  knowledge as t o  the peak ground accelera- 

ion lines which resulted from the 

designed t o  be 

of appropriate 

and a seismic 
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b Mr. Clark McHuron, testifying on behalf of Sonoma County, s t a t e d  t h a t  

the Lakeville cor r idor  is the worst of the a l t e r n a t i v e s  from the s tandpoint  of  

geologic hazards. This co r r ido r  has the most miles of unstable  s lopes,  the most 

earthquake epicenters, and i s  the only c o r r i d o r  containing two f a u l t s .  However, 

these hazards do not preclude the use of the Lakevi l le  cor r idor .  

t h a t  the Vaca-Cixon co r r ido r  poses the fewest geologic hazards. 

His opinion i s  

Mr. McHuron a l s o  testified a s  follows on several  o the r  points :  

o The Lakevi l le  co r r ido r  ac tua l ly  has the second fewest miles of 

unstable  s lope (24 miles)  and the second fewest miles of lands l ides  

(5.5 miles).  Only the Vaca-Dixon co r r ido r  has less. The conclusion 

t h a t  Lakevi l le  i s  t h e  worst co r r ido r  i s  based on the percentages o f  

the unstable  s lope miles and lands l ides  miles r e l a t i v e  t o  the t o t a l  

l e n g t h  of the route. 

o Earthquakes of approximately 7.0 t o  7.5 (Richter  scale magnitude) 

o r ig ina t ing  a t  epicenters i n  the region t raversed  by the co r r ido r s  

could cause ground acce lera t ions  of 0.99. However, he is not aware of 

any h i s t o r i c a l  earthquake i n  the region which exceeded a 5.4 magni- 

tude. 

o He has not attempted t o  count the number of epicenters which a r e  

located w i t h i n  a mile o r  two on either s i d e  o f  any cor r idor .  

o Liquefaction poten t ia l  i s  a problem f o r  the Lakevi l le  corr idor .  

o Further evaluat ion o f  geologic hazards is needed before any of the 

four  cor r idors  a r e  selected. 

&id 
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4. Committee Findings and Concl usions 6d 
Geotechnical /S t ruc tura l  Engi neeri ng 

F i n d i n g s  

1. All four c o r r i d o r s  t o  v a r y i n g  degrees  a r e  a f f e c t e d  by p o t e n t i a l  

seismic a c t i v i t y  and geological hazards ( s lope  i n s t a b i l i t y ,  lands1 i d i n g ,  s o i l  

e ros ion ,  1 iquefac t ion ,  and p o t e n t i a l l y  a c t i v e  f a u l t s ) .  

2. P o t e n t i a l  undergrounding r o u t e s  i n  the  Oakmont and F u l t o n  a r e a s  

do not c ros s  p o t e n t i a l l y  a c t i v e  f a u l t s  o r  a c t i v e  l ands l ide  areas. No known 

geologic hazards exist along these poss ib le  routes  w h i c h  would requi re  excep- 

t i ona l  design measures. 

I 

, 3. In the region t raversed  by the c o r r i d o r s  there i s  a p robab i l i t y  of 0.9 

i n  a 50-year i n t e rva l  t h a t  the peak ground acce lera t ion  will not exceed levels 

ranging from 0.39 t o  0.79. 

I 4. 230 kV transmission towers a r e  commonly b u i l t  t o  withstand a peak 

ground acce le ra t ion  of 0.9 t o  1.09 as a consequence of s a t i s f y i n g  wind loading 

and broken conductor loading (CPUC c r i t e r i a )  

r loca t ion  of towers and design of foot ings ,  the various 
I 

I r r i d o r s  can be mit igated.  

I 

agrees  not  t o  place tower foot ings  across  o r  w i t h i n  
1 

o r  suspected ac aul t s  identified p r i o  

n of Mines and Geology special  
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u 7. Lengthy por t ions  of the Lakevil l e  and' Tu1 ucay West a1 t e r n a t i v e  co r r i -  

dors  and the Fulton a l t e r n a t i v e  a r e  i n  c lo se  proximity t o  major a c t i v e  faul ts  

(Maacama and Rodgers Creek-Heal dsburg) and a r e  more susceptible t o  severe 

earthquake shaking and seismical ly-induced ground f a i l u r e s .  Consequently, the 

poten t ia l  seismic hazards along these co r r ido r s  a r e  somewhat g r e a t e r  t h a n  along 

the Vaca-Dixon o r  Tulucay East  cor r idors .  However these poten t ia l  hazards do 

not  appear to be of a nature o r  magnitude which  would preclude u t i l i z a t i o n  of 

any of the a1 t e r n a t i v e  cor r idors .  

8. The geologic hazards of slope i n s t a b i l i t y  and l ands l id ing  affect 

a l l  co r r ido r s ,  although mi t iga t ion  measures can b e  used t o  make a l l  acceptable.  

The preferred routes  a r e  Vaca-Dixon and then Lakevil le ,  because the two Tulucay 

routes have g r e a t e r  po ten t ia l  hazard. 

9. There i s  no . instance of a transmission tower failure i n  the PG&E 

system due t o  a seismic event. 

10. La t t i ce  and tubu la r  towers can be designed t o  be safe and r e l i a b l e  

during seismic events. 

11. Foundation condi t ions,  s lope s t a b i l i t y ,  fau l  t rupture, and earthquake 

shaking do not  appear t o  ser ious ly  cons t ra in  u t i l i z a t i o n  of  the Fulton, Tulucay, 

Vaca-Dixon, and Lakevi l le  subs ta t ions .  

245 
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Conclusions 

1. None of the a l t e r n a t i v e  co r r ido r s  preclude the routing of a t rans-  

mission l ine based on the present evidence re l a t ed  t o  geologic hazards and 

seismic ac t iv i ty .  

2. From geologic and seismic standpoints ,  the Vaca-Dixon co r r ido r  is  

preferable ,  Lakevi l le  second, and the two co r r ido r s  t o  Tulucay l a s t .  

3. As part of the AFC, the Applicant will submit a repor t  which: 

a. Proposes specific measures t o  mi t iga te  geologic hazards along the 

s p e c i f i c  a l ignment  t o  b e  used w i t h i n  the  approved c o r r i d o r .  

b. Demonstrates t h a t  the l a t t i c e  towers and tubular  towers, i f  any, 

proposed f o r  the transmission l ine  will not f a i l  a s  a consequence 

of  a seismic event. 
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W 
VII. ISSUES REQUIRING FURTHER REVIEW 

A. Site Related Topics 

1. Introduction 

The first basis for identifying site-related issues t h a t  may require 

further consideration i n  proceedings on PG&E's proposal t o  construct and operate 

i ts  Geysers U n i t  16 geothermal project l i es  i n  the Findings and Conclusions 

presented i n  the foregoing sections. Several of these Findings  and Cocnlusions 

reference information, studies, or reports that PG&E has agreed t o  provide prior 

t o  o r  a t  the time of f i l i n g  an  Application f o r  Certif ication, should the 

Commission approve the Notice of Intention. In add i t ion ,  the Committee will 

consider the comments on the Preliminary Report as a source for identifying 

issues t h a t  may require futher review. 

. 

The preceedi n F i  ndi ngs and  Concl usions for si te-re1 ated i s u e s  

indicate that the areas of "Hydrology and Water Sources" and "Socio/economic" 

will require no adjudication a t  an AFC stage. Additional infomation is t o  be 

submitted on the subjects of "Ai  r Qual i ty" , "Biological Resources", " C i v i l  

tural  Resources", "Geotechnical ' I ,  "Noise" , and "Pub1 i c  

n two summarizes the information yet t o  be submitted for 

ecifies the time frame when the 

esented i n  comments 

1 issue i t s  Final 

identified as 
I W , Sta f f ,  interested 
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I 

L, 
publ ic  agencies,  and the p u b l i c  a r e ,  therefore ,  i nv i t ed  t o  s t a t e  their views 

d u r i  ng heari  ngs on the Prel i m i  nary Report. 

2. In fo rma t ion  Yet t o  be Submit ted  and Additional Tasks t o  be Performed f o r  

S i t e - r e l a t ed  Issues  

The following sec t ion  contains  a l i s t i n g  and a b r i e f  summary, on a subjec t -  

by-subject bas i s ,  of the information y e t  t o  be submitted and/or t a s k s  yet t o  be 

performed f o r  s i t e - r e l a t e d  issues. 

Area - Information and Tasks 

Air qual i t y  Spec i f ica t ion  of control  system o r  systems, 

o r  o the r  pertinent information, verifying 

t h a t  the s team suppl ie r  wil l  be a b l e  t o  

comply w i t h  LCAPCD Rule 411; a i r  q u a l i t y  

impact ana lys i s ;  S t a f f  f i n a l  conclusions on 

the reasonableness of PG&E model f o r  dra in  

and downwash c o n d i t i o n s ;  a n a l y s i s  o f  the 

cumulative impacts of the NCPA/Shell p ro j ec t  

and the Geysers U n i t  16 p ro jec t ;  a review 

and repor t  by S ta f f ,  NSCAPCD, and LCAPCD of 

PG&E d a t a  on a comparison of c a l c u l a t e d  

versus observed  H2S c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  f o r  

h i s t o r i c a l  days ; assessment of what cons t i  - 
tu tes  BACT; S t a f f  submiss ion  r e g a r d i n g  

status of appl icable  NSR rules; s u f f i c i e n t  

operat ing data  from PG&E U n i t  15 t o  deter- 

mine, w i t h  reasonable certainty,  t h a t  the 

248 
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B i  ol ogical resources 

. Stretford unit's performance efficiency and 

the partitioning efficiency of the surface 

condenser will be sufficient to meet speci- 

fied H2S emissions limitations, or specific 

proposals for condensate treatment systems 

which will be installed prior to commercial 

operation of the proposed project; detailed 

information on the method of control during 

steam s tacking;  d e t a i l e d  information 

demonstrating the engineering feasibility of 

the automated valve s h u t - i n  and crossover ' 

pipeline t o  reduce H2S emissions t o  5 

lbs. /hr. ;  demonstration of compliance w i t h  

Rule 4218 ( f i n d i n g s  4, 9, 15, 16, 17, 19, 

26, 27, 29, 33; conclusions 2-81. 

The Applicant shall evaluate the nature and 

significance of the springs and seeps near 

the U n i t  16 s i t e  for value to  wildlife or i n  

maintaining the trout fishery of Bear Canyon 

Creek and identify any m i  tigation measures 

i t  proposes t o  ut i l ize ,  i n  a report regard- 

the environmental impacts 

e submitted by January 1, 

onclusion 3 )  

studying the e f fec ts  of 

cooling tower d r i f t  on vegetation and 
J 
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Ci vi 1 engineering 

Cultural resources 

reports on these studies were to be sub- 

mitted at or prior to the filing of the 

Geysers 17 AFC. The Staff shall report to 

the Committee after it has reviewed the 

Applicant's report and shall make such 

recommendations as may be necessary (f i ndi ng 

18; conclusion 3). 

Staff will meet with both U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service and the Cal fornia Depart- 

ment of Fish and Game to identify the 

impacts and mitigation or compensation 

programs that would be needed to reduce 

cumulative impacts. Staff will report to 

the Committee or Commission any findings or 

recommendations (finding 19). 

The Applicant will provide additional design 

criteria for the earth retaining structures 

at the site with special regard to seismic 

loads and a detailed description of the 

design methods and references to published 

documents contai ni ng appl icable design 

methods for those structures (finding 7; 

conclusion 1). 

Applicant will perform a full cultural 

resources survey and, upon its completion, 

provide such report to the Commission. Upon 

250 
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r ece ip t ,  S t a f f  may make recommendations f o r  

addi t ional  mi t iga t ion  measures ( f i n d i n g s  4 

and 5; conclusions 2 and 3) .  

LJ 

Geotec h n i  cal Applicant will submi t  a proposed inspect ion,  

repor t ing ,  and monitoring plan f o r  evalua- 

t i o n  of g e o l o g i c  c o n d i t i o n s  d u r i n g  s i t e  

p r e p a r a t i o n  ( f i n d i n g  14; c o n c l u s i o n  3 ) ;  

Estimates o f  ground shaking  a t  the  s i t e  

( f i n d i n g s  1 5 ,  16 and 17; c o n c l u s i o n  3 ) ;  

Workshop on s i g n i f i c a n t  differences i n  the 

estimated magnitudes of earthquakes which  

regional f a u l t s  may produce  ( f i n d i n g  18; 

conclusions 3 and 4); 

Eva1 u a t i o n  o f  present  techniques f o r  
I 

a n a l y z i n g  how topography a f f e c t s  seismic 

shaking ( f ind ing  19; conclusion 4); 
I 

I 

I 

I i Maps showing e x i s t i n g  and proposed well pad 

s i tes  ( f i n d i n g  20 and 21; c o n c l u s i o n  4 ) .  
~ 

\ Noise S t u d i e s  t h a t  demons t r a t e  t h a t  the  power 

p lan t  will emit 60 dBA a t  500 feet and an 

a n a l y s i s  w h i c h  shows the basis o f  the 

estimated b a r r i  fects of the turbine- 

Pub1 ic hea l th  Proposal f o r  emissions monitoring ( concl u- 

sion 3 f o r  H2S); 
251 
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Lid Discussions between staff ,  u t i 1  i t ies ,  steam 

suppl iers, public agencies and interested 

persons on the necessity and methodology for  

moni tori  ng ambient H2S concentration ( con- 

clusion 4 for  H2S); 

Ascertainment of the impact of U n i t  16's 

emissions of ammonia, arsenic, and mercury, 

on their respective ambient concentrations 

(conclusions 1 f o r  ammonia, arsenic,  and 

mercury) ; 

Proposed 222Rn moni t o r i  ng program (con- 

clusion 2 for radionuclides). 

Safety and re1 iabil i t y  Information on the procedures fo r  the 

control operator to follow to determine the 

appropriate response t o  emergency or  upset 

conditions a t  the power plant; discussion 

on the c r i t e r i a  t o  be used f o r  ( 1 )  the 

control operator over-ridi ng the automatic 

system for plant shutdown, (2) for estab- 

1 i s h i n g  the parameters of the automatic 

monitoring * system; description of the 

remote control fac i l  i t y  a1 arm system. 

( f i n d i n g  5; conclus ions  2 ,  3 and 4 ) .  

Criteria for the earth retaining structures 

w i t h  special regard to seismic loads and a 

Lid 
252 
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detailed description of the design methods 

(f i ndi ng 7-Ci vi 1 Engi neeri ng) . 
Structural engineering Criteria for Functional Basis and Safety or 

Extreme Basis Earthquakes (findings 2,8,11, 

12,13; conclusions 4 and 5 ) .  
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3. Summary of Lj Information to be Submitted, Site Related I s s u .  

Information specified in the following findings and conclusions on various 
issues is to be submitted as indicated: 

DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD 
ON THE PRELIMINARY REPORT 

w g  17. 

Applicant and Staff will advise the Committee on the schedule for 
operational tests of the surface condenser and Stetford unit on Geysers Unit 15 
(see Findings 20-25, and Conclusion 3). 

Biological Resources 
Finding 13, 18 (interim report), 19. 

Cultural Resources 
Findings 4 and 5. 
Conclusions 2 and 3. 

Geotechni cal Issues 

Public Health and Safety 

. Findings 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21 

Staff and Applicant will advise the Committee on the process for 
determining an appropriate sludge disposal area and on the status of 
the air quality analysis. 

Finding 13 (Applicant to report on criteria specified) 

AT OR PRIOR TO THE FILING 

Structural Engineering 

OF AN AFC 

Air Qualit 
Findizgs 4, 6, 9, 15, 16l, 19', 26, 27, 29, 33 

Bi ol ogical Resources 
Finding 18 

Ci vi 1 Engineering 
Finding 7 

Geotechnical Issues 
Findings 14, 18 

1 Based on discussions with Staff prior to an AFC filing. 

2 Clarification is requested from Staff and Applicant as to what information 
is to be submitted at the time an AFC is filed and what information may be 
filed during proceedings on an AFC. 

2 54 
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Public Health and Safety 
Hydrogen Sulfide: 
Ammonia: Conclusion 1 
Arsenic: Conclusion 1 
Mercury : Conclusion 1 
Radon-222: Conclusion 2 

Conclusions 3 and 4 

Safety and Reliability 
Fi ndi ng 7 (Ci vi 1 Engi neeri ng) 
Finding 5 
Conclusions 2, 3, 4 

Structural Engineering 
Findings 2, 8, 11, 12, 13 
Conclusions 4 and 5 
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B. Transmission Line Topics 

1.  Introduction 

As i n  the case of site-related topics (See Section V I ,  infor- 

mation has been identified during the NO1 proceedings which will be needed 

during evaluation of the AFC. The following section lists the information and 

tasks for several technical areas which the Applicant i s  t o  submit as part  o f  

the AFC review. 

2. Information t o  be Submitted and Additional Tasks t o  be Performed 
8 

for Transmission Line Issues 

Land Use 

o Prior t o  or  a t  the time of f i l i n g  the AFC, the Applicant shall  

submit t o  the Commission i n  conjunction w i t h  the Department of 

Parks and Recreation a mi t iga t ion  p l a n  for minimizing environ- 

mental effects of the 1.4 mile crossing of Annadel State Park 

by the new lines. The Department has consented t o  the proposed 

crossing so long as adequate m i  t i ga t ion  measures are undertaken 

by the Applicant. 

L, 

o I f  the Applicant f i l es  an AFC for either the Vaca-Dixon or the 

Tulucay East corridor, App l i can t  will be required t o  demonstrate 

i n  the AFC an alignment around the Cedar Roughs area, which is  

now being inventoried by BLM for  possible designation as a 

W i  1 derness Study Area ( WSA) . 
o I f  the Applicant f i l e s  an AFC for  e i the r  the Vaca-Dixon, 

Tulucay East, o r  Tulucay West corridor, Applicant is  required L; 

256 
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t o  inc lude  i n  the AFC a geologic/seismic report i n  accordance u 
w i t h  the Napa County General Plan showing t h a t  the transmission 

line i s  consistent w i t h  p u b l i c  s a fe ty .  

Geotechni cal 

o Prior t o  or a t  the f i l i n g  o f  the AFC,  the  Appl icant  will 

p r o v i d e  d e t a i l e d  g e o l o g i c  map( s) of  the proposed a1 i g n m e n t  

showing the proposed transmission 1 i ne route w i  t h i  n the c o r r i d o r  

and a1 1 poten t i  a1 geol ogic  hazards and impacts ( slope i ns tab i l -  

i t y ,  erosion. s e n s i t i v i t y ,  mapped f a u l t  traces, and any other 

' p o t e n t i a l l y  adverse geologic condi t ions  which  were determined by 

d e t a i l e d  f i e l d  inves t iga t ion)  which the app l i can t  will avoid o r  

. 

for which mi t iga t ion  measures w i l l  be required. The'scale of 

the map or maps will be a t  least 1:24,000. 

. o Prior t o  or  a t  the f i l i n g  o f  the  AFC the A p p l i c a n t  w i l l  

p r o v i d e  an eva lua t ion  of the  levels o f  po ten t i a l  h a z a r d  o r  

impact (slope i n s t a b i l i t y ,  erosion s e n s i t i v i t y ,  mapped f a u l t  

and any other p o t e n t i a l l y  adverse ge 

which were determined by d e t a i l e d  f i e l d  inves t iga t ion )  along 

the s p e c i f i e d  route and will propose s p e c i f i c  measures t o  

, the Appl i c a n t  wil l  

f dynamic ana lys i s  of the s p e c f f i c  

s ha1 1 speci f i cal l y  
0 
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-- Estimates of the maximum vibratory ground motion which 

towers of the type t o  be utilized have historically withstood 

w i t h o u t  structural failure due t o  shaking, and 

-- theoretical estimates of the maximum v i  bratory ground 

motion these types of towers could be expected t o  withstand 

w i t h o u t  structural failure due t o  shaking. 

The report will present i n  detail the assumptions, methodology 

and base data utilized, as well as results and conclusions o f  the 

analysis. 

Cultural  Resources 

o If  a n  AFC i s  f i l ed  for  the Tulucay West, Tulucay E a s t  o r  

Vaca-Dixon a1 ternat ives ,  the Apvl icant shall  undertake an 

intensive cultural resource survey equivalent t o  the level of 

detail o f  the Lakeville survey. These studies will  follow the 

Cultural Resources Mit iga t ion  Program (SEI 6-17, 6-18) . 
o I f  an AFC is  filed for the Lakeville route, the Applicant will 

submit a cultural resources report on the five miles of the route 

not yet completed and on the access roads t o  the line. 

0 The'Applicant will be required t o  show compliance w i t h  the 

Mines Leasing Act of 190 ( P . L .  66-146, S ta tu te  437) for  the 

selected route. 

0 A t  or prior t o  the time o f  the f i l i n g  of the AFC, the Appl i -  

' c a n t  shall submit a detailed m i t i g a t i o n  p l a n  for the route  

selected. 

258 
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W o The applicant shall contact the appropriate Native American 

organ4 ta t ions  r e g a r d i n g  the possi b l  e occurrence of Native 

American h is tor ica l ,  cul tural  , and sacred s i t e s  w i t h i n  the 

selected corridor. The purpose i s  to f u l f i l l  requirements of 

PL 95-341 and PRC 5097.9 e t  seq. 

B i  ol ogical Resources 

o The Appllcant shall  include i n  the AFC f i l i n g  a detailed 

mitigation plan for the biological resources impacted by the 

proposed project. T h i s  plan shall  specif ical ly  address the 

foltowing'areas ( i f  appropriate) as requiring special mitigation 
1 

I cons i deration : I 

a. Rare, threatened, endangered and fu l ly  protected plant and 

animal species; commercial and recreational biological 

resources; species o f  special concern; and areas of critical 

concern . 
b. The 11-mile nonparallel crossing o f  Franz and Alpine Valley. 

This shall include an onsite survey for rare and endangered 

p l a n t s  i n  th i s  area. Also par t icu lar  a t tent ion should 

be directed to the Mark West Creek area. In developing 

for this area, the Applicant 

erested local, state and federal 

agencies as well as private groups and i n d i v i -  

I 

I 

I , 
this NO1 pro 

i n g  disruption 

zones. 
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U APPENDIX A 

Time1 ine of Events 

Event - 
NO1 f i led 

Staff works hops 

on transmission system pl anni ng 
on s i t e  related issues 

In f orma ti onal hear i ng s : 

Santa Rosa 
La keport 
Napa and Fairfield 

Suppl mental Environmental 
Information ( SEI 1 submitted 

Prehearing conference statement 
workshops on s i t e  related issues 

Prehearing conference on site related 
issues 

Commission hearing on complaint filed 
by Oakmont Property Owners Assoc. 

Evidentiary hearing on the yesource s i te  
o f  the Geysers 

S t a f f  workshop on transmission line issues 

Second set o f  informational hearings: 

1978/79 

August 30 

October 13 
October 19 and 20 

October 26 
October 30 
November 3 

October 26 (partial 1 
November 15 ( compl ete) 

November 7 

November 17 

December 6 

December 8 

December 12 

December 14 
December 15 

takeport and Santa Rosa 
Napa and Fairfield 

ulton and Kenwood 

A-1 

January 4 

January 5 

February 9 
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Procedural conference February 1 

S t a f f  workshop on F u l t o n  and Kenwood 
A1 t e r n a t i v e s  February 9 

Informational hearing on Ful ton and Kenwood 
A1 t e r n a t i v e s  February 15 

Prehearing conference statement workshops 
on transmission line issues February 22, 23 

Commission hearing on Napa Pe t i t i on  t o  Review 

Committee hearing on Napa Request for Rul ing 

Committee Order t o  Provide Information February 28 

March 8 

Prehearing conference on transmission 1 ine 
issues March 9,  10 

Commission hearing on Napa Appeal from Committee 
Rul ing March 28 

Site visit by the Committee 

Evidentiary hearings 

March 31 

Apri l  5-April 2 1  

cs 

A-2 
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W APPENDIX B 

List o f  Intervenors 

Intervenor  Pe t i t i on  Granted 

Oakmont Property Owners Association October 12, 1978 

County of Sonoma October 12, 1978 

Cal i forn ia  Public Utilities Commission 

Northern Cal i fo rn ia  Power Agency 

Alpine Valley Property Owners Association 

Franr Val1 ey Property Owners Association 

October 23, 1978 

October 23, 1978 

October 26, 1978 

November 22, 1978 

Wild Oak Home Owners Association November 22, 1978 

County of Napa 

Cal i forn ia  Air Resources Board 

Howard and Jeanne Zwick 

Kenwood Community C1 ub , I nc 

Cal ifornia Department of Parks 

Upper Napa Val 1 ey Associates 

and Recreation 

December 7, 1978 

December 7,  1978 

January 8 9  1979 

January 8, 1979 

January 8, 1979 

January 17, 1979 

Lawton Shur t l e f f ,  e t  a l .  

City of Santa Rosa 

County of Solano 

Alternate Energy Systems, Inc. 

January 17, 1979 

January 17, 1979 

January 22, 1979 

March 1 , 1979 

March 15, 1979 

March 15, 1979 

March 15, 1979 

I 

and S.A. Healy Company 

I 

I 
Marc S. Anders 

9-1 
b d  

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

S t a t e  Energy Resources 
Conservation and Development Commission 

In  the  Matter o f :  ) 
) 

t o  F i l e  an  Application f o r  1 
C e r t i f i c a t i o n  RE: Geysers 16 1 

The Notice of In t en t ion  1 Docket No. 78-NOI-6 
of PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I, , dec la re  t h a t  on , 1979, I deposited copies  of t h e  
a t tached  i n  the United 
States m a i l  i n  Sacramento, Ca l i fo rn ia ,  with f i r s t  class postage thereon f u l l y  
prepaid,  and addressed t o  the following, with the  'exception of those a t  the  
Commission's headquarters  which were hand de l ivered:  

Applicant 

Mr. Ivor  Samson 
Attorney a t  Law 
P a c i f i c  Gas C Electric Company 
77 Beale S t r e e t  
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Reporter 

Peters Shorthand Rep0 r t ing 
C e r t i f i e d  Shorthand Reporter 
7700 College Town Drive, Su i t e  209 
Sacramento, CA 95826 

ALTERNATE ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC. 
S.A. Healy Company 
C/O John H. Kouba 
Trump, Kouba and Dickson 
Two Embarcadero Center,  Su i t e  1870 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

L. S h u r t l e f f ,  H. Hagel, 
J. Herr, and C. Wright 

C/O John H. Kouba 
Trump, Kouba and Dickson 
Two Embarcadero Center, Su i t e  1870 
San Francisco,  CA 94111 

In te rvenors  

Hobart Mc Danie 1 
V i  c e-Pre s iden t  
Oakmont Property Owners Assoc. 
23 Valley Green Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95405 

County of Sonoma 
Off ice  of County Counsel 
Lynda Millspaugh 
2555 Mendocino Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 

James T. Quinn 

Martin McDonough 
General Counsel 
Northern Cal i forn ia  Power Agency 
555 Capi tol  Mall, Su i t e  950 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Alpine Valley Property 
Owners Association 

c /o  James A. Rundel 
P.O. Box 1896 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

Ca l i fo rn ia  Public Ut i l i t i es  Commission 
5066 S t a t e  Building 
San Francisco,  CA 94102 
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Derek Simmons 
Special Counsel 

. County of Sonoma 
726 Mendocino Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 

Kathy Kahn 
Air Resources Board 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Franz Valley Property Owners Assoc. 
Donald M. Jinks 
c/o 309 Franz Valley Rd. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 

Wild Oak Home Owners Association 
Mark H. Trione 
101 D Street 
P.O. Box N.N. 
Santa Kosa, CA 95402 

Stephen W. Hackett 
County Counsel 
County of Napa 
1117 First St. 
Napa, CA 94558 

Kenwood Community Club, Inc. 
c/o Thomas R. Kenney 
2UO E Street 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

Howard and Jeanne Zwick 
c/o Thomas R. Kenney 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1896 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

J. Michael Doyle 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Kesource Preservation and 
Interpretation Division 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Bruce Leavitt 
City Attorney 
City of Santa Rosa 
100 Santa Rosa Avenue 
P.O. Box 1678 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

i -. 

David klarsten 
Upper Napa Valley Associates 
Box 109 
St. Helena, CA 94514 

Clayne Munk 
Planning Director 
Solano County Planning Dept. 
Courthouse 
Fairfield, CA 94533 

Marc S. Anderson 
100 Wikiup Drive 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 

Carl & Margaret Livingston 
c/o Livingston Bros. 
100 Grant Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Richard & Kaye Heafey 
1939 Harrison Street 
9th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Phillips A. Johannes 
1910 Los Alamos Koad 
Santa Rosa, CA 95405 

Wikiup Homeowner's Association 
c/o Trump, Kouba, & Dickson 
2 Embarcadero Center, Suite 1870 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Energy Commission 

Dr. Alan D. Pasternak 
Commissioner 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. 5 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

C. Suzanne Reed 
Commissioner 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Mr. Dan Parker 
Public Advisor 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 'W 

I 
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Dian Grueneich, Esq. 
Matt Brady, Esq. 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. 26 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

W 

Steffan Imhoff 
Hearing Advisor 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. 36 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Pam Patterson 
Secretary of the Commission 
State of California Energy 
Resources Conservation and 
Development Commission 

1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Docket Section (12) 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue, M.S. 24 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

I am and was at the time of the service of the attached paper over the age 
of 18 years and not a party to the proceeding involved. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Attachment 

bs a c-3 
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APPENDIX D 

Public Agency Comments 

Fol 1 owi ng are written comments submi tted 
by public agencies from the filing date 
of the Notice of Intention through the 
preparation of the Preliminary Report. 
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u 
APPENDIX D 

L i s t  o f  Public Agency Comments 

Date o f  Correspondence Agency and Signature 

September 15, 1978 

September 28, 1978 

September 29, 1978 

October 5, 1978 

October 11, 1978 

October 12, 1978 

Ca l i f o rn ia  Department o f  Transportat ion 
O f f i c e  o f  Planning and Design 
W.R. Green, Chief 

Cal i fo rn ia  Department o f  Transportat ion 
D iv is ion  o f  Aeronautics 
G.A. M i l l e r ,  Deputy Chief 

Ca l i f o rn ia  State Lands D iv i s ion  
Wi l l iam F. Northrop, Executive O f f i c e r  

Ca l i f o rn ia  D iv is ion  o f  Mines and Geology 
Roger W. Sherburne, Seismology Manager 

City o f  Santa Rosa 
O f f i c e  of the Ci ty  Attorney 
Bruce Leavi tt , C i  ty Attorney 

Ca l i fo rn ia  D iv is ion  o f  O i l  and Gas 
A.D. Stockton, Geothermal Of f i cer  

October 12, 1978 

October 12, 1978 

Ca l i f o rn ia  Pub1 i c  Ut i1  i t i e s  Commission 
James T. Quinn, Senior Counsel 

County o f  Sonoma P1 anni ng D i  v i  s i  on 
Raymond E. Krauss, Asst. Environmental 

County o f  Sonoma 
O f f i c e  o f  the County Counsel 
E l  izabeth A. Strauss, Oeputy Counsel 

County o f  Sol ano P1 anni ng Department 
C1 ayne E. Munk, P1 anni ng Di rector  

U.S. Fish and W i l d l i f e  Service 
D iv i s ion  o f  Ecological Services 
James J.  McKevitt, F i e l d  Supervisor 

Ca l i f o rn ia  Department o f  Health Services 
Hazardous Mater ia l  s Management Section 
Harvey F. Co l l ins ,  Acting Chief 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Larry  F. Walker, Ex. D i r ,  Water Q u a l i t y  

Admi n 

October 13, 1978 

October 13, 1978 

October 17, 1978 

October 18, 1978 

October 19, 1978 

D-1  b.l 
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Date o f  Correspondence 

October 23, 1978 

October 24, 1978 

October 25, 1978 

October 31, 1978 

November 8, 1978 

November 6, 1978 

November 8, 1978 

November 29, 1978 

December 4, 1978 

December 7, 1978 

December 12, 1978 

December 18, 1978 

December 20, 1978 

December 21, 1978 

Agency and Signature 

Cal i f o r n i a  Department o f  Conservation 
La1 1 i ana Mual c h i  n , Sei smol og i  s t 

County o f  Sonoma 
Board o f  Supervisors 

C a l i f o r n i a  Department o f  F i sh  and Game 

C a l i f o r n i a  Department o f  F i sh  and Game 
E.C. Fu l l e r ton ,  D i r e c t o r  

C a l i f o r n i a  D i v i s i o n  o f  Mines and Geology 
Roger W .  Sherburne, Seismology Manager 

Cal i f o r n i a  Department o f  Conservation 
Richard T. Ki lbourne, Geologis t  

County of Napa 
Conservation, Development and 
P1 anning Department 
James H. Hickey, D i r e c t o r  

C a l i f o r n i a  State Lands Comission 
W i l l  iam F. Florthrop, Executive O f f i c e r  

County o f  Napa 
Conservation, Development and P I  annina 

Department 
Anthony R. McClirnans, Senior Planner 

C a l i f o r n i a  Department o f  Heal th  Services 
Hazardous Mater ia l  s Management Sect ion 
Harvey F. Co l l  ins ,  Act ing Chief  

County of Sonoma 
Planning D i v i s i o n  
Raymond E. Krauss, Asst. Environmental 

Admin is t ra tor  

Northern Sonoma County A i r  Po l l  u t i o n  
Control D i s t r i c t  
Michael W .  Tolmasoff, A i r  P o l l u t i o n  
Control  O f f  i cer  

U.S. Federal Av ia t i on  Admin is t ra t ion  
Western Region 
W. Bruce Chambers, Regional P1 anni ng 

O f f  i cer  

County of Sol ano Resol u t i o n  
P1 anning Commission 

Li 

L. 

I 
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W Date o f  Correspondence 

January 8, 1979 

February 14, 1979 

February 20, 1979 

March 1, 1979 

March 6, 1979 

March 9, 1979 

March 13, 1979 

March 29, 1979 

A p r i l  2, 1979 

A p r i l  3 ,  1979 

A p r i l  13, 1979 

A p r i l  16, 1979 

1 A p r i l  19, 1979 

Agency and Signature 

U.S. Federal Communications Commission 
Safety and Special Radio Services Bureau 
Carlos V. Roberts, Chief 

C a l i f b r n i a  Department o f  Parks and 

Russell W. C a h i l l  , D i rec to r  
Recreation 

County o f  Sonoma 
Board o f  Supervisors 

County o f  Sonoma Resolut ion No. 8558 
P1 anni ng Commission 

Cal i f o r n i a  Department o f  Heal th Services 
Hazardous Mater ia l  s Management Section 
Harvey F. Col l ins ,  Act ing Chief  

U.S. Bureau o f  Land Management 
Dean E. Stepanek, D i s t r i c t  Manager 

C a l i f o r n i a  Department o f  F i sh  and Game 
E.C. Fu l ler ton,  D i rec to r  

C a l i f o r n i a  Department o f  F i sh  and Game 
E.C. Fu l ler ton,  D i r e c t o r  

U.S. F ish and W i l d l i f e  Service 
James S. Leiby, f o r  D i rec to r  

Resolut ion No. 79-64, Board o f  
Supervisors o f  the County o f  Napa 

Resolut ion No. 79, Wikiup County 
Water D i s t r i c t  

Resolut ion from the Members o f  the 
Larkf  i e l  d-Wi ki up Land Use Study 

Mark West Union School D i s t r i c t  
Brad Vaughan, D i s t r i c t  Superintendent 

0-3 
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O f € i c e  of t h e  S e c r e t a r i a t  .... J 
C a l i f o r n i a  Energy C m i s s i o n  
1111 Howa Avenue 
Sacramento ,  CA 95825 

SEP 20 I970 

Iluslnors and Ironsportation Ag.ncy 

I ART IN1 0 RAN PORTATION 
B f v s d o n  08 broject Development - Of €ice of Plann ing  and Design 

PbCE's Geysers  U n i t  16 

W e  have  reviewed t h e  above r e p o r t  for t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a 
g e o t h u r n a l  electric p o w e r  p l a n t  to be l o c a t e d  approx ima te ly  
f i v e  m i l e s  w e s t  of Middletown n e a r  Anderson Spr ings .  

The project is i n  such a remote area t h a t  it wi l$  n o t  have  
any d i r e c t  a f f e c t  o n  S t a t e  highways i n  t h e  area. //e+= A!\ 

W. R. GREEN 
C h i e f ,  Office of Plann ing  and Design 

c 



. - . .... ... .. .. ~~ . ... . . -. ~ ~ 

7 . 

. O f f l c e  of t h e  S e c r e t a r i a t  f ~ ~ h  1 September  28, 1978 
C a l  i f o r n i a  Energy C m . i i s s i o n  
11 I1 tioxe Avenue *&.I Envlrorunental  G e n e r a l  

..- S z c r m e n t o ,  CA 95825 L .t * .. .:I 
.. fj!,*i'2 ig78 

' hem i DsPARTMfNT OF TRANSPORTATION 
w . . w a  onn 

% b W  1:otlce of I n t e n t i o n  F i l e d  by P a d i f i c  Oae and E l e c t r i c  Company - W E  
Geysers Uni t  16 (7&-tJ01-6) 

O u r  review of tha ,  t l o t i c e  of l n t e n t i o n  indicates t h r e e  areas o f  
c o n c e r n  to  th.o D i v i s i o n  o f  A e r o n a u t i c s  Which ne f e e l  s h o u l d  be  
a d d r e s s e d  I n  the  E n v i r o m s n t a Z  Impact  Report. 

1. T r a n s n i s s i 6 n  Lines  and Towers 

P 
ul 

l l aza rds  t o  aircraft i n  f l i g h t  caused  by e x t e n d i n g  the  
heist of  e x i s t i n g  t r a n s m i s s i o n  towers and/or c o n s t r u c t i o n  
of t r a n s n i s s l o n  l i n e s  over new rou te s - -Sec t ions  21656-21660, 
P u b l i c  Utilities Code (AppenUa A, a t t a c h e d ) .  

11. AircraFt and/or A i r p o r t / H e l l p o r t  OpdrntiOn3 

Use of  a i r c r a f t  d u r i n g  the c o n s t r u c t i o n  phase of t h i s  
p r o j e c t  would s u b j e c t  t h e  proponent  to  the  p r o v i s i o n s  or 
t h e  S t a t e  A e r o n a u t i c s  Act and/or  I k p a r t m e n t  OC T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
R e e u l a t i o n s .  

Tie D l v l s i o n  of A e r o n a u t i c s  is the approving  a u t h o r i t y  for 
the  i s s u a n c e  of a i r p o r t / h e l i p o r t  p e r m i t s  w i t h i n  t h e  S t a t e .  
The D i v i s i o n  is governed i n  t h e  i s s u a n c e  of permi t s  by 
S u b c h a p t e r  2 and 2.1, C h a p t e r  9, T i t l e  4, S t a t e  Adminis t ra-  
t i v e  Code; and Article 3, C h a p t e r  4, S t a t e  Aeronaut ics  Act. 

111. H e l i p a d  a s  Part of  P r o j e c t  

If t he  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a p e r n s n e n t  h e l i p a d  I s  contempla ted  
( i . e . ,  fop t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e  i n s p e c t i o n ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of 
employees or materials, etc.), it would be b e t t e r  to  
e v a l u a t e  it as a p a r t  of t h i s  p r o j e c t  rather t h a n  as p a r t  
of a s e p a r a t e  p r o j e c t  t o  be aubrn i t ted  a t  a l a t e r  time. . 

O f f l c e  o f  t h e  S e c r e t n r i a t  

September  28, 1978 
&lgQ 2 

The Department 's  s t a n d a r d  f o r  h e l i p o r t  d e s i g n  l a  t h e  
Fede ra l  A v i a t i o n  A d m i n i a t r a t i o n  Adv i so ry  C i r c u l a r  150,' 
5390-13, "tlellport Design Guide," d a t e d  August 22, 1917. 

Thank you f o r  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to  comment. 

D i v i s i o n  OF A e r o n a u t i c s  

Attachment 
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5.!,jedr P.4CIFIC GAS 6 CLECTRIC COi.tPAW*S GEYSER UNIT 1 6  ROTICE OF INTENTION 
(UOCKLT LO. 76-LOI-6) r 

Our s t a f f  h a s  r e v i e b e d  s u b j e c t  NO1 and w e  are concerned  t h a t  s team 
for  Pa:cr l a n t  1 6  w i l l  be s u p p l i e d  s o l e l y  by Aminoi l ,  USA, Inc . ,  

e x c l u s i v e  s u p p l i e r  r a i s e s  s e v e r a l  i s s u e s  uRt%t;hould be addres sed  
by t h e  Comniss ion .  

Of g r e a t e s t  c o n c e r n  t o  t h e  S t a t e  Lands Conmission is t h c  p o t e n t i a l  
e f f e c t  t h i s  e x c l u s i v e  s u p p l y  c a n m i t m n t  c o u l d  have on  t h e  nearby  
S t a t e  r i l ineral  l e a s e  known a s  t h e  "Dsvies E s t a t e "  Lease (PRC 5206). 
'This 1 3 0 - a c r e  p a r c e l  was l e a s e d  by c o n p e t i t i r c  b idd ing  to  Natomas 
2nd i s  l o c a t e d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e - q u a r t e r  mile f r o n  t h e  proposed  
F a r e r p l a n t  1 6  s i te .  Bccausc of i ts  c l o s e  p r o x i m i t y ,  i t  i s  l o g i c a l  
r h a t  a s team s u p p l y  deve loped  from t h i s  S t a t e  l e a s e  go t o  P l a n t  16. 
Tlic d c t e r n i n a t i o n  t h a t  A n i n o i l  be t h e  s o l e  s u p p l i e r  cou ld  have a 
d c t r i i c n t a l  e f f e c t  on d e v e l o p a e n t  of t h e  r e s o u r c e  from Sta te -owned 
12nds s i n c e  t h e  d e v e l o p e r  would have no imned ia t e  market and be 
look ing  a t  a l o n g  l e a d - t i m e  for a d d i t i o n a l  p l a n t s  i n  t h e  a r e a .  
Dcwelopiiient o f  t h e  r e s o t i r c e  i n  t h i s  manner c o u l d  have a n  a d v e r s e  e f f e c t  
on  t h e  s tcaio reservoir. 

Xlttioiigh n c t  a d i r e c t  conce rn  of t h e  Conmission, t h e  same s i t u a t i o n ,  
K i t h  a l l  of i t s  i n h i b i t i n g  e f f e c t s  is t rue f o r  o t h e r  nea rby  d e v e l o p e r s  
i n  t h a t  i n n e d i e t c  a r r a ,  n a r e l y ,  Natomas. O c c i d e n t a l  and S h e l l .  One 
honder s  abou t  t h e  a n t i - c o n p e t i t i v e  a s p e c t s  of such a n  e x c l u s i v e  s team 
p r o r i s i o n  to  t h e  e x c l u s i o n  o f  a l l  o t h e r s .  The Californ!a.-$uprene- 
Cour t  - h a s  r e c o g n i z e d  t h e .  inpor t a n c e  _of . c ~ n s S d e r i n g f S n t i - c o m p e  t i  tircz 
k z p c t  s  hen spprcr ing  t h e  s l t  Ing o f  geo the rQa1  poworplan ts  (Scc_N;cil!!.A. 
v. I'.II.C.. . 5 .  C a ' ~ . ~ ~ d ~ - _ f , 7 O D - . ! 9 7 l r 0  

I t  would bc u s e f u l  for t h e  Comnisslon i n  i t s  d e l i h c r a t i o n r  on t h i s  
p l a n t  t o  c o n s i d e r  some Rechan i sn  t o  i n s u r e  f u l l  s t e a m f i e l d  p a r t i c i p a -  . 
t i o n  i n  t h i s  p l a n t .  
i n h i h i t i n s  ir.ipact on  deve lopnen t  of tly rcsoiirce/rom nca rby  leases. 

7 C e s p i t e  tge f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  o t h e r  d e r c l o p e r s  who 
cn a r e  c l o s e  enough to  p r o v i d e  s team t o  t h i s  Making Aminoi 1 t h e  

F a i l u r e  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  p r o b l c n  c o u l d  have an  

Eyecut ia  c O f f  icctr - 

Stoh of Colifornla 

M e m o r a n d u m  

I Mr. Hike Bathem 
Project Manager, LRCDC 

i .  

fram I Department of Conservotion 
wri,*r el ab.. d Owl..l 
*e--- 

S a i l  Geysers Unit 16 

i 2816 0 Street 
Sacramento 95816 

The Rerwrrea , I 

hlh October 5, 1978 

Re: 31-03-01 
C .  - '  - '  . '1 

. f j ; 137d 

D 

t h i s  letter is t o  infonu you of the  resu l t s  of the  201 revlev for  K:lt 16 a t  the 
Geyser¶ .  C D N  s ta f f  scientlsts,  Drs. R. Kilbournt (geologlsc) and L. Hualchln 
(seistwloelst) have revieved the t e x t  and found the  data content adequate and 
interpretations compatible with available intomation; however, alternate inter- 
pretations are possible and suggest tha t  a signlflcant pbcential e r l s t s  for unsatis- 
factory foundation conditions a t  t h i s  site. 
answer chis question. 
excavation progresses; it would be appropriate, conslderlng the nunher of facilltles 
to  be constructed i n  the Geysers area. to rcquest char the  appllcant provide gco- 
logic logs of excavated surfaces exposed both during and following the excavatlon. 
These data would be valuable t o  both the applieant and the State for  current 
decision raking and a150 as a cage history for reference whether or not the sl te  
is uitimately developed. 

Another potential problem is the area relccted for the spolls; it Is kncrrn to be a 
landslide area aad whether or not it vi11 be appropriate for the proposed use 
will a l s o  be dependent upon geologic conditions exposed a5 developnent pr?cteds. 

No poteotial problcms, which could be quantified, vere identlfled relatlve to 
selamology. 

?he applicant, PC&E, h3s actenpted t u  
The ultlmate answer w i l l  become available only a s  slte 

I n  summary the  NO1 was ratlsfactory, but geologic condltions may be discovered 
i n  the  plant site formdatbn or rpoilr area whlcb aay make th is  a l t e  l ess  than 
desirable. 
preparation to adequately evaluate the geologic envirnnncnt. 
s ta f f  reviews vi11 be forvardcd to your off ice  a t  a l a t e r  date. 
questions arise. please contact e i ther  myself or the appropriate rclentist .  

It is rec-nded that  site excavation be reviewed during and after 
t h e  ind lv ldud  CLMC 

I f  additlonal 

s- =e U. Sherburne. Ph.D. -~ 
Seismology Manager 

,J/staite Geologist 

RWS: yo 

cct John Alfors, P. AmlmOto 
L. Hualchin, R.KIlbourne 
Caylon Lee 



’ * hPPENDlX A 

T h e  f o l i o w i n g  s e c t l o n a  f rom the S t a t e  A e r o n a u t l c s  A c t  may relata 
to t h i s  p r o j e c t :  

S c c t i o n  21656 --_- 
~ i o  p e r s o n  s h a l l  erect or add  to t h e  h e i g h t  of any s t r u c t u r e  
w i t h i n  t h c  bou i i t l n r i c s  of t h i s  s h t n  which w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  n 
s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  e x t e n d s  inore t h a n  500 f c e t  above  t h e  g r o u n d  o n  
w h i c h  such  s t r u c t u r e  res ts  u n t i l  a p e r m i t  t h c r c r o c  h a s  b c c n  
i s s u e d  for s u c h  p u r p o s e  by t h e  d c p a r t m n t .  T h i 8  s e c t i o n  is n o t  

. a p p l i c a b l c  to t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of any  s t r u c t u r e  i f  t h e  F e d e r a l  
C o n n u n i c a t i o n s  Commission is r c q u i r e d ’ t o  approve  t h e  h e i g h t  of 
t h e  s t r u c t u r e  or if t h e  h e i g h t  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s ’ r e q u i r e d  to 
b e  a p p r o v e d  unde r  t h e  F e d e r a l  A v j a t i o n  A c t  of 1 9 5 8 , t P u b l i c  t a w  
05-726: 72 S t a t .  731). 

S c c t i o n  21657 . - 
The d e p a r t m e n t  may t c f u s e  i s s u a n c e  of a p e r m i t  u n d e r  S c c t i o n  
21656 i f  it d o t o r m l n c s  a f t e r  n o t i c a  and  t iclaring h o l d  p u r s u a n t  
to l h i e  p l i r t ,  that .  tho c r c c t l o n  of or a d d i t i o n  to a s t r u c t u r e  
would  o b s t r u c t  t h e  a i r - s p a c o  o v e r l y i n g  t h e  s t a t e  eo a8 to create 
an u n s a f e  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  tho f l i g h t  of a i r c r a f t .  

Any p e r s o n  a g y r i e v e d  by t h e  a c t i o n  of t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  p u r s u a n t  
to  t h i s  s e c t i o n  may h a v e  s u c h  a c t i o n  r e v l m r e d  by t h e  c o u r t s  
i n  a manner p r o v i d e d  by law. 

S e c t i o n  21658 

_- 

-2- 

E e c t i o n  21659 

A f t e r  t h e  e f f e c t l v e  d a t e  of t h i s  s c c t i o n ,  n o  p e r s o n  shi111 
c o n s t r u c t  any  structure or p e r m i t  any n a t u r a l  g rowth  Lo grow 
w i t h i n  o n e  s t a t u t e  m i l e  of t h e  c x t e r i o r  boundary  of any a i r p o r t  
o p c n  to  p u b l i c  u s e  a t  s u c h  h e i g h t  a s  t o  coristituLe a hazard to  
a i r  n a v i y a t i o n  as  a h a z a r d  t o  a i r . n a v i g a 1 i o n  is d e f i n e d  i n  
a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  P a r t  77 of t h e  F c d e r n l  AvlaCion R e g u l a t i o n s  OE 
t h e  F e d o r a l  A v i a t i o n  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  ‘Departmcnt of T r i m s p i t  t a t i o n ,  
u n l e s s  a p e r m i t  a l l o w i n y  s u c h  c o n s t r u c t i o n  or growth is i s s u e d  
b y  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t ,  p r o v i d c d ,  howover ,  t h a t  s u c h  pcrrnit s h a l l  
no t  b e  r c q u i r e d  If t h e  F e d e r a l  A v i a t i o n  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  h a s  
d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  s u c h  c o n s t r u c t i o n  or growth. d o e s  not c o n s t i t u t e  
a h a z a r d  to a i r  n a v i g a t i o n t  and p r o v i d e d  f u r t h e r ,  however ,  t h a t  
t h i s  s e c t i o n  s h a l l  n o t  a p p l y  to a pole, pole l i n e ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
or t r a n s m i s s i o n  tower or tower l i n e ,  br s u b s t a t i o n  of a p u b l i c  
u t i l i t y .  Tho f o r c q o i n g  e x c e p t i o n s  to  t h i s  s e c t i o n  s h a l l  c o n t i n u Q ,  
howevar ,  to be s u b j e c t  to t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  of Section 21658. 

S e c t i o n  21660 

Tho d c p a r t m e n t  may r e f u s e .  i s s u a n c e  of a p e r m i t  u n d e r  S e c t i o n  
21659 i f  i t  d e t o r m i n c s ,  ‘ a f t e r  n o t i c e  and  h e a r i n g  h e l d  p u r s u a n t  
to t h i s  p a r t ,  t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  or q r o w l h  
of t h e  n a t u r a l  g rowth  would c o n s t i t u t e  a h a z a r d  to a i r  n a v i g a t i o n  
or c r e a t e  an u n s a f e  c o n d i t i o n  for air n a v i g a t i o n .  

Any p e r s o n  a g g r i e v e d  by t h e  a c t i o n  of the d e p a r t m e n t  p u r s u a n t  
to this o e c t i o n  nay  hove ouch a c t i o n  r ev iewed  b y  t h e  c o u r t s  i n  
the manner  provided by law. 

I 

b 

A f t e r  t h e  c f f e c t i v e  d a t e  of t h i s  s e c t i o n ;  no  p u b l i c  u t l l i t y  
stiall c o n s t r u c t  any  p o l e ,  p o l o  l i n e ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n  or t r o n r m i s s i o r  
tower or twcr l i n e ,  or s u b s t a t i o n  s l - r u c t u r e  i n  the v i c i n i t y  of 
t h e  e x t c r i o r  b o u n d a r y  of a n  a i rc rack  l a n d i n g  arca of any a i r p o r t  
opcn  to p u b l i c  u s e ,  i n  s u c h  a l o c a t i o n  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to s u c h  
a i r p o r t  and  a t  such a’ h e i g h t  as tc C O n S t i l u t c  a n  o b s t r u c t i o n  to 
a i r  n a v i y a t i o n  as a n  o b s t r u c t i o n  i s  d e f i n e d  i n  a c c o r d a n c e . w l t h  
P a r t  7 7  of t h e  F e d e r a l  D c p a r t m e n t  of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  or any 
c o r r c s p o n d l n g  r u l c s  or r e g u l a t i o n s  of t h e  F e d e r a l  A v i a t i o n  
Agency, u n l e s s  l h e  F c d e r a l  A v i a t i o n  Agcmcy has d c t c r m i n c d  t h a t  * 
s u c h  p o l e .  l i n e ,  t o u c r .  or s t r u c t u r e  d o e s  n o t  c o n s t i t u t c  a 
h a z a r d  to a i r  n a v i g a t l o n .  T h i s  s e c t i o n  shall n o t  a p p l y  to 
m i s t i n g  p a l e s ,  l i n e s ,  t w i c r s ,  or s t r u c t u r e s  or to t h e  rcpair. 
r e p l a c e - o h t ,  or r e c o n s L r u c t i o n  t h e r e o f  i f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h e i g h t  
is n o t  m a t e r i a l l y  e x c e e d e d  end t h i s  section s h a l l  n o t  a p p l y  
u n l e s s  j u s t  c o m p c n s a t i o n  s h a l l  h a v e  f i rs t  b c c n  p a i d  to the. 
p u b l i c  u t i l i t y  by t h e  owner of any s u c h  airport for a n y  property 
or p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  uhich would be t a k e n  or damaged he reby .  

, 
v 

c - 
c 
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OFFlCE OF THE C I T Y  ATTORNEY 
UM WALL P.O. BOX 1678, U N T A  ROSA. CALIF. 95403 -u_ 

0 0 7 )  521-5261 100 SANIA ROSA AYE. 

Octobe r  11 1978 "'i 

O C i  11; W8 

nr. Fraak Hahn. Deputy E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
C a l i f o r n i a  Energy Comrvission 
1111 Hove Avenue 
S a c r a i e n t o .  C a l i f o r n i a  95825 

Re: Your Le t te r  of  September 8. 1978: Docket 
NO. 78-NOI-6 

. Dear Nr.  Hahn: 

While.  a c c o r d i n g  t o  your  s t a f f ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  t h i s  C i t y  
does  n o t  h a v e  p e r m i t  a u t h o r i t y  o v e r  100 KV (and above) 
t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e s ,  you a r e  he reby  a d v i s e d  t h a t  t h e  
proposed ove rhead  230 K V  t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e s  t h r o u l h  
t h e  p l anned  residential community o f  Oaksont are incon- 
s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h i s  C i t y ' s  adop ted  Genera l  P l a n  and i t s  
a p p l l e a b l e  r o n t n g  o r d l n a n e e s .  

The City's p o r i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  p r o p o s a l  i n  t h e  
NO1 is  e x p r e s s l y  and c l e a r l y  s e t  f o r t h  i n  C i t y  Counc i l  
R e a o l u t i o n  lo. 13482. a c e r t i f i e d  copy of whicta I e n c l o s e  . _ _  
f o r  your  i n f o r m a t i o n  and review.  

Thank you for t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  p u t  t h e  C i t y ' s  oppo- 
s i t i o n  t o  t h e  proposed overhead l i n e s  and i ts  o v e r - a l l  
p o m i t i o r  re la t ive t o  t h e  development  of  t h e  Geyse r s  
c l e a r l y  on the r e c o r d .  
w i t h  r e s p e c t  t h e r e t o .  f would b e  g l a d  t o  hear from you. 

Should you have  any q u e s t f o o s  

V e r y  t r u l y  your.' 

BRUCE LEAVITT 
c i t y  At to rney  

8Lrdm 
Eiicloaurc 

CC: Derek J Simmons. A t to rney  a t  Law 
726 ilendocinlJ Avenue 

.Ssn te  Rosa. C a l i f o r n i a  95401 
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G h C R B A S ,  t h e  Cltr o f  Snnta Rosa a u p y o r t s  ransonabla use o f  

i t h e  Ceyserb as an a I t e r n J i l v o  s o u r c a  u f  pouar  t o  m e t  t h a  l e # l t l -  

. c a t 6  c n c r e y  nreE3 o f  C a l l f o r n l n n s ;  and 

L ' H t R f A S .  t k c  P n c l f l c  Caa and t l o c t r l c  Coopaoy (P. G. L E.) 
I 
: n a a  p r o p o s e d  t h e  c o n r t r u c t l o n  o f  a 130 LV t r a n a r l s a l o n  l l a a  
! b 
I (Cryrcra  tu l .al.rvllle S u b n t a t l e n )  t o  t a k a  pouar  out  o f  the Gryaare 

' & e n e r a t i n e  n6a-a; cnd 
0 
i 
a 

l : l ! i ?FA!: ,  t L t  3 t r 4 n w l o b l o n  r o u t e  l u  propoard t n  be construct 

r C  throuXli t1.c r*ic 'Clr  o f  OIC. plnnncd r o s l d c n c l n l  cowwunlty o t  Oak- 
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Olfice of the  Secretar ia t  
California Gner6J Comission 
1111 Roue Avenue 
S a c m a t o .  b l i f o r n i a  9 9 2 5  

Dear Sirs: 

Our response t o  your request for infomation from public apncies  r e a r d i n g  
the Kotice of I t t e c t i o n  for Geysers Unit 16 power plant is as follows: 

1. The Divisior of O i l  acd Gas (CWO) has an interest  i n  the s t a b i l i t y  of 
the pro;osed site as f t  sight af fec t  walls, roads, and pipl ines .  
Cave no authority over the powr plant site itself, but we w i l l  rake 
rccm.zecCations of mitigating measures i f  the s i t e  appears t o  threaten 
the s t a b i l i t y  of w e l l  pads, roads. 'or p i p d i w s .  

The enclo6ed copies of our 1aW and r e y h t i o n s  f u l f i l l  request no. 2. 

the  rature and S C O ~ ,  of the infornution we require t o  smtisfy AB 84b. is 
rontaiccd in t te  enclosure t i t l e d  "lists and Criteria for Completed 

' 
we 

2. 

3. 

Dsvelopont Projects". 

4. A t  t h i s  t ine,  we have no comslents on the  design, opemtion, o r  location 
of pmpoaed p e r  plant Unit 16. 

Eodifications of the p r a p o ~ d  pmjeet  are not needed to comply with our 
regulationn. 

5. 

Sincerely, 

a A:D. T o -  Stock on 

Oeotherrasl Officer 

LISTS AND CRITERIA FOR CG~PLET'ED APPLICATIGO r )  

FOR DEVELOPII1EKT PROJECTS 
1 

P u r s u a n t  t o  S t a t ?  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Xtsnual, G u i d e l i n e s  tor p r o c e s s i n g  

P e r m i t s  f o r  Development' P r o j e c t n .  S e c t i o n s  1079. loao. 1090.1, 

1090.2, 1030.3, and 1080.4 ( a l l  new 1/31/78] tha: D e p a r t a e n t ' o f  

C o n s e r v a t i o n  a d o p t s  t h e . f o l l o w i n g  lists which  s ? e c i f y  t h e  i n f o r -  

n a t i o n  which  w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d  f r u n  a n y  a p p l i c a n t  f o r  a d e v e l o p -  

ment project and  t h e  c r i t e r i a  to d e t e r n i n e  t h e  c o m p l e t e n e s s  of a n  

a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a development  project. 

A. 

8. 

Develo,Dment P r o j e c t s  

Development projects unde r  the j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  Depar tment  

of C o n s e r v a t i o n  i n c l u d e s  

1. Geothermal  w e l l  d r i l l i n g  

2. 

3. Enhanced r e c o v e r y ,  d i s p o s a l .  a n d  r e l a t e d  projects. 

4. Gas s t o r a g e  projects 

* 

O i l  and g a s  w a l l  d r i l l i n g  

I n f o n t a t i o n  Requ i red  for Application 

1.. The a p p r o p r i a t e  a p p l i c a t i o n  fora. A p p l i c a t i o n  forms f o r  

2. 

3. 

4 . 

5. 

a11 development  projects a r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  Appendix A f o r  

c o n v e n i e n c e  . 
The name and  a d d r e s s  oL a n  a g e n t  who must  be a r e s i d e n t  

.of the S t a t e .  

A valid d r i l l i n g  bond. , 

.k Z r i l l i n q  f e e  i n  t h o  c c c . 2 -  xmscnt r z - y i r s 3  fcr 

~ ..__..- 1 i::i:b :.:LA. 

Environzwn6al  doc-unan ts raqu  ired by C a l i f o r n i a  Envi  rcmenta.L 

Q u a l i t y  A c t  of 1970. . .. 
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Written approval of the State O i l  and Gas Supervisor i s  required 

before any operations can be comrenced. and a2provals are con- 

ditloned upon coi.pliance with regulations contained i n  the 

California Adainistratlve Code. Title 14, Chapter 4.. 

. 

C. 

0 
I + + 

-- 

e 

Enviromental Documentation 

Appropriate envlronmental documents required by CEQA must be 

ccmpleted before any application can be approved .by any public 

agency. Divisions OC the Department of Conservation tarely act 

as lead agencies, but do act as responsible permitting agencies 

or as conrnenting agencies with special expertise. 

documents are planning documents and logically precede the 

application for a project and guide the docimiona involved in 

the approval of them. The Department is available for con- 

sultation during environmental atudies and will review and 

coment on completed documents received thru the normal process 

for preparation and review of CEqh documents. 

,EnvlronmentaL 

. 

The scope and content of information w!aich would be germane to 
the Department *s statutory reaponsibilitiea to protact mineral 

resources and to protect life and property from geologic and 

eeiemlc hazards is contained in CDXG Note 46. This list: is 

included in Appendix 8. 

The scope and content OC infowqtion which would be germane to ' 

the Dip3rt~ant*s statutory rzs?owtbilrtics to proLett natural 

teaourcea and L i f e *  health, and property from damage resulting 

.. ' 

i 

i 

i 
i .. * 

i 
i 

1 

from drilling and op\lrrrtion of 011, gas, awl guothareal w l l r  

i n  in the applications forms, Appen3ix A *  Appcn3in B, an3 the 

regulations T?ntained in California Adininistrative Code, 
i 

Title 14, Chapter 4. 

The rsaponges to Notices of Preparation of an ELR tihall ba 

appropriate to the project dsicribed in the notice and nay 

contain any or all of the appendix forms and copies of 

appropriate soctions of the Adniniftrative Code. 

. 
, 

D. Criteria for Completeness of Applications 

Applications are considered canplete when the Cora approprinte 

to the proposed project and the information required (section 8) 

have been oubmitted and the Pee har been paid and accep,ted. 

--. 

.. 
. 

C c 
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dff ice  of the Secretariat  \ 
California Energy Cowmission 
1111 Hone Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 - 

0 Dear Sir: 

N 
I 
e 

We are  i n  receipt of your "Wotice t o  Public Agenclee and Request 
for  Infornation* regardin6 Pacifio On8 and Electric Company's 
Notice of Intention re Oeyaers U n i t  16. 

Please be advised that as stated i n  the table attached to  your 
notice, Section I001 of the Public Uti l i tes  Code and Public 
Ut i l i t i es  Conunlasion Oenoral Orders 95 and 1314  are appllcable 
t o  the Geysers U t i i t  16 project. Fliereforc, P O L E  is required to  

necesstty with t h e  PUC. 

Partioipation of the Public Uti l i tes  Comission will be I n  accor- 
dQnCe with Secttone 25506.5 and 25514.3 of the Public Resources 
Code. 

Very truly yours, 

t flle an application for  a cer t i f icate  of public convenience and 

.' I 

- .. ._. -_.. . - .- 



I . ~ . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~ . .... . ~ - ~  

, 
I V  c u {: i 

* SUSOAIA COUNTY r.b 1. 8 .  ' 
COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

Duane Butler. Olrector 

PLANNING DlVtSlON 
Pranab Chrkraruti. Deputy r 

Hr. Frank Hahn 
Oeputy Executive Director 
Cal i fornia Energy Coimission 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, Ca l i fo rn ia  95825 

- . . . _ _  ,October 12, 1978 
- 1  . 
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COI.:4EfITS TO ENERGY COf*lMlSSION RE: 
TffiVSt4ISSION LINE (DOCKET NO. 78401-6) 

NO1 P G 6 E GEYSERS UNIT 16 AND 230 KV 

He thank you f o r  the opportunity t o  comnent on t h i s  NO1 as'the project w i l l  
s i gn i f i can t l y  impact Sonma County and i s  o f  great concern t o  many County 
residents . 
We hope tha t  the Energy Carmission w i l l  proceed i n  a manner that  'assures 
that the Environmental Impact Report w i l l  represent the independent ob- 
j ec t i ve  judgaent o f  the State Energy Convnission and that a l l  data and con- 

. clusions provided by the project  proponent w i l l  have been independently 
ve r i f i ed  and confirmed by technically qua l i f i ed  persons responsible to, the 
C o d  ss ion. 

Eluch o f  the development o f  The Geysers KGRA has proceeded piecemeal w l  th no 
consideration o f  future increment? o f  development. The County does not be- 
l i eve  that such pract ice should continue as i t  resu l ts  i n  needless waste o f  
resources and unnecessary land use conf l i c t .  

Largely overlooked in  past consideration has been the long range view. 
What i s  the t rue po ten t ia l  o f  The Geysers' KGRA both i n  t o t a l  output and 
i n  f i e l d  l i f e ?  The measure o f  the "acceptable" leve l  o f  impacts must be 
determined i n  relat ionship t o  the t rue benefits. The Cal i fornia Envlron- 
Rental Qua l i t y  Act (CEQA) requires consideration o f  the "Relationship Be- 
twen Local Short-term Uses o f  Man's Environment and the Enhancement o f  
Long-term Product iv i ty"  which i s  extremely important to  the decision making 
process. Past P.U.C. EIR's  have not, i n  our opinion, adequately considered 
t h i s  issue. 

The 'Long Range" view i s  also essential f o r  the reasonable evaluation o f  
transniission l i n e  alternatives. I n  a i l  o f  the previous discussions o f  the 
proposed Geysers t o  takev i l l e  transmission l ine,  long range future trans- 
mission requirements hare not been c lear ly  presented and considered. This 
i s  t rue regarding both ends of the proposed f a c i l i t y :  the ul t imate output 
o f  The Geysers has not been established and the fu tu re  d m n d  a t  the lake- 
v i l l e  locat ion i n  the ptnrer d i s t r i bu t i on  netrrork i s  no t  clear. Mor has i t  
been Rad? clear \ h a t  reasonable al ternat ives exist .  

He hope that  the Energy Coimission Cer t i f ied  Final  EIR f o r  the project  w i l l  
adequately consider these'niatters. 

7 
w 
c-l 
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In addition to the above gerierat conanhnts. we o f fe r  the following speci f ic  
observations: 

arid S e .  Experience w i th  Geysers Pouer Plants Uni t  11 and 1 4  
k s  b u t i i b e r  of problems as t o  the i den t i f i ca t i on  o f  po ten t i a l l y  
unstable areas and the achievement o f  m i t iga t ion  o f  so i l s  and gcology i m -  
pacts revealed during construction. Both Units 11 and 14 encountered slope 
s t a b i l i t y  problems. the potent ia l  f o r  which was o r  cer ta in ly  could have been 
known p r i o r  t o  undertaking cohstruction. Both Units required substantial 
mitigation. including additional grading and relocat ion and compaction o f  
unstable sol  Is and the construction o f  extensive slope retaining structures. 
Par t i cu la r ly  i n  the case o f  Uni t  14. which involved the excavation o f * t h e  
toe o f  a known s l i de  and the construction o f  a massive cable-anchored re -  
ta in ing  wall, the problem could have been avoided and extra costs saved i f  
the environmental review ha4 been adequately re f lec ted  i n  the approved pro- 
jec t .  

Additionally. once problems on Un i t  14 became evident. no agency, iii- 
cluding the County, had, o r  chose t o  exercise, the necessary author i ty t o  
review the technical adequacy o f  the mi t iga t ion  measures. 
s ion o f  Hines and Geology. Div is ion o f  O i l  and Gas, and Public U t i l l t i e s  
Comnlssion could a l l  provide Information t o  the Energy Caniission regard- 
i ng  these past problems. 

be reviewed by technical ly qua l i f ied  persons responsible t o  the Eriergy Coni- 
mission. We would also urge the Commission t o  establ ish procedures for en- 
forcement of conditions, and the m n i  to r ing  o f  conpliance w i th  conditions 
o f  approval, i n  the f i e ld .  

2. Water. Water qua l i t y  inipacts. including both d i rec t  s p i l l s  t o  area 
w a t e z  and cumulative erosion and consequent s i l t a t i o n  o f  spawning beds, 
continues despite improved environmental review and grading and construction 
standards. We believe two problenis ex is t .  
data exists, o r  i s  being accumulated, so that  ccsinlative ef fects cannot be 
measured nor adequacy o f  mitigations established. Second. enforcement of ,  
and monitoring for. compliance with required mit igat ions does not occur. 
O f  a l l  the publ ic agency personnel responsible fo r  some aspect o f  The 
Geysers geothermal developnient. only one, Jack N i l l e r  o f  the Div is ion o f  
O i l  and Gas, i s  assigned f u l l  time i n  the f i e l d  and i s  i n  a posi t ion to  bc 
knowledgeable about day-to-day construction ac t iv i t ies .  WG's j u r i sd i c t i on  
has not extended t o  plant sites. area roads. pipelines. transmission liilw. 
etc. Some bet te r  means should be established t o  assure cofnyliance w i th  per- 
m i  t conditions. 

3. A i r .  A i r  qua l i t y  impacts continue t o  be a source o f  controversy arnrJnrJ 
the various ju r isd ic t ions .  I t  would be useful I f  the Energy Comilission i n  
consultation w i th  the A i r  Resources Board. the lo r thern  Sonom County A i r  
Po l lu t ion  Control Board. a i d  the Lake County A i r  Po l lu t ion  Control Board 
could assess long-term a i r  qua l i t y  impacts and establ ish standards fo r  a l l  
ex is t ing  and future generating plants. 

The State D iv i -  

We believe tha t  a l l  engineering geology re la t i ng  t o  the project  should 

F i rs t .  l i t t l e  i f  any baseline 

c 
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4. Vegetation and H i l d l i f e .  The same pmbtms occur regarding f i sh  and 
w i l d l i f e  and vegetative impacts as with water qua l l t y  inpdcts. F i rs t ,  110 
good base l i n e  has been established, so no quant i tat ive measure o f  cum- 
l a t i v e  impacts i s  possible. And. second* c lear ly  adequate mit igat ion m a -  
sures have no t  been established and agreed upon by a l l  responsible agencies. 
Experience t o  date indicates tha t  vegetation can be reestablished on d ls -  
turbed s o i l s  'in the area only with great d i f f i c p l t y .  Clear revegetation 
standards need t o  be established, research t o  establ ish techniques f o r  
successful revegetation undertaken. and procedures f o r  monitoring success 
and eciforcing conditions established. 

on vegetation and w i l d l i f e  have not and perhaps cannot be successfully m i t t -  
gated. tha t  compensating areas be acquired and se t  aslde exclusively f o r  
w i l d l i f e  purposes. This concept has mer i t  and the County would encourage 
i t s  serious consideration by the Energy Connission. 

5. tioise. Noise standards f o r  use i n  The Geysers area have been ho t l y  de- 
batedTSonoma County fo r  years. No Standard has t o  date sa t is f ied  the 
nearby residents. Recent use by Unian 011 Conrpany o f  rock m f f l q r s  has 
been generally successful and is recmended for general application. 

has F a & &  excellent and preceded most development a c t t v l t k s .  
Hore care needs t o  be exercised in  order t o  assure tha t  required mit iga- 
t io i is  are ac tua l l y  imp lern ted  i n  the f ie ld .  

7. 
c l u d r t f i n s e r v a t i o n ,  enhancement and timely production o f  other area 
resources. 
the resource values o f  the af fected area and consider requiring actions 
now tha t  w i l l  enhance future resource value o f  the area. Such actions 
might include r ipar ian  and other w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  enhancement. develop- 
eent o f  recreational ppporttrnities. o r  r e s t a b l i s k n t  o f  the sugar pine 
t i vber  potent ia l .  Some thought should be paid ncm t o  future land use Of 
the f i e l d  i f  and when the s t e m  resource i s  depleted. 

8. Aesthetics. Developmmt of the geotiierrnal steam H t l l S .  steam lines. 
transnission lines, roads, offices. shops and o the r ' f ac i l l t i es  necessary 
t o  serve a power p lan t  resu l ts  i n  the disturbance o f  20-5oX Of the land 
surface within a production f ie ld .  Because of the d i f f i c u l t y  in  reestab- 
l i s h i n g  vegetation on disturbed areas, t h i s  disrupt ion to  the aesthetic 
qua l i t y  of an otherwise rcamte landscape i s  s ign i f i can t  and long t-. 
Coupled with the noise and odor of  s t e m  discharges and the on-gofng,COn- 
s t ruc t ion  and t r a f f i c  impacts, the aesthetic qua l i t y  o f  The Geysers .S 
t o t a l l y  changed. The maxinun feasible mi t iga t ion  of a11 adverse environ- 
mental impacts w i l t  a in iu ize  although not eliminate aesthetic change. 

State F ish  and G m  have repeatedly recwmnded, because ons l te  impacts 

a 6. Archaeolo Invest igat ion o f  archaeological resources i n  The Geysers * 
I 
t. 

Resources. Oevelopcnent o f  The Geysers f i e l d  t o  date has la rge ly  prc- 

The County w w l d  encourage a careful long-tern look a t  a11 O f  

Past County Use Permits f o r  geothermal plants have attempted t o  achieve 
such mit igat ion.  Several such Permits are attached f o r  your infornrt ion.  

A! 
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The County has par t i cu la r  concerns regarding the proposed Geysers t o  Lake- 
v i l l e  Transmission Fac i l i t y .  The residents o f  Sonom County have consis- 
t en t l y  supported geothermal development and w i l l i n g l y  borne the major i ty 
o f  the environmental costs o f  The Geysers developnent even though the bene- 
f i t s  extend t o  many outside o f  the County. Afdi t ional  data subnitted by 
P G Q E to  j u s t i f y  t he i r  prowsed Lakev i l le  connection f a i l s  t o  consider 
Geysers developlaent beyond the next ten years. Current evidence suggests 
tha t  the projected 2008 HV'"Tota1 Geysers Oevelopent Capacity" i s  urireal- 
I s t i c .  Some experts extimate f i e l d  capacity a t  m r e  than ten t i s r s  the 
P G 6 E estimate and a f i e l d  l i f e  exceeding 300 years. Use o f  a tell-year 
t i ne  frame and an underestimated to ta l  f i e l d  capacity are l i k e l y  t o  resu l t  
I n  unacceptable and unanticipated further environmental costs to  the people 
o f  Sonana County i n  the future. 

1 

I t  1s our expectation tha t  a long-range. Indepeqdent, and object ive evalua- 
t ion of future transmission requirements w i l l  r esu l t  In recognition o f  sub- 
s tan t i a l l y  d i f ferent costs and benef i ts than-reflected I n  Appendix'J o f  the 
nor. 
The adopted Sonoma County General Plan includes the follocving Goals and 
Pol fc les regarding publ ic u t i l i t i e s  pert inent t o  t h i s  project: 

6. U t i l i t i e s :  

1. It sha l l  be the goal o f  Sonoma County t o  p r m t e  f a c i l i t i e s  
tha t  meet the u t i l i t y  needs o f  the publ ic and are o f  h igh ecological 
and aesthetic qual i ty.  

pol  i c i es  : 

b. Review the locat ion o f  proposed publ ic u t i l i t i e s  for con- 
sistency with adopted Goals and Pol ic ies o f  S o n m  County. 

c. Oppose the rout ing o f  major transmission l ines  through 
publ ic recreation and scenic areas . . . . . 

d. 

h. 

Encourage continued studies t o  devise econoraic methods o f  

Encourage consolidation o f  u t i l i t i e s  i n t o  cmmn u t i l i t y  

i n s t a l l i n g  underground e lec t r i c -  transmission 1 iner . 

corr idors wherever practicable. 

The proposed transmission l ines  are no t  consistent with these Goals and 
Polictes. 

The County staf f  has completed preparation o f  a Specific Plan (Franr Vallcy 
Study) which includes much of the area tmpactd by the proposed Gcysers t o  
l a k e v i l l e  transmission l i ne .  This Plan reveals an exceptiulldl leve l  o f  b io-  
log ica l  d ivers i ty  and high product iv i ty as being char tc te r is t i c  o f  thc arca. 
The overr id ing pol icy o f  t h i s  Plan i s  the conservation, enhaitcetnent. and 
timely production of the resburces o f  the area. 

, 

Many of these resources. 
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including aesthetics, vegetation, w i l d l i f e  and ktater qual i ty,  w i l l  be ad- 
versely impacted by the proposed l ine .  
by the eleven miles o f  new right-of-way required fo r  t h i s  proposal i s  es- 
pec ia l l y  sensltive. 
which w i l l  be zoned as "Resource Conservation D is t r i c t "  upon adoption o f  
the Specific Plan. 

Adopted plans fo r  the Sonoma Valley c a l l  fo r  the protectton and mainten- 
ance o f  the aesthetic qua l i t y  and ru ra l  character o f  the Valley of the Moon. 
The section o f  the proposed transmission l i n e  crossing the Oakniont Cmun!ty 
and Annadel State Park. par t i cu la r ly ,  v io lates the Goals and Pol ic ies o f  
both the County General and Speci f ic  Plans fo r  the area. 

Consequently, i t  i s  our fee l ing  tha t  the proposed transmission f a c i l i t y  i s  
inconsistent w i th  a l l  applicable County Plans. 

The NO1 f a i l s  t o  provide canplcte information and data necessary t o  evaluate 
the re la t i ve  environmental sens i t i v i t i es  and costs o f  the various a l te rna t ive  
routes. General data available t o  t h i s  o f f i c e  indicates that environmental 
sens i t i v i t y  as measured by b io log ica l  d ivers i ty  increases with proximity t o  
the coast. By th i s  measure. the Lakev i l le  al ternat ive would be most cos t ly  
t o  the environment. More data should be developed i n  order that a reasonable 
comparison o f  the environmental costs might be made. 

In sumnary,'the County i s o f  the opinion that the infornat ion presented re -  
garding the 'Geysers t o  b k e v i l l e  Transmission f a c i l i t y  I s  pr imar i l y  a j u s t i -  
f i ca t i on  fo r  predrawn conelusions. We hope that the Energy Comnfssion w i l l  
recognize and remove these deficiencies. I n  the absence o f  compelling, ob- 
j ec t i ve  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  the use o f  the Geysers t o  Lakev i l le  transmission 
route, the County remains opposed t o  t h i s  alternative. 

We thank you f o r  the opportunity t o  coment on th i s  NO1 and look forward to 
your responses t o  these conments. 

PRANAB CHAKRAWARTI 
Planning Director 

I n  particular, the area covered 

Host o f  t h i s  additional right-of-way l i e s  i n  areas 

' 

f+u-J+?k- Yt<QVD E. KRAUSS 

Ass ' t. Environmental Adrnini s t ra to r  

. m : v r  

* A t t a c h n t s  

' I  
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: ;:* ' r . . . ' :  

Or ' f i ce  o f  the S e c r e t a r i a t  
C a l i f o r n i a  Energy  C o d s s i o n  tli.1'1S i378 

Sacrcmento ,  CA 95825 , 

Re: 

1111 1for.m Avenue - \  

K o t i c e  of I n t e n t i o n  of P a c i f i c  Gas and 
E i e c t r i c  Company t o  F i l e  for a n  A p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  re Geysota  Uni t  16: 
Response of S o n o m  County 

Dear C o d s s i o n e r s :  

C O Z Z I ~ S S ~ O ~ ' ~  r e q u e s t  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e l a t i v c  t o  t h e  
c o n f o r m i t y  of t h e  P.C.€E. f a c i l i t y  cr i th  a l o c a l  agency ' s  
o t a n d a r d s ,  o r d i n a n c e s  and p l a n n i n g  d o c u m n t s .  Out  r e s p o n s e  
is  n o c e s s o r i l y , l i d t e d  b y  t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  
S m o m  County Eoard oE S u  e r v i o o r l i  i n  r e sponse  t o  the 
e d o p t i o n  of P r o p o s i t i o n  15. Ile have  attempted t o  respond 
t o  your r e q u e s t  as  f u l l y  as p o s s i b l e  g i v e n  t h e  l h i t e d  
r e s o u r c e s  tie are a b l e  to d i r e c t  tociards  t h i s  p r o j c c t  a t  t h i o  

"his letter is b e i n g  m i t t e n  i n  r e sponse  . to  the 

t ine.  

You t r i l l  note Prom t h e  eccmpanyinp ,  co r re spon3ence  
t h a t  the proposed  P.G.f.Z. f a c i l i t y  is i n c o n s i s t e n t  wiUi t h o  
Coun ty ' s  Gene ra l  P l a n ,  zoning o r d i n a n c e s  and l and  u s e  scliene. 
The G e n e r a l  P l m  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a d d r e s s e s  the t y p c  OE p r o j c c t  
p r o p s e d  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  d i s a l l o v s  such a p r o j e c t  a t  t h a  
proprxwd site. 

and Da;rcZo?ment Conmission ac1ser2s t h a t  a l o c a l  agency d o e s  
no: h a v c  x c g g l a t o r y  a u t h o r i t y  ove r  ci rc$on;ll p r o j e c t  of 
t h i s  k i n d .  
p r o j e c t  i n  e r s c n s i v e l y - r e s e a r c h e d  plcnnlnr; t o o l s  and con- 
cl:i.k-d that thc propscd p r o j e e r  is  d i a m e t r i c a l l y  i n c o z n i s t c n t  
r i i t h  thd: p o l i c i e s  onurxzrated t h e r e i n .  T h i s  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  

a p ~ l i ~ z t i o n s  f o r  pcmits for t l ic  pro:>3scd p r o j e c t .  In OUT 
jw.;,.!wr the Co.?nritlslon m y  not 1a:tfully make t h e  fintlin:,s 
of c o m i s t e n c y  r e q u i r e d  by P u b l i c  I!csources Code s e c t i o n  

I 
i (le r e c o g n i z e  that  t h e  Energy Resources  C o n s e r v a t i o n  

I iomvcr,  ve have s p e c i f i c a l l y  nddresacd  such  a 

l ey , ,? l ly  cor.i:>cls the CounLy to derry a p p r o v a l  t o  any i 

. I 

c 

O f f i c e  of t h e  S e c r c t a q i a t  
C a l i f o r n i a  Energy 'Con idss ion  

Oc tobe r  13, l3iC 
1';1;;0 2 

25512. 
t h e  i n t e r e s t s  and w r i t t c n  p o l i c i e s  of Sonoma C o m t y  tdren 
d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t h e  p r o j e c t .  

of the p r o j e c t  on Sonona County and r r i l l  a-qxeciate t h e  
o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  conunent f u r t h e r  o n  these s u b j e c t s .  

Ve r e s p e c t f u l l y  a s k  tho Commission t o  t a k e  i n t o . n c c o u n t  

The County i s  c o n t i n u i n g  t o  r e s o a r c h  the e f f e c t s  

Thank you for your c o n o i d e r a t i o n .  

Very t r u l y  your s ,  

I 

Deputy County Counse l  

us: j w  
Enc . 
cc: Derek Simmons, Esq. 



PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

October 13, 1978 

Nr. Frank Hahn 
Deputy Executive Director. 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Hr. Hahn: 

n 0 

~ . - . . .. . ,.. (., ,, ._. ... .. .::I ,: i ..I!. .* 

Solano County Planning Department wishes to comment upon the 
alternative transmission lines proposed in Geysers Unit 16 
Hotice of Intention. 

Two transmission lines through Solano County have been pro- 
' 

posed. Alternative C would run south between the Twin Sisters 
and Suisun Crrck and mcot the existing Tulucay-Vaca-Dixon 
transmission corridor. The line would then parallel the ex- 

0 isting lines to the Tulucay substation in Napa. County Altor- 
I native D would run almost due east through the Vaca Mountains < to neet the existing Vaca-Dixon transmission corridor near the 

intersection of Gibson Canyon Road and Cantelow Road. The line 
would then parallel the existing lines to the Vaca-Dixon sub- 
st'ition in Solano County. 

We would favor the selection of routes other than Alternative C 
and Alternative D on the grounds that they would be less expen- 
sive to construct ana would be more efficient due to lower line 
loss. (3efer to Figure 18 in Appondiw 5) 

within Solano County, Alternative C crosses a tnountainous, 
sparsely populated area designated in the West Central Solano 
County General Plan either as park or extcnsivc agriculture. 
The Solano County Planninq Department would oppose locating trnns- 
mission corridors in potential park areas as tticsc corridors con- 
f l i c ~  with pork esthetics. 

. 

A portion of Alternative D would require construction of a ncw 
corridor. The alternative also crosses two areas that could dc- 
velop into residential areas within the next 15 to 20 yearn. 'A'lie 
first developable area is the area between Vaca Valley ant1 PleasaaLs 
Valley. 'The western edge of Vaca Valley iminediatrly south of Mix I 

Canyon fcoad has been recently rczoncd rural residential. Tha pro- 
posed corridor is less than one nile north of this razoiiing., Tho 

t 

c 

Nr. Frank Hahn 
October 13, 1978 
Page Two 

other developable area is between English ilills Road and. the 
existing transmission corridor. 
transmission corridor runs between Aldridge Lane and Cantelow 
Road, and we feel this area will be subject to increasinq de- 
velopment pressure which will not be compatible with a widqr 
cor r idor. 

In summary, we feel ncither transmission corridor, C or D, is 
appropriate for various reasons. 
propriate to construct a line with lower efficiency and for illat 
reason the Iakeville line is the best choice. 
of lines in Solano due to a conflict with esthetics or conflicts 
with potential residential development. 

Sincerely, 

Furthermore, the existing 

We strongly fee1 it is itlap- 

We oppose location 

Plannikg Director 

CEM/DII/) E 

I 

C 
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epartment of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Oivis ion of Ecological S r n i e r  
2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacraento. Ca l i fo  ' 

- 
nt. Frank Hahn. Deputy Executive M m c t o r  
Energy Lsources Conservation and 

1111 Hade Street 
Sacraento, Cal i fornia 95825 

Devel opnen t Conoission 

Oear Mr. Hahn: 

Your September 8 l e t t e r  requested our carments and recoomendations 
concerning Pac l f i c  6as end E lec t r i c  .Cmpany's Notice o f  Intent (NOI) 
appl icat ion f o r  I t s  proposed Geysen W i t  16 Project (a 110 megariatt 
geothennal power plant), Lake County. California. He have reviewed 
the appl icat ion and o f f e r  the fo l lowing carments: 

Qneral C m A  . 

With the exceptions l l s t e d  under S e c i f i c  Canments the MI adequately 
describes the ex is t ing  f i s h  and w b r Z G & a n d  a nunber o f  
impacts which would resu l t  from project  construction and operation. 
However, the NO1 f a t l s  t o  adequately address two major issues 
associated with geothennal ac t i v i t ies .  They are: 

1. A d tscws lon  o f  the cumulative e f fec ts  o f  t h i s  project  i n  re la t ton  
to existing, nearby geothermal projects I s  needed. Paci f ic  Gas and 
L l e c t r f c  Company current ly operates 13 power plants and has plans 
f o r  another 12 o r  mom power plants i n  The eysers.  The continuing 
encroachmt  by geothermal projects w i l l  have long-tern. adverse 
impacts on f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  resources and t h e i r  habitat. m i l e  
the loss o f  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  habi tat  a t t r ibu tab le  t o  the Geysers 
W i t  16 Project  may appear minor. co l lec t i ve ly  a nunber o f  geothennal 
projects tn the area would have signi f icant impacts. For instance. 
the construction o f  Cobb Val?ey Project in lake Comty with f u l l - f l e l d  
developaent w w l d  resu l t  i n  the loss o f  1.400 acres of resource habftat; 
hatever. the cmula t ivc 'c f fec ts  o f  geothermal projects adjacent t o  
the.Cobb Valley Project  would remove 10.056 acres o f  resource habi tat  
(1). 

' .  
--. 

c 

2. 

61 

While the proposed mi t iga t ion  measures. i f  implemented, may minimize 
several po ten t ia l  adverse impacts on f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  resources 
and t h e i r  habitat, we are not convinced tha t  the proposed w i l d l i f e  
habi tat  p lan (page 160) would adequately canpensate f o r  the loss o f  
resource habi tat  caused by project  construction and operation. We ' 

believe tha t  undue emphasis has been ptaced t o  minimize the loss o f  
w i l d l i f e  habitat. For example, page 115 refers t c  "the overal l  
e f fec t  upon vegetation'and w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  (would resul t )  i n  the 
combined loss of 9;3 acres of n ixed chaparral and 3.3 acres o f  mixed 
evergreen habi tat  f o r  a t o t a l  o f  12.6 acres. The NO1 ignores a 
series o f  events which preceded the proposed action. i.e.. t o  
construct and operate The Geysers Unit 16 power plant. These events 
represent a conaitment t o  develop the Bear Canyon leasehold (acreage 
not l i s t e d  i n  the HOi). i.e., f u l l - f i e l d  development, which would 
convert a forested watershed i n t o  an indus t r ia l  conplex. The 
extensfve land disturbances associated with the construction o f  
g e o t h e m l  f a c i l i t i e s  such as roads, pipeqlnes, sunps. power pl'ant, 
cooling twers ,  and transmission l i n e  would resu l t  i n  the permanent 
loss o f  w i l d l f f e  habitat. 

Operation o f  geothermal f a c i l i t i e s  are subject t o  accidental discharges 
o f  t ox i c  an ter ia ls  which would cause the loss o f  ' f ish and w i l d l i f e  
resources and habitat. Final ly,  increased hunan ac t i v i t i es  i n  the 
leasehold could be harmful t o  w i l d l i f e  species, par t i cu la r ly  during 
c r i t i c a l  breeding o r  nesting and rearing periods. Observations by 
Ca l i fo rn ia  bpartment o f  :ish and Game personnel i n  Yosmite and 
Sequoia National Parks revealed that increased hunan a c t i v i t y  was 
detrimental t o  deer populations; deer avoided certain areas formerly 
used f o r  reproduction and rear ing purposes (2). Similar behavior 
was noted i n  the North Kings River deer herd on the Sierra National 
Forest. 
past, these observations suggest there are l i m i t s  thereby deer and 
man may coexist. We bel ieve tha t  the end product (power plant, e t  a l )  
was responsible f o r  the i n i t i a t i o n  o f  a series o f  events which 
degraded and destroyed habitat. The modification and et iminat ion o f  
hab i ta t  would reduce the carrying capacity o f  land t o  support w i l d l i f e  
populations. The survival. grauth, and maintenance of w i l d l i f e  i s  
influenced by food, cover. water. and space. The d is t r ibu t ion  o r  
abundance of w i l d l i f e  species i s  af fected by one o f  these factors. 
The expansion o f  geothennal r c t i v i t l e s  i n  the leasehold has short-term 
and loag-tern impacts 01 the carrying capacity o f  land t o  suppart 
w i l d l i f e  populations. We na fn t r i n  tha t  loss o f  resources and hab i ta t  
extends throughout the en t i re  leasehold and I s  not res t r i c ted  t o  Ule 
12.6 acms of the bit 16 plant s i te.  

. 

Although deer have adjusted t o  man's ac t i v i t i es  i n  the 

' . 
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Speci f ic  Carments 

1. 

2. 

U 

u3 
t--. 

3. 

1. 

5. 

Page 66. Rare and Endangered Plant Species. No de ta i l s  are 
provided i n  the NO1 concerning hw the on-site (leasehold) . 
p lan t  survey was conducted. The survey conducted i n  Apr i l  
could have overlooked plants that  emerge l a t e r  in  the summer 
or f a l l .  Also, there i s  no i n fomat ion  t o  indicate tha t  the 
survey took i n t o  account the threatened and endangered plants 
l i s t e d  i n  the Federal Re i s t e r  o f  July 1. 1975 and o f  June 16. 1976. 
Therefore. no m o n k s  can be made concerning the 
presence o r  absence o f  threatened (rarq) and endangered plants 
i n  the leasehold. 

Page 179. paragraph 3. 
decmiss ion ing  of the ins ta l la t ion ,  the s i t e  could be returned 
t o  i t s  former state...*. 
porter plants a t  sane future date was discussed. 
knowledgeable indiv iduals concluded tha t  excessive cost would 
preclude attempts t o  dismantle these plants. We believe tha t  
t h i s  proposal w w l d  be applicable t o  g e o t h e m l  projects. and . 
doubt that  restorat ion o f  the leasehold t o  preproject conditions ' 

would be feasible f o r  economic reasons. W+ are unaware o f  any 
project  e i t he r  i n  Cal i fornia or elsewhere whereby an tndus t r ia l  
complex has been dismantled and the disturbed areas restored t o  
their natural s ta te  o r  weproject  conditlon. 

Page 180, I r revers ib le  Environmental Changes Involved i n  Proposed 
Action. The development o f  a f u l l - f i e l d  geothermal project  would 
cause impacts on resources hab i ta t  which may not be reversible; 
Because f i sh  and w i l d l i f e  resources cannot be stockpi led I n  the 
same manner as lunber. the annual productton of f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  
foregone during the l i f e  o f  the project  must be considered 
i rretr ievbble.  

Ue disagioe w i th  the statement "After 

Recently a proposal t o  dismantle nuclear 
The concerns o f  

* 

Page 0-11. 
area appeared i n  the Federal Register on August 30. 1976. 

Page D-21. 
rare plants occurring i n  Sonana and Lake Counties ( table 3) were 
compared with other plants being considered by the Fish and Wi ld l i f e  
Service for possible c lass i f i ca t i on  as e i ther  endangered (E) o r  
threatened (T) species (Federal Re i s t e r  o f  July 1, 1975 and o f  
June 16. 1976). With r e E k  3 (page 0-24). the Fish 
and W i l d l i f e  Service has proposed t o  c lass i f y  the following plants 

Lake County stonecrop. Parrisedtn leicarpun; white - m a l b i d a ;  

The proposed C r i t i c a l  Habitat Zone i n  the Cobb Mountain 

There i s  no indicat ion tha t  the l i s t  o f  10 species of 

as endangered species: lake County dnarf flu. &. d i d  - 

3 

. . .  .... 

Hot Springs panic grass, Panicun thetinale. The fol lowing plants 
are l i s t e d  as threatened - : - E t  Mine streotanthus - 
Stre tanthus brachiatus; glandular 
* l Z m c a r  ellatun; 
On future NO1 a p p y i c X T m G i i f i c  
applicants) we recarmend tha t  the Federal Re i s t e r  o f  July 1,-1975 and 
and June 16, 1976 be consulted t o  S t b n g e r e d  or threatened 
(rare) plants are not overlooked In  project  planning. 

Thank you f o r  the opqortunity t o  review and c m e n t  on t h i s  NOI. 

Sincerely. 

Janes 3. EkKevitt 
. pFIc ld  Supervisor 

Attachment: references c i t ed  

cC: M r. CDFIG, Sacramsto 
Reg. Ngr.. COFS. Reg. 111. Yountvil le 
Ca. Native Plant Soc.. h v i s  

(attn: W. Robert Pcwell) 

I 

! 

... 
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S t a h  of Cmlifomk 

Memorandum'  
. .  

1 I Off lce  of the Sacretarfat DiC,m~:...115.~~ Dok : October 18, 1978 
N I C 5 P 1 3 .  CaI I fomla  Energy Canalsslon 

1111 Howe Avenue ;i"v 6 1978 Suy.Cta Conwnts on NO1 f o r  
Geysers Unlt 16 

F m n r  

t 

-_ 
T.*pholm AT53 ( ) 

2-2337 
Hazardous Hater la ls Managenrent Sectlon 
1120 - 5th Street, Room 140 

We have been asked to cpnncnt on the Fbtlce o f  lntent lon (NOI) f o r  PCCE's 
proposed Geysers Un l t  I 6  power plant. 

1. 

FolIcnlng are our comncnts: 

It Is unclear from the Information g l w n  In V.C.Z. (Page I l l )  and Vll.B.2 
(Page 127) how the appllcant w l l l  handle dlsposal o f  the hydrogen su l f lde  
(H 2 5) abatement sludge. 
steam operatlons In the Geysers KCRA and It Is reasonable to expect I t  to 
be generated a t  Unl t  16. -The applicant should address the Issue o f  dlsposal 
of  thts hazardous waste 

nK law and regulartons that the Hazardous Haterlals Management fect lon I s  
charged w l t h  enforclng are Sectlon ZSIOO et. seq., Mea'lth and:Safety Code 
and SectloR 60001 et. sea.. T l t l e  22, Cal l fornia Adnlnlstratlve Code (CAC). 
If the waste generated by the power plant Is detemlned to be hazardous, 
then the eppllcants proposed project  w l l l  be subject to the above law and 
regulatlons. 
Table 13.0-1 o f  the NO). 

P t C E  must elther: (a) appl 
ous (Sectlon COI69. 22 C A C I ,  (b) apply fo r  a varlance from the requireaunts 
of the hazardous waste regulatlons (Sectlon 60171, 22, CAC) o r  apply for a 
hazardous waste f a c l i l t y  pern l t  (Sectlon 60191,22, CAC) from t h l s  Departarnt. 
7he In fo rmt lona l  r e q u l r w n t s  are speclfled In the aforementioned sections 
of the regulatlons. I f  hazardous waste f a c l l l t y  permtt Is necessary, 
PGCE sha l l  submlt an appl lcat lon and an operattom plan (Sectlon 60130 and 
60193. T l t l e  22, CAC) In conformance w l t h  the regulatlons. An "Operating 
Permlt f o r  Fec l l l t l es  Recelvlng Hazardous Waste" w l l l  be Issued w l t h l n  
60 days. 

Thls sludge Is generated by other geothermal 

2. 

' 

The law and regufatlons should be shown In Appendlx 1. 
Lloyd Batham Is our contact person on t h l s  matter. 

fo r  c lass l f l ca t lon  o f  t he l r  wastes as nonhazard- 3. 

4. PGCE should llst the process chenlcals and the concentratlons o f  those 
cheinlcals. as unit as others that are formed I n  the H 2 f abatement system. 
Our erraerlence I s  that elemental su l fu r  1s not the only by-product of the 
H 2 I .batemant system proposed by PCGE. 

The disposal of  the H 5 a b a t w n t  sludge to a perpl t ted hazaydous waste 
dlsposal s l t e  I s  suggested n l t l ga t l on  measure. 

5. . 

! 

I 

Actlng Chlef 



e m oca n d u m 

' Ii. J a n e s  A. Va lke r  , OCT 19 19re 
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  
C a l i f o r n i a  Energy Cowmission 
1111 Hokze Avenue 
Sacramento ,  C a l i f o r n i a  95825 

~ N E W V  C ~ : I M I I Y ~ E I  
REcEm*c1 

OCT 24 1978 

Fmm I STATE WATlR RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

P. G.  a E. GEYSERS UNIT 16 NOI COM~~IENTS'AND APPLICABLE LAWS 

s his i s  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  your  r e q u e s t  f o r  t h e  Board ' s  comme'nts 
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  P. 0. & E. Geysers Uni t  16 NO1 and t h e  r d q u e s t  !'Or 
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  a p p l i c a b l e  l aws  and s t a n d a r d s  a f f e c t -  
i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t .  

C o w e n t s  on  t h i s  NO1 are as f o l l o u s :  

Page 91, Storm Dra inage  System; Page 126 ,  Condensa te ;  
Page 161, Water Q u a l l t l  - 
The p h y s i c a l  and  h y d r a u l i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  "impermeable 
r e L e n t i o n  b a r r i e r "  shou ld  be s p e c i f l e d .  As i n d i c a t e d  i n  p r e v i o u s  . 
cor re spondence  t o  P. 0 .  & E. conce rn ing  t h e  sp i l l - con ta inn ien t  
f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  Uni t  1 7 ,  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  oP a two-inch t h i c k  
a s p h s l t  l i n e r  would be s i m i l a r l y  s u i t a b l e  a t  Uni t  16.  T h i s  a s p h a l t  
l i n e r  s h o u l i  be p r o p e r l y  i n s t a l l e d  and ma in ta ined  t o  r e t a i n  a 
p e r m s a b i l l t y  o f  1 x 10-6 c d s e c  o r  less. 

The Reg iona l  Water Q u a l i t y  C o n t r o l  Board, Nor th  Coast Reeion h a s  
p r o v i d e d  d e t a i l e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  laws, r e g u l a t i o n s ,  
e t c . ,  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  geothermal  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e i r  r e sponse  t o  
a s i r n i l a r  r e q u e s t  for i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  P. G. & E. Geyser 
U n i t  1 7  (See  Elemorandun t o  Frank J. Hahn, Deputy Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  
f o r  David H. S n e t s i n g e r ,  Regional  Mater  Q u a l i t y  Control. Board, 
L o r t n  Coas t  Region, d a t e d  June  13, 1978) .  T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  shou ld  
be s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  your  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  P. G. & E. Geysers  Uni t  16 
P r o j e c t .  

#e are  u n a b l e  a t  t h i s  time t o  p r o v i d e  comments and recommendations 
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  confo rmi ty  o f  t h e  proposed  p r o j e c t  t o  t h e  a p p l i -  
c a b l e  l a n s ,  or c o n c e r n i n g  its d e s i g n ,  o p e r a t i o n  and l o c a t i o n ,  

I 
I 

,- .. . - 

Mr. James A. Walker 

'. 
-2- 

, 
beyond t h e  comments o n ' t h e  NOI .  
Commissiona h e a r i n g  p r o c e s s  to  deve lop  s u f f i c i e n t  In fo rma t ion  
to e n a b l e  u s  t o  make meaningfu l  comments and recommendations. 

We r e l y  on t h e  Energy 

a / - -  - /.'- 
Lar ry  F. Walker 
Execu t ive  D i r e c t o r  

Water Q u a l i t y  

cc: L a r r y  Pearson  
C a l i f ' o r n i a  Regional  Water . 

C e n t r a l  Valley Region 
3201 S S t r e e t  
Sacramento,  CA 95816 

Thomas B a i l e y  
D i v i s i o n  of P lann ing  k Research  
2125-19th Street 
Sacramento,  CA 95818 

Q u a l i t y  C o n t r o l  Board 
/ 

* 
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Memorandum 

to i 

from : 

Roger W. Sherbume 
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~ o h r  October 23, is78 

The report i n  regard to  seismology is adequate. However. it is suggested 
tlrt thu applicant we core recent seismicity data in  future reports such az 
corpiled by C D X .  It is a lso  desircable tha t  the  report shows t h e  Collayml 
fau l t  (as mentioned i n  p. 30). i n  Figure IV-2 for examination. 
t a t  because the  report suggested tha t  t h i s  fau l t  uay be connected ui th  Soda 
Creek th rus t  f au l t  extension (U extension of C o l l a y d  fault). and earthquakes 
fro0 tkc fau l t  can generate a large hedrock acceleration at  the s i t e .  

This is inpor- 

The est ieated f au l t  lengths i n  Table A for  the Maacama, Collayomi (&W - 
extension), Concord, and Green Valley fau l t s  a re  not i n  agreeaent with othor 
investipations. 

In the case of t he  Concord and Green Valley fau l t r ,  Kilborime suggested 
froa published infomation tba t  the two fau l t s  are probably part of the s m e  
syster m d  the colcbined f au l t  length may extend t o  about 110 kn. 
increase in  fau l t  length does hot cause concern to  bedrock acceleration a t  t he  
s i t e  (rhich is insignificant) because the  distence t o  the  fault  is great 
(about 50 d l e s ) .  

However, t h i s  

Regarding the  Ilaacam Fault, Corps of Engineers study suggested a fault 
length of 150 km versus 35 kn i n  the report. 
run credible earthquake is tt 6.6 by t h i s  report and M 7.5 according t o  Corps 
of  Engineers .nd the  corresponding bedrock accelerations are 0.37 and 0.47 g. 
respectively. 

The f au l t  length of  the northwest extension of t he  Collapm1 fau l t  is 
56 kn frari published data according t o  Ulbourne (1978) and I 8  tr i n  the  report. 
Ile also suggested tha t  the  fau l t  is not ‘’northwest extension”. 
tudes of  naximm credible earthquake fro8 these two vievpolnts a re  tho same 
($1 6 .6 ) .  probably due t o  the’use of different fau l t  length-magnitude relation- 
ships. 
Schnabel-Seed attenuation curves, which a re  practically almst t h e  saw. 

The estimated magnitude of Md- 

However, Mgd- 

fhe  bedrock aceeloration is about 0.SBg fmu the report and 0.52 g using 
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The following comlonts and questions a re  of minor importance: 

1. 
* 

I h e  sourcu of  information tha t  the Maacana fau l t  exhibiting creep should 
be given (p. 11-20). 

2. I t  is not c lear  about the n u d e r  of sources of faults:  f ive  o r  s i x ?  
(p. B-21) 

5. Papers by Wesson, R, C. and others (1975) and Schnabel and Seed (1973) 

What a re  “two rwll scale compilations of expected bedrock accelerstlonr”? 

are not mentioned in the references (p. B-21). 

4. 
(p. 0-21) 

5. What f au l t  is referred t o  i n  the  footnote of Table B? (p. 1-25). 
Probably northwest extension of the  Collayod fault? 

JL&-ALs/L; 
Lalliana Mudchin 
Seismologist 

LPI:vlf 



c c 

MEREAS, the S o m a  County Board o f  Supervisors has consistently 
supported responsible developnent o f  i t s  g e o t h e m l  resources as an 
a l te rna t ive  energy source, and 

WEREAS, the locat ion o f  geothermal power transmission l ines  will 
have a profound and long-term impact on the qua l i t y  o f  l i f e  enjoyed by 
the residents o f  Sonma County, and 

reso lu t ion  t o  the Public U t l l i t j e s  Camfssion tha t  the public in te res t  
requires long-term plannin(l o f  u t i l t t y  corridors. and that PGIE's pro- 
posed 230 KY t r rnm lss ion  l i n e  represented a piecemeal appmach,based 
on Insu f f fc ien t  data and Inadequate evaluation o f  a l ternat ive co_rrldors, 
and 

WHEREAS. unless undergrounded, the proposed l i n e  would scar the 
unique scenic beauty o f  the O a h n t  cannunity, Annadel State Park and 
the Valley o f  the Noon. and 

WEREAS. the Board o f  Supervisors has adopted the Sonana County 
General Plan. w i th  which the proposed l i n e  I s  i n  conf l tct .  

riW, TIIEREFORE BE I T  RESOLVED, that  the S o m  County Board of  
Supervisors supports the Energy Resource Cannlssion's E m i t t e e  request 
for supplemental data, which recognizes the insufficiency o f  the data 
previously subnitted by PtbE and c a c n d s  the Cmission's concern f o r  
i n te l l i gen t .  careful. long-term u t i l l t y  corr idor planntng, and 

BE I T  fURTHfR RfSOLvfD. tha t  for the abovestated reasons the 
Board of Supervisors opposes the Geysers-lakevlllc Trmsnlssion l i n e  
as cur ren t ly  proposed by PmE. 

Supervisors 

MIEREAS, the Board o f  Supewlsors has prevlously c a e n t e d  via 

* ' 

SO ORDERED 

$+e of Colifornir 

Memorandum 

! 

I Hr. Frank Hahn, Dcputy Executive Director 
Encrgr Rcsourca~ Con.jervation and W w l o p x n t  

C d s s i o n  
1111 Ham Avenue 
Sacramento, California 95825 

01- ci 
Dana 

Subioch The Pacific Cas and Electr ic  Conpany*s Unit 16 Ilotice of Intention (Docket 
lo. 78-Hofd). 

your mmrtmctura or S p t e h r  8, 1 ~ 8  rcquostefi-ttao Daprt*i-nt's co:;&tz on 
the s~hject report. Ye have mvieired the re-mrt end ins,xcted the project 
site. 
considcration. A mom sui table  area for tha p l m t  is fowl on the rzin r i d p -  
3510, to  the vest  of the  p r o p m d  innstallotion, in  the  vicini ty  or el ternat ive 
site "P". Apparently this site 1x1s no', given further 'consideration bccausc it 
is on federnl lard and there arc "uncertainties tkt existed under the fcdt?ral 
e c o t h e m l  leasing re@ations" (pago 12-1, Appnlix I). I n  vie;$ of tb 
potential adverse e n v i r o m n t n l  impacts of th3 proposed s i to ,  i n c l d i n z  
extensive cut and fill ereas 01% steep slopes, loss  of r r i ldl i fc  habitat, erosioii 
and stream sadhentation, and a large XewJslidc adjacent t o  the sitc, :IS belicvc 
that tho "uncrr taht ien" of tho fcderal  r e p l a t i o n s  should be invustitstcd, m i l  
clarified. Since NCPA i s  c m n t l y  p r o p ~ ~ h g  a similar instal le t ion on federal  
lands, th3 %ncortaintiesn should not bc insumountabbh 

We have the  follo.ring spOc5.fi.c c-nts on the report: 

1. 

Ne r c c m n d  that  an altcrn3te s i t e  for the p'tmt be Eiwn furtkr 

Introduction, page 1,. 
and plans t o  Install future units. The curmr2ative impacts of this 
dcvelopcent, includ% tho s t e m  supply ~ 3 . 6 ,  should also be adt?rcssed, 
par t icular ly  arith respect t o  the potential e f fec ts  on fis!i and HFldlifo 
mscurces and w e  o p p a r t d t i e s .  

2. Biolo&al e n v i m n t ,  page 6748.  Proteetian of the ama strehas is  
of eictrcm importance to fishery resources, par t icular ly  rsinbu.t trout. 
Ttlo upper Putah Creek drainage within tho area of pmjcc t  k p a c t s  is of 
orr5stnntial va3.w as a spxmins and nurser/ area for rzidmi t rou t  fron 
Lake Bcrrycssa. Of the U,9 milco of t r i b u h r i e s  t o  L t c  Rerr,*cssil, on11 
65 mile3 am suitable for spcerning raith+ trout. 
mount is within t h e  projcct area. 

3. l b ~ n t r l  Effects of Unit 16, past lQ-117. It is stated tka t  project 
procedures w t l l  m&ccp ooi l  erosion and scdinsntation adthin ncco!h&le 
limits*. The report should define what *accept&fe Uliits" are o d  srhit 
m a s ~ m s  t r i l l  be taken if these a m  excecdcd. I n  our Vicss, any incrcnsc 

A discussion is prodeed of present deve lopmt  

Kore tha t  half of th ia  

natural editing cCrrlitions is unacceptable. 
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L 1.b. Pran!c Hahn, .. 

I'r. hark Hahn, 
Deputy Emcutive Director Deputy Executive Director 

Th3 s t i t e m n t  r e s a d i q  loss of 0.69 and 0.25 percent of nixcd chaparral 
an3 idxed evergreen fores t  habi ta ts  rrith project construcLim is  
ir.qJpropriata. 
of the s t e m  supply f ic ld ,  and should include tho additional losses  
result- from construction oC the  neces3ary supply f a c i l i t i c s .  

Cm.struction OC the  gedfnsntation basin should be acca-ed by an annual 
s e d h e n t  rcna-zl ph?. ilater appropriations for construction purposes 
need t o  be further clnrified. The report indicates potent ia l  %idverse 
Lrpxts"  t o  Dear Canyon Creek but mkcs no mntion o t  impacts trhich could 
also m x l t  i n  AnCcrson, G u . ~ ,  and Drf Creckks. A l l  of the stream 
listed have ini~o-,ortz3t t rou t  populations aqd equdly l o w  swhr rials. 
Rcductiono i n  pofdLng could result frm water draw. Mater rcquircrcents 
a?d scrsces should be specif ical ly  addressed. 
s.Jprop+Aive trater r igh ts  procedures and the  Fish and Coma Code should 

The h35itat loss  sho-Ad be considered rclat ive t o  the mea 

Compliance with State  

be discwsed. 

4. Socio-Econonic Sphere of Inf lu~ncer  Sonma County 4wd La!:e Cowty, page 
73. 
reh ted  recreational values tha t  t r i l l  be affected by tho project. 

tha e f fec ts  of cool3q tolrer d r i f t  en veGetation IICN' the parer plnnts, and 
s ta tes ,  ";:ortility, h a m a r ,  is not expected". 
s&stsntiatcd. 

l o x - t e n  e f fec ts  may be more severe than presently e%iident. A l t h w h  
c35t of the  vegetation adjacent t o  the units is still gyVe, j n  sow areas 
grcrith is so retartiad t h a t  the p l a t s  m y  03 will be dead. Other potent ia l  
edvarse effects ,  h c l u d b ?  reduced cover, forage, and seed production, and 
t h e  e f f e c t s  on rcildlife, shotad be considered. The potential success of 
t h e  reve&etation prosran i n  the vicini ty  of the  plant  should a l se  be dis- 
cussed. 

T l d s  section should discuss ths  fish and ntldl i fe  re~ources  and 

0 

P 

5. Vepetation, :Iildlife and Fisheries, paze 137-138. This suction discusses 

This conclusion should be 
Er i s t inz  units haGe been i n  operation only a short t i m e ,  

. 

6. Emrirorrantal EEfects of the Unjt 16 Tranvnission L h ,  p q e  150. 
report propozes th3 construction of spur roads t o  place transmission towers. 
Because of the  n3ture of the  terrain uld its im,wrtant values t o  f i s h  an4 
wi.l4life, soil distur?nnce should be held t o  an absolute NWrJUI;I. 
Helico.$her placcmnt is rccor;neded in l i e u  of additional road construction. 
tletivc plant species should be uti l ized for mitigation plnntinGs. 

7. Wildlife Habitat Plan, page 160. The schedule for implerentaLion or this 
pla? s h d d  be stated. Cw.dincited plans Or the steam supplier lo= 
t.dldlife hG&itnt dcvelopixmt as  mitigation for I t&i t a t  losses  should also 
be discussed. 

Ths 

8. Appnc'..b 2, Fishery Resources and Stream Sedirantation. This section 
prop-mxj s tudies  of f i s h  po,pilatims and stre.a&cd s c d b n t s .  Studico 
should also be mc?e of other caqmnents or the aquatic acosysten, including 
m?hibians and insects. Aquatic insects a m  an important sou~ce O f  f i s h  
fornce, ami nay ba affected by changes I n  streambed sedhents. 
th is  s e m n t  of the  aquatic ecosystem could be re lated to changes in & Anal ins 

f i s h  po~xrlations. P q e  D-32, p.wasraph 2 IvJIcatcs tha t  a.r??ihinn3 hxr? 
exhibited 1a:er populaticn lcvels in amas of geot!wmil develo,rmt. 
Themfore, this d n a l  ~rou; l  should reccive a imrticn of the study cfror t .  

Other recormendations on the project are contzincd h a seplrate renorjn:',u? 
responding t o  tho "ilotice t o  Public Agcncics mA %quest fer Infonution" f r m  
the Office of the  Sccmt.ulat, dated Septe,&er 22, 197& 

Depnrtnont of Fish a& Cane personno1 are available t o  discuss ow concwnr. 
and reconnendations. To m a n g e  a mcetin,r, plcnse contact It. E. V. Toffoll, 
R e & m l  Ihmpr, Redon 3, Departmnt of Fish a d  O w ,  Post Office Box 47, 
Y o u n t v i ~ ,  COlirornie 9 ~ 9 9 ;  telephons ( 7 q )  9&-2/.43. 

i .  
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rron, a tbportswd of tlrh ond 6- 

Eb+O: pacific Cas end a e c t r i c  Cmpany's Ceothennal h j e c t  Geysers U n i t  16, R o t i c e  
or Intention (!locket Io. 7E-COI-6) Notice to Public Agencies and Request for 
I n f o m t i m  

1. Idrr.tLfv eac\ awect  of tho  pronorred s i t e  and related f a c i l i t y  for which 
tt.: e:ex. r  hi3  L? j n t = . E s t  oi wrrit  r t h o r i t y .  0 

IU 
ul Ths D3p3rtnmnt. or Fish and Gam is concerned with project 'inpacts on fi?h 

an:! :?il?li:e r e s ~ m e s .  Fish rosJupccs cay be d fec t cd  byterosion an4 
strex~ sc??iz--ntation m s u l t i ~  fraa the c k a r h s ,  erdinc, an3 f i l l i n g  
reqxirect for the po.m plant site, s t e ~  transcatsdm lines, e lec t r i ca l  
pcr.:er trmsnissioii  f ac i l i t i c s ,  ire11 dr i l l*  s i tes ,  associated ro.i&fays, 
and other f ac l l i t i c s .  In wldftion, lar&e v o l a s  of Ceothsrnal s t e m  
con3eni%ita t r i l l  be ~ensratcd.  This  coxlensate contains toxic con:mmnts, 
and iz a l lwed t o  discharse i n t o  area streax, m y  have adverso effects 
on a+yatic l i f e .  :lildlife resources will bo affected by tho loss of 
h J i t a t  rxdtinz fna clearinc, grading, a h  rUlt!. W s  habitat loss 
w l l l  b eqwcia l ly  severe i t  c r i t i c a l  hsbitats,  such as  breeding areas, 
vzter  sources, fora$% areas, or othcr sibso of high valu2 are eliminated. 
Ct5er Iooaea mar occim tbxnq'n reduced wildlife uses of lNlds adjacent 
t o  the r a c i l l t i c s  hcauss  or conticn3ms disturbances associated with 
develo;.r:at. Finally, public use and e n j q w n t  or wildlife on these 
phlic l m < s  cay b= i m p i r e d  by d s v c l o p n t ,  or use r e s t r i c t i m s  n3y be 
requimd Tor protection or the f ac i l i t i e s .  

C 
*' 
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In  addition, the f 0 l l a . r ~  secti0.w of thc Fish and Care CoCe BM 
applicable. 

d 

Sortioa F.XLW3; Decloren it is the intent of th-. 1n;ls'laturr: t o  
prcscrve, protect, a d  enhlnce t h  blre:;, mmils, f i s h ,  C.??'1!3j3, 

and rept i les  of t h i s  s t l t B ,  and dntemination or criI.eri2 for rir: 
and end-m~ercd sp?cLc:i, inventory, a d  reportins by the DP:m%tr?it. 

S c c t l a  1W1; 
rentornt ia i  of t d l d l i b  w l t h i n  tho S t r t c  is M inscpra'J!c p3rt of 
p r d d i q  adequate rccrcation ror our paople i n  thr?  i n t s r c s t  o t  tb 
public :gelfare. 

Section 160; Provides that  the prctection am3 conwrvatio-. of t i e  
f i s h  and i t a d l i f e  r c . m e s  Of tho Stotf a x  of th utnobt ptlJl,is 
interest .  Nsh  and irFzdlife are tho propcrtg of the p o p l e  a i  
pm-lde a major conti95ution t o  the e c o n q  or the State as \;ell 
a3 provldlng a s ipd f i can t  part of the people's food su?plfaqd 
thcmforc thslr conservation is a proper responsibil i ty of the Stat?. 

Section 17cIo; 
the consen-ation, maintenance, and uti l izat ion or th l i v i n g  resource3 
of tho ocean and other waters under the jurisdiction if tho s t a t e  for 
tla benefit  of all citizans. 

Declares that  th% prCssrJJtSOn, p r o t c c t i a  ~ r r i  

D e c h s  tha t  it is the  policy of the s t a t e  t o  encowace 

Section l?5+-1756; llative S p c i e s  Consamation and &bnccrznt  1 Cct; 
s t a t e s  t ha t  it is the policy of this s ta te ;  

(I) *To maintain sufficient populations of all spccies.of 
wildlife and nativc plants and the habitat necessary t o  
insure t h e i r  continued e.ista?cc. - . 

(2) To provide f o r  the beneficial  use and o n j o p n t  of wildl i fc  
and native plants. . . 

(3) To perpctuate native planta and a l l  s p c i e 3  of u n d u e  ror 
their i n t r in s i c  an6 ecological values, as ::ell as for t ' loir  
direct  bcnerits t o  m. 

(4) To provide ror aesthetic, e d u c ~ t i m d ,  aml wappropriativo 
usas o f t h e  various u i ld l i f c  and native p l m t  species." 

Section 1756 also s t a t e s  t ha t  %he policy set for th  i n  this chqhcr  
is in t h e  public interest  r egyd l s s s  of the e c m d c  v a l w  or lack or . such valuc of wildlire or native 
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Sec t im 1531; 
er.cDuraC+ the conservaticx, and mainter.ame of d l d l i f e  resources 
under the jur i sd ic t ion  and inZluencc of t!~? state.  This poUcy 
inclu<es ths f o l l o  fins objcctivesi 

Declares tha t  it is thc pdlicy of the  State t o  

(a) To cs in ta ln  suf f ic ien t  populations of a l l  species of 
;rildUfe and the habitat necessary t o  achieve thn 
obJectivcs stated i n  subdivisions (b), (c), arvl (d). 

(b) To provlde fo r  the beneficial  USB and enjoyrent of 
wildlife by a l l  c i t izens  of t h e  state. 

(c) To perpetuate a l l  s p c i e s  of wildlife for the'ir intrinsic 
&?A cco loz icd  values, as  \;ell a s  f o r  thcir d i rec t  
b e m f i t s  t o  man. 

(u )  To provide for aesthetic, educational, and nonappro&ative 
uses of t h e  vu ious  ir i ldlife species. 

(e) To maintain diversified mcmat iona l  uses of wildlife,  incl- 
the  sport of hunting, a s  propsr uses of certain desimnted 
s -xc ies  or wildlife, suSject t o  regula t ims  cmoistcnt with 
the  maintenance of healthy, viable wlldlife msources, the 
pi>Uc safety, and a quality outdoor experience. 

( f )  To provide for ocon6;lic cont r ibu t ims  t o  the  c i t izens  of t h e .  
s t a t e ,  throGh the r e c o s i t i o n  t h a t  tr i ldlife is a rcmiable 
rcso*u'cc of the land by which econodc return c m  accruc 
t o  the c i t izens  of the stste, indivlduallp and collectively, 
throu$ m p l a t e d  nJneger;mt. Such nulageenent s h a l l  be 
enasistent x i th  the innintenance of healthy and thriving 
~r lEure  WSO*.U-CBS a d  the pui l ic  mmrsh ip  s ta tu3  of the 
v i l d l i f e  resources. 

t 

Section 192.3-1913; I!ative P h t  Protection; declares tha t  the  in ten t  of 
t h  LeGislrturo and the  purpose of this cha,$sr 13 t o  prcscrvc, protect, 
erri cn>w.ce er.dz.r;ered or  rare native p l m t s  of t h i s  state. 

Section 79?/,; 
i t s  nztw?l POSO~VCES and to prevent the  i r i l l fu l  or neglizent 
destruction of b i d s ,  rmaLLs, f i s h  or a2phibian, and fur thar  pwvides 
t h i t  the  S ta te  nay recover damages in a c i v i l  action q&st my 
person ~ h o  unla::fullj or ncEliGently takes or d c s t r o p  such resources. 

Section ?353-235j; L~preosc:t l eg is la t ive  conccrn OYer California's 
thmaLnned i; i ldlife;  dcfineo rare and ondm&e~od WFZdlife and &ves 
au thor i t j  t o  t he  Fish and C a m  Cocinisoisn t o  deem what species in 
Californiii a m  rare an4 endancerad. 

Dcclams tha t  it is the ,policy of this Sta te  t o  CM~CNB 
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Section 5650; 
or material deleterious to  f i sh ,  plant l i f e ,  or bird I l fe .  

Prohibits dlscharge in to  S ta te  waters of any aubstance 

Sections 3511. 3505, 4 7 9 0 ,  5000, 5050. and 5515; 
protected f i sh  and wiidllre species. 

Reaardlng f u l l y  

of time necessary t o  do so; descrlba a n x t h e r  studies 
other d a t o l e c t i o n  w h l c h t h e n t ,  G n c y ,  or :omissfon voirld 
have to  perform in order t o  resolve a l l  concerns or permi t  requfrements 

analyses. cf 

of the agency. 

If  the u n i t  is to  be supplied with steam from A.nlnoil'8 sd$olnlng 
federal lease, studles should be in l t ia tcd  on flsh and u i ld l l f c  rcsources 
OF the area encompassed by t h e  steam supply f ie ld  for the proposed 
power plant. 
impacts caused by project development and to further improve the 
ef€cctiveness of mitigation measures through adjustnents. and refineaents. 
These studies should respond to  our concerns, and meet the req:lremcnts 
of 30 CFR 270.34(k). which specifies that the studies should cover a 
period of a t  l eas t  one year prior to  production. 
the existing resourcea, the required studies of tlie ecologin,al syste- 
should cover a minimum period of five yesra. 
necessary t o  deteraine the affects of variations' i n  climate. aeasons. 
growth cycles of other species or groups, forage and cover, and other 
environmental factors. It  is not necessary t o  complete these studles 
prior t o  the in i t i a t ion  of the exploratory phase of protect development 
but they should be completed prior t o  proceedlng into the developmental 
phase of the project. 

The following specific information of the ecological system and i t s  
components should be devetoped for the area: 

1. 

The following information is needed to  identlfy addltI!mal 

To thoroughly dorriment 

T h i s  period of time is 

Vegetation types should be mapped on a scale of 1:6000. 
wildlife habitats should be indicated. including deer farming 
meadows or Rlodrs, den and nest trees. snags. oak stands. rfparian 
growth, vaterholes, springs, seeps. and unigiie aasociatlons of dxed  
plant species. 

Rare and endangered plant and wildlife spociea: 
and assessment of habitat requirements. 
habitats should be indicated on a map scaled 1:6000. 
requirements should be defined so these species may be protected, 
maintained. and enhanced. 

Vegetation g rwth  end seed production of major species &thin the 
atesm aupply field.  

Crit ical  

2. Inventory of location 
Present and potential 

Habitat 

3: 

c 
' .  
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4. Percnnent and seasonal populations should be defined and indices 
of abundance should be developed for major fish and vildlife 
ecosystems. 

Naps of Bear Canyon and Anderson Creeks should be prepared, shoving 
configuration. pool areas, fish spawning areas, riffles, runs, 
bottom types, gradient, and normal stream vidths. 

Continuation o f  P G 6 E's vatcr quality sampling a 4  streaabed 
sediment canposttion studies in the Putah Creek drainage. 

Assessments should be made of the public recreational we, If any. 
of this area, including huating, fishing, and camping, and. rccreatioa- 
days,. and success rates determined. 

Revegetation studles should be conducted vhen necessary to aid in 
the auccess of reestilhllshing endemic and/or nat lve plant species. 

The results of these studles should be used to insure that project induced 
losses to fish and uildllfe have been fully compensated for and there 
are no cumulatloe detrimental Impacts to fish and vildllfe resources. 

5. . 

6. 

7. 

8 .  

I V  . 
P 

' N  

Conduct a preltnlnary ana_lysis. based upon the i n f o r m e n  available, 
for the purpose of providlnl! c m e n t n  and recomnendstiona to the 
Cotmission regarding the design. opcration. and location of *he facilitica 
~ desiEted tnthe notice, inclstlnn to enkocuwntal quallty. public - health. and saCetv, and other faccnrs on which the aeency nay have 
expertise. For purposes of a notice,Ahe prelininsv analvscs should 
be linlted to Identlfging any aspects of the pLowsed site and facilities 
which are likely to suhstantially affect the ability of the Commission - to m k e  findtnqs on eonformlty of the slte anO related facllity to 
applicnhle state, reEiona1. and local lacs and repulations. 
Commission will not request or expect agencies to p e r f o b  for review 
of a notice of complete analysls sufficient to resolve all agency 
concerns or to satisfy all reqc!lrements for an ultimate pernit. 

Personnel from rlie Region 3 office inspected thc Unit 16 site. 
lnspectlon concerned the project site. the steam supply field and 
surroundlng area. 

l'he Unit 16 airs is located on a steep ridge about one w i l e  southeast 
of UnIt 13. 
cuts and fills to create sufficient area. P i l l  from site preparation 
is expected to extend considerable distance, requiring extensive 
erosion control measures. 
adequate for locatlng the v e t  plant without extmslve'eute and fills- 

Site vegetation is chaparC81. primarily chamlsc apd buckbrush. A elall 
6tand of knobcone pine is lmatrd to the north. 

The 

This 

Preparation of the powrhouse site will require extensive 

Higher 00 tln main ridgeline is a svale 

Office of the Secretariat -6- October 31, 1978 

The pover plant would be supplied ulth steam from wells located to 
the southwest and northeast of the site. 
follow roadways. 

Steamlines would generally 

V. ldentify mitlRatlon or modlfIcations, i f  any. to the proposed protect 
required tn achieve conformity. 

1. l'he project 8hould.be modified to site the power plant higher on 
the ridge in the wale area. This site vould minimlre cut and 
fill requirements. habitat losses, and erosion potential. thus 
greatly reducing adverse impacts to fish and wildlife. 

2. The electrical transmission corridor. steam transmlsslon lines. 
access roads, and any other proposed facilities should be surveyed 
for critical wildllfe habitats or rare or endangered plants. 

A berm should be placed around the plant site to contain up,to 
250,MN) gal. Condensate that may be kpilled from the cooling 
tower basin. 

* 

3. 

4. The steam condensate sedlwntation pond should be sized to retain 
any potential overflw of condensate. 

5. The condensate injection line should be constructed of m terial 
vhich is not llkely to corrode or rupture and should be located 
80 as to extend the minimum possible distance, should avoid 
hazardous areas. such as steep slopes. landslides, or areas of 
vehicle operation, arid should contain automatic shut-of€ valyes 
to prevent spills in event of breakages. 

6. Sedimentatlon basins should be placed In tributaries dlrectly 
below cut or fill slopes. 
periodically. 
no as to retain water for wildlife during sucmer aonths. 

Roads intended for all-weather travel should be compacted. 
paved. and drainage systems installed to prevent erosion. 
drainage systems should be designed to eliminate dlscharges of 
runoff into erodible areas. 

Collected sediment should be removed 
The basins-should'have impemeable clay linings 

7. 
Road 

4. Those areas altered by construction activity. but no longer needcb 
for operation of the facllitles. such as cut or fill slopes. cleared 
areas. and elements of the project that are being phased out of 
operations. slmiild be restored to their former wildlife habitat 

immediate seeding with appropriate quantity and mixture of grass 
and herb species. and planting of trees and shrubs of the kind 

. value. This vould require soil preparation, application of fertilizer. 
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which a re  found i n  the area. 
and tended during the i r  establishment period to ensure aurvival 
Any of the  treea or shrubs which do not nurvive t o  maturity should 
be replaced. 
cannot be completely restored to the i r  former condition. arrangements 
should be made to monitor and care for the  areas beyond the eipected 
l i f e  t i m e  of the project to insure that no cfironfc pollution problems 
w t l l  develop. 

The carrying capacity of wildl i fe  habitat  not  I n  the immediate 
vicini ty  of the  w e l l  sltes should he Increased to replace habitat  
lost with project constructlon. The area selected for improvement 
should not be subject to impacts of future developaent. 
to  increase wildl i fe  carrying capacity would continue for the l i f e  
of the  project and would Include: 

a. 

Such plantings should be watered 

For those areas. such sa waste dlsposal s i t e s ,  that  

9. 

Management 

Development of watering sites or small ponds i n  areas of low 
water availabil i ty.  I f  seeps or sprlngs a re  not available, then 
a water w e l l  should be dr i l led ,  a ptap installed and mahtnlned, 
and a pond to reralnwater  should be constructed. ' A t  l e a s t  
one such site should be avaHable on a 100 acre parcel. 

The habi ta t  and forage value of brush areas should be increased 
by controlled burning or mechanical crushinl: and removal. 
selected method v w l d  depend on the s o i l  t y p e  and phJ.sica1 
character is t ics  OF the area. Generally, a s t r l p  about 100 
f ee t  i n  width and several hundred yards i n  length on approxi- 
mately each 25 acres of dense brush vould provide increased 
forage and t r a i l  access. 

b. 
The 

10. Contfnulng pu6lfc use o f  the Aminoil federal lease rrea for huntiny., 
camplng. or other recreation should net be restricted or prohibited. 
I f  res t r ic t ions are necessary. then an equivalent area where the  
public is mu excluded should be opened to public u8e and maintained 
a s  such for  the l i f e  of the project. 

Department of Fish and Came parsonnet a r e  available t o  dincuss ou t  comment8 and 
recommendatlone. To arrange a .leetin(l. please contact Nr. Theodore W. Uooster .  
Environmental Services Supervisor, RegLon 3. Department of Fish and Came. ?ost 

* Offlce Box 4 7 ,  Yountville. CA 94599. telephone (707) 944-2443. 

G L W  
Director 

. 

c 
a -  
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'State ot Cdiiormio 

fd e m o r a n d u m 

lo Hike Bather OOC.: Yovcmber 8, 1918 
Project 'Aanaxer. ERCDC - -  

re 31-03-01 

fmm I Dcportmont of Conservotion 
Did4.r d ylw "4 0 e d - i  .... 0 ...... S I I , U " * .  9a1.16 

sub).a: .ROI Review Geysers Unlt 16 

As indicated i n  cy correspondence of 5 Oct 1978. attached are the  reviews of 
the individual CME s t a f f  ncientlsts.  

I f  addltional information is needed, please contact e i ther  myself or the aypro- 
p r i a t e  s ta f f  scient is t .  

1 

Attachments 

Approved : 

James F. Davis, Ph.D. 

cc: John Alforn. P. Amiaoto i 
L. Hualchin, R. fl lbourne 
Caylon. Lee 

! 

Seismology HanaRer 
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' v of Colilornla 

M e m o r a n d u m  

Roger h'. Shrrburne bok; November 6,  1978 
, 

Telephone: ATSS (597) 3961 
(557) 3961 

Otportmsnt ol  Consrrration 
m i . i h m  et mi-., .dc.dwv - San Francisco 94111 
ai- *bmd,-9SiLb 

Yctentlal Geotechnlcal lssues froa Review of Geysers Unit 16 NO1 (PCLE) 

Tnis ::OI and i n  particular,  the detalled Ceotechnical Invesrlgatlons by 

The geologlc hazards to  t h i s  site are  os clearly defined as one caii 

A basic d l s a ~ ~ e e n e n t  ex is t s ,  however, between the conclusions of 

R. C. ilarlnn and .issoclates were exemplary I n  t h e i r  scope end the d e t a l l  pre- 
sented. 
expect before actual excavation to the proposed 2350' foundatlon level is 
cc-zaenced. 
FCSt's consultant and t h l s  reviewer. 
t ion  of s l tc  s u l t a b l l i t y  l n  l l f h t  of the geotechnical hazards portrayed I n  the 
M I .  
probleas as  three faults,  an active lanJsllde, extenslvely sheared bedrock, a 
ridge c res t  si te,  s seismically active region, and e reglon of measured aubsl- 
Cerice due t o  s tem withdrawal. The capabill ty of a I t iga t ing  any one of these 
h u a r d s  is feaslble; to mltlgate a l l  ray be an engineering challenge. Aa seen 
fro= the  grolozlc cap and sectlons presented I n  the R.C. Ilarlan Report, the 
fc'ology of tihe proposed site 1s extremely complex. In  these sections the depth 
to  unveathered bedrock Is only approxlsately located i n  any portion of the s l te  
area; the locatlon of 24 out of 24 shear zones shown on these sections i n  
quc'rled, indlcatlng the  locatlon is Inferred. 
a l o w  l eve l  of cer te ln ty  tha t  su i tab le  foundation bedrock I s  available. 
OC tile cooplexiry of the site geology. 1 would agree v l t h  the uncertalnty pre- 
sented In the sectlons. 
surveys are l lke ly  to provide the proof of su i tab le  bedrock condltions on the  
site. It would probably be cheaper to excavate the sl te to  the  proposed 2350' 
contour and examhe the results. 
consultants reporta i t  is doubtful t h a t  t h e  s i te  vi11 prove snclsfactory a f t e r  
such excavations exposed t h e  t r u e  bedrock foundation condltions. 

Thls dlssgreenent is over the whole ques- 

I t  Is d i f f i c u l t  to accept as su i tab le  a sltc wlth such adnltced geotcchnical 

. 

lnese fac ta  would seem to  indlcste 
Because 

I do not f e e l  tha t  more boring, treoching o r  geophysical 

Based on the problems reported i n  the NO1 and 

Some spec l f lc  hazards that would be needed to  be addressed i n  the design of 
t h l s  f a c l l l t y  would be: 

. '. 

synpathetlc ground rupture would include: 
lillls, San Andreas und Suyerstltion Hllls fnult  as a resu l t  of the torrcpo 
Hountain 1968 I.l - 6.5 earthquake; 
the  town of Dolomite on the east side of Owens Valley I n  tlte 1872 N - 
8.0 earthquake: 
San Fernando Valley enrthquake; 
I n  the 1952 ll- 7.7 Arvln Tehachapl earthquake. 

(1) mvenent on the Coyote 

(2) movement on the fau l t  tliroudh 

(3) movement on the hospltal  f a u l t  In  tlie 1971 ?I - 6.6 
( 4 )  movement on the Edlsoii l l l l l s  fnult  

3. Surface rupture by settlement Induced by s t e m  withdrawal 19 po'tenttally 
a serlous enalneerlng conslderatlon t h a t  cay be to ta l ly  mit.l;ated bj n 
setback from the f t u l t s  (such os Is reccinrrcnJ+d i n  the p!iase I[ Cco- 
technical report paae 8-20).  The exlstence of ac t lve  se t t lc ren t  In th!s 
reelon Is conflmed by Lnfgrcn (1978). Ma>.lmu suhsldencc wa$ 12 cm 
over four years -- a rate OC 120 CP over 40 years  would be unllLely, but 
possible i n  theory. The exlstance of hydroLiterca1 a l t e r a t l s n  (ubservcad 
by the author) d o n g  the f a u l t  features exposed in  tile exlstln: raid 
(south s ide  of ridge), SuggCStO the connoctlon of tiils fau l t  t o  t!ie cco- 
thermal reservoir. 
subsidence along t h l s  feature. . 

Thls fac t  adds to tlie potentla1 dwizer of induced 

Tne YO1 (page 6-20) states that l t  ls'prudent aad necessary to  avoid 
s l t l n g  structurcu on n northwesterly trendlng fau l t  a t  s l te  R. 
agree with t h l a  reconmendition but roold extend i t  t o  the structure$ 
raferred to as shear zoiies on the nlte JY wall. 
s s e l s ~ l c  inherent In the doflnlt ion of sitear znne as rppowd to a &I& 
zone. 
" a w e  I* WIILCII sticorliia has occurred on a larec sca le  sa ttut CIW rock 
is crushed and brccclated". The fact  tha t  a rock is s l w r e d  to  cite 
polnt of iton-recopittion of o r i g b a l  igneous, sedlnentary, or =eta- 
aorphic texturcs and .:rcicturits is  noL e factor  t5at lcssirns tlir dniiv r 
of cltltcr earthquakes or surface dlsplaceneiit. 
oppos1 ta. 

1 wtvuld 

There 1s cothind 

?lie M I  dictionary of geological terns defines a shsar zone a,:  

I t  nay i n  fact. do tlie 

4 

1. Ground shaklng - from a geologic point of v l w ,  the  HCE and Wt: for 
t!te Zloacana and Collayomi fau l t s  I s  based on an unconservative estlmate 
of fau l t  length. 
as 36 hH. 
1976.) 

Surface rupture by sympathetic anvemeot on f a u l t s  under the site by 
ao earthpyakc orlginatln& on the San Andreas, Raacam or Collayari is 
a rcallstlc hazard based on en* reporcel uwu.%qm- af such r u u u r e  on 
\ I t .  b n o c t i  during the  1906 eveot (Lauson, 1908). Other ermplea of 

klaacama has been mapped as 150 WI, and the Collayoml 
(Corps of Eiigineers 1978, flcLaughlln 1978, and Hearn & 

2. 

--I 
.-- - .. . -. .. -. . ............. . - -  

c- 

I. I n  the  portion of the a l t e  vhere It is proposed to excavate a portlon 
of a lnndsllde and construct an rnglneered f l l l  for t h e  forindatia;t pad 
of the cnollng tower, the evldence for  tlie sl te s u l t r b l l l t y  I o  Liedp,er. 
The baslc i n i t a b l l i t y  of t h e  s teep  slopes oit sheared bedrock Is not 
d t i g a t e d  by the engineered f i l l .  Crass sections in  the ilarlan and 
Assoclntea report do not confirm the existence of so l ld  rock In whlch 
te anchor t h i s  f i l l .  

RTLfyo 

cc: R.N. Stewart 

RICiPJ) T. KlLllOl'l!d& 
CeOlOglSt 
S a n  Francisco Dlstrlct Offlce 
nc 3432 

' .  

c 
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evamber 8, 1978 

This t e t t e r  ccncerns Pac l f l c  Gas and Electrlc's proposed 230 kilovolt 
Gayser's Transalssion Corridor location questlon whlch 1s before the  
C ~ I  i to rn la  Energy Corrnlssl~n. CJ 

I 
W 
0 Ourlng the  Cs l l fo rn la  Enoroy Cozstsslon's meating In Napa on November 3, 

1978, Or.  l k d u t t  !.!art2 (Chairman, lapa Counv h a r d  of SupervlSorS) statod 
Th6 Ccunty'a general O~pcsl t IOn t o  the choice ot a new energy t m n s n i s s i ~  
ccr r l sor  throdzh k p a  County. A t  i t s  ttovea&cr 7, t973 meting, tho riapa 
County b a r d  ot Supervisors adoptcd the folfoulng ac t icn  prosrsm: 

I .  .:&?a Cortnty b r d  of Supervlsors favors Alternatfve 'A' (tho l a k e  

2. r!apd County b a r d  of Supenlsorn opposas the proposed a l to rns t lve  

v l l l e  Corrldor) shown on tha attached map, and; 

corr ldors (Alternatives E.,C and 0 on tho aTtachad IMP) whlch cross 
tLpa County. and; 

3. h p a  County b a r d  of Supervlsors vlshes t o  be an Intervenor In t h e  
transmission corridor selection process, and; 

4. Na?a County v l l l  assert Its use pennit controf over the locatton of 
any rajor etectr leat  tronsmlsslm l l n e  through any port lon ot  t h e  . 
County. 

Pa05 2 
Lcrttcr to Gomlsslonsr Alan P. Pasternok (CEC) 
Novsn'xr 8, 1978 

, 

P I e s o  keep EO intornad of a l l  Energy Ccmisslon or related reo l lngs  tha t  
w l l t  ircpact on the f l n a l  dc.clslon concerning the transmission corrl.'or 
selcction. Also, i f  any additional act ion Is rcqulred by the Ccunty t o  
xccnp l l sh  the 4 s t e p  act ion prcgram edopted by tho hard,  1 would a p p r e  
clato heartng frofa you. 

JHH:JI 
Attachcants 

cc: tbpa County W r d  of Supewlsors 
County Admlnlatrator 
County Counsel 

. .  

. .  
. .  

.. . 

. .  

. .  

.. -. .... _..__._.-._.- -.. . .. - ... -.-.- 



S t o b  of Calllornlo 

M e m o r a n d u m  

*- a Mr. Frank Hahn 
Deputy Executive Director 
California Energy Commission 
1111 Hove Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Stdo lon  M s mmltslon 

Date 8 November 29, 1978 

Fila Nac W 9800 

Subfear Pacific Gas & Electric Company's Geyser Unit 16 
&tice of Intention (Docket No. 78-KOI-6) 

In a memorandum to you dated September 29. 1978, I 
expressed to you our concern with regard to the above-referenced 
subject. Our staff has, after further examination, determined 
that the situation is now such that the interests of the State 
Lands Cowission in this matter appear to be presently protected. 
Accordingly, we do not plan at this time to intervene in'the 

We would be nost grateful if you would continue to 

c3 
1 
," subject matter. 

kee us informed of the progress of this matter. Thank you very 
mucR for your assistance. .. 

L t;,htJ c-+ 
WILLIAM F. NORTAROP 
Executive Officer 

c 

. '  . 

Comlssloner Alan P. Pasternak 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COFMISSION 
I I 1  I Houe Avenue 
Sacramento, Cal I fornla 95825 

Dear Comnlssloner Pasternak: 

f h l s  letter concerns Paclflc Gas and E lec t r l c ' r  proposed 230 kllovolt 
Geyser's Ttansslsslon Corrldor lccatlon questlon w h l c h  I s  before the 
Cal I fomla  Energy Cwlssion. 

The attached copy of the Selsdc Safety Element of the Naps County 
General Plan (1975) centaim general lnformatlon (Page I91 whlch lndl- 
cates there I s  a hlgh probability for landslkllng I n  areas belng considered 
tor transntssbon corridors. More recent and more detalled Informailon 
available tron Unlted States Geological Survey I s  shovn on the attached 
sample of thelr 1976 study "Reconnaissance Photointerpretation Map of 
tandsllder In  24 Selected 7.5 Nlnute Ouadrangles in Lake, Nap.  Solano and 
Sonoma Counties, Callfwnla." 

Very t r u l y  yours, 

4& tGlce;. 
N ( W Y  R. HccLlMANS. Senlor Planner 

I .  "Selsnlc Safety €1-t of the %pa C0unt-v Genera Clan" 
2. S q l o  of i'ReconnaIrsanco Rotdnterpre ta t lon  Map of 

Lendslider In 24 Selected 7.5 Mlnuia @adtangles In 
lake, Hapa, Solano and So- Countbs, Calltornla" 
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DEC 15 1978 Yqqm . 9 i December 7, 1978 Jams A. Walker 
E xecut i v e  Di rector  
Cal i forn ia  Energy tomisston 
1111 t h e  Avenue 

Pn e m o r a n d u 

syy.a: Hastes from proposed 713 - "I - 3 Geothermal P m r  Plants . 

James A. Valker -2- December 7, 1978 

cc: Michael Bstham 
Stephen Ranlrer 
Chris Ol lve i ra  
Uendy Refd 

-Dave Meith 
David L. Stonn, Berkeley tif11ZS 
WCB - North Coast 

Sacramento. CA 95825 

T-- ATSS t .) 2-2337 
0 

fr- : tlazardous Hater ia ls  Hanagenent Section 
1420 5th Street, Row 140 

flichael Batham. Stephen Rwirez, and Chrls Ol iveI ra of your s ta f f  asked I f  
the Department' o f  Heal th Services considers the fol lowing wastes frono proposd 
geothennal power plants i n  the Geysers KGRR hazardous wastes: 

1. The cool ing tower condensate sludge; 

2. The S t re t fo rd  solut ion purge str'eam produced by the hydrogen su l f i de  
(HzS) abatement systems; 

3. The non-saleable su l fur  cake produced by' the H2S abatement system; and : 

4. The saleable su l fu r  cake produced by the H2S abatement system. 

l n f o m t i o n  on coal ing tower condensate from Uni ts  1 through 11 was recetved 
from the ttorth Coast Regional Water Qual i ty CQntrot Board. Unfortunately. 
there are no data on heavy setals. We need such data t o  make a fu4rwnt. 

In fomat ion contained In "Cooparative Process Study f o r  PacSfic Gas and 
E lec t r i c  Car;pany--Hydrogen Sulffde Ahat-t F a c l l l t i e r  f o r  Geothermal Power 
Production Faci l l t ies--The Geysers, Cali fornia" (Parsons, August 1975) indicate 
that the Stret ford so lut ion purge stream i s  e hazardous waste. 

Based on Parsons, tk non-saleable su l fu r  cake also Is hazerdous waste. 

The saleable su l fu r  cake would be a hazardous material I f  the only di f ference 
between It and the non-saleable cake were dewatering. HOwever, since It would 
not be a waste (if sold). the Department would have no ju r isd ic t ion.  We wauld 
recamend against i t s  use f o r  agr icu l tura l  purposes. 

Disposal o f  hazardous waste mat be in  confornance w t t h  the l h a l t h  and Safety 
Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5, and with Chapter 2 o f  Divlsion 4. T i t l e  22 of 
the Cal I forn la  Administrative W e .  

o 
& 
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A c t 1 4  Chief 
Attachment5 (2) 
See ettached page f o r  cc's 
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COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Duane Butler. Ditector 

Ptanab Chakrawacti, Deputy 
%r. Alan Pasternak. Presidino Gnnnissioner*f 

C. Suzanne Reed, Comnissione; 
The Ca l i fo rn ia  Energy Comission 
1111 Howe Avenue WCllVtO 
Sacraaento, Ca l i fo rn ia  95825 
c DEC 14 1978 

December 12. 1978 
<,1:;m coL””-&J 0 

PROPOSEU GEYSERS W I T  16 AND GEYSERS TO LAKEVltlE TRANSMlSSION LINE 

Sonoma County, a f t e r  attending the Energy Conrnission hearings an October 26, 
1978 ar;d additional discussion with varlous c i t izens’  groups, would l i k e  t o  
o f f e r  the fo l lowing additional coments on the proposed Geysers Un i t  16 and 
the Geysers t o  Lakev i l le  transmission l ine .  

1. Sonoma County has no objection to the Un i t  16 power plant except insofar 
as i t  relates to  the proposed Geysers to  Lakevi l le transmission l ine.  
We do hope tha t  our ea r l i e r  comlents regarding the p lan t  w i l l ’  be consi- 
dered so tha t  the maximum feasible mi t iga t ion  o f  potent ia l  adverse im-  

2. Sonoma County i s  not cuitvinced tha t  the ex is t ing  estimates o f  t o ta l  f i c l d  
capacity are rea l l s t i c .  Assumirig that  more energy than now predicted w i l l  
be developed a t  The Geysers and that, as stated by the Pac i f i c  Gas and 
E lec t r i c  Conpany. an additional transmission f a c i l i t y  running eastward t o  
Vacavllle-Dixon would be u l t imate ly  required, it seems log ica l  t o  conclude 
that such an eastward l i n k  should be established a t  t h i s  time rather than 
the proposed Geysers t o  Lakev i l le  f a c i l f t y .  The I l nk  t o  Vacaville-Dlxon 
would be consistent w l th  the Sonma County General Plan. 

In the event that  the Connlssion determines tha t  the 2000 W f i e l d  capac- 
i t y  estimate i s  r e a l i s t i c  and that the Geysers to  Lakevi l le trmsmisslon 
f a c i l i t y  i s  necessary and preferred, one al ternat lve tha t  would be con- 
s is ten t  wlth the County General Plan and Specific Plans could be achieved 
by modifying the proposed route as follows: 

a. The new f a c i l i t y  could pa ra l l e l  the ex is t ing  f a c i l i t y  f o r  the en t i re  
route, and the twelve mi les o f  t o t a l l y  new right-of-way would not be 
required. This would, i n  part, re l ieve  the c o n f l i c t  with the General 
Plan Conservation and Open Space elements and the Franz Valley Spe- 
c i f i c  Plan. ClearlJI, there ex is ts  no overwhelming advantage t o  the 

highly sensi t ive area could be avoided by para l le l ing  the ex is t ing  
right-of-way. This would eliminate the objections o f  the residents 
o f  the Franz Valley-Porter Creek areas and the Alpine Valley Home- 
owners’ Association. 

0 

0 pacts w i l l  be assured. w 

3. 

.establishment o f  t h i s  new route, and substantial d isrupt ion t o  a 

t 

. .  
. *. .. 

Dr. Alan Pasternak 
C. Suzanne Reed -2- December 12, I978 

b. The ex is t ing  and new fac i l i t y .  i f  ronsolldated and undergrounded 
w i th in  a l l  urban areas, including Uikiup/Larkfield arid Oakniont, 
would be consistent with the County Plans. According t o  the P. G. 
i E., the proposed f a c i l i t y  i s  the l a s t  that  w i l l  be routed through 
Sonoma County. Given that fact, now i s  the opportunity t o  reduce 
the impacts o f  the ex is t ing  f a c i l i t y  while coristructing the new. 
Undergrounding both f a c i l i t i e s  w i th in  urban areas m u l d  eliminate 
visual and aesthetic con f l i c t  i n  highly populated areas and proteLt 
area residents from the potent ia l  heal th hazards resu l t ing  front ex- 
posure t o  the e lec t r i ca l  f i e l d  o f  the l ines. Undergrounding both 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i th in  a l l  urban areas would re l ieve  the c o n f l i c t  o f  the 
proposed f a c i l l t y  wi th the Open Space and Land Use element o f  the 
County General Plan and the Sonoma Valley Plan as wel l  as the C l t y  
o f  Santa Rosa General Plan. 

e. The ex is t ing  and proposed f a c i l i t i e s  r o u l d  be consolidated ‘nn s i q l e  
towers o f  the design proposed by the P. 6. 6 E. f o r  the Oakntont area 
i n  lands designated Rural Residential, Open Land and Reslder,tial, 
Agr icul tural  and Residential , and Open Space (environmentally sen- 
s i t i ve ,  scenic and v isua l l y  sensitive areas and parks and other pub- 
l l c  lands). This woul0, i n  part. re l ieve the c o n f l i c t  o f  the pro- 
posed f a c i l i t y  with the General Plan Conservatlon and Open Space 
Elements as w e l l  as the Bennett Valley and Sonoma Valley Specific 
Plans. 

In s u m r y ,  the County continues i n  i t s  be l i e f  that careful long-range plan- 
ning, including serious consideration o f  the eastward l i n e  t o  Vacaville- 
Oixon should precede any decision on t h i s  matter. 

I f  a f a c i l i t y  t o  l akev i l l e  i s  determined by the Connisslon t o  be necessary 
and desirable. one al ternat ive tha t  the County could f i nd  Consistent with 
the County General Plan and Specific Plans would be a f a c i l i t y  that para l le ls  
the ex is t ing  l i n e  f o r  i t s  en t i re  route, i s  consolidated and undergrounded In 
urban areas and consolidated i n  populated and sensitive ru ra l  areas. We hope 
the cost o f  t h i s  al ternat ive can be determined f o r  comparison purposes. I 
We o f f e r  these suggestions i n  the hope o f  being constructive and he lp fu l  i n  
reaching a resolut ion tn these matters. The residents o f  Sonom County w f l l  
have t o  l i v e  with these f a c l l l t i e s  f o r  the lndef in i te  future, and we there- 
fore feel  tha t  i t  would be hlghly bene fk la l  t o  render these f a c i l i t i e s  con- 
s is ten t  with County Plans. 

Enclosed f i n d  copies o f  the Plan maps o f  the affected areas. Ue have p lo t ted  
the tipproximate route o f  the ex is t ing  l i n e  and indl tated those locations where 
undergrounding or consolidation would render the project  consistent w i  th these 
Plans. 

r 

I 
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1555 Mendocino Ave. Room 1OIA Smla Rosa. tatiforma 954W W (707) 527-2412 

-.. * ~ ._. _-. . .  

c 



0 
w 
F. 

Dr. Alan Pasternak 
December 12. 1978 C: Suzanne Reed -3- 

Ne sincerely appreciate the opportunfty t o  p a r t i c i  ate l n  th is  declsion-nak- 
ing  process end are available I f  you have any f u r J e r  questions regarding the 
County’s posit ion on t h i s  matter. 

PRANAB CHAKRAMARTI 

REK:vr 

* Enclosures (Craig Larson. Energy Conmlssion. only) 

CC : Hobart l k b n i e l  
Oakmont Property Owners. Asrocl e t  ion  
Danfel 1. Parker 
Cali fornia Energy C m i s s t o n  
Craig tarson 
Cali fornia Eneey Conmfssion 
Erlan Kahn, Chairman 
-ma tounty ~ ~ a r d  o f  Supervisors 
Ellzabeth A. Straurr 
Oeputy County Counsel 
Bruce teav i t t ,  City Attorney 
Ci ty  o f  Santa Rosa 
Thornas Lufkfn 
Alpine Valley Hone h r s  Association 

Ralph R. Gregerson 
, ..” . .- 

-. 
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NORTHERN SONOMA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

4701) 4aa-s91* om t70m 4 5 3 . ~ 7 4 ~  

141 WORTH IITREET, HCALOBPURO. CA. .a440 

DEC 22 1978 . Energy Commission 
1111 tlowe St.. X S .  )15 
Sacramento, Ca.. 95825 

- ATTESTION: COEMISSIONER SUSANNE REED 

SUBJECT: hu)I's (No. 16, 17. D W ,  etc.) 
FOR CCYSERS AREA 

.- 

Dear bliss Reed: 

I am very sorry to inform your agency this District will have to par- 
ticipate at a minimum level with your NOVAFC procedures. 
just does not have the personnel to handle the volumunous quniitity of notices, 
reports, meetings, etc. that is being produced by your agency. This District 
must continue hith its primary function of permit processing, aTF monitoring 
and enforcement, which is very difficult when one is buried behind a desk or 
attending meetings rhich chew up 5 - 8 hours of time toward your agency. 
(For the future to keep up with your agency's barrage of paper, I strongly 
suggest you include a simple master calendar along with each ''notice" so one 
can keep up with the "total picturev) 

This District 

7 
w 
CJI I 

-2- 

Finally this District presently feels it will have to rely on Its 
permit process to implement the lau we are charged with. 
inform your applicants to file for District authorities to construct 
siultaneously with your NO1 if this District is to parallel its efforts 
with yours (especially if some long-terr study is needed by this District). 

Ihereforc. please 

If you have any questions, do not send anmore 'paper". but pcrsonally 
contact Ur. Michael If. Tolmasoff at /707) 433 5911. 

MlcllAEL Air Pollution W. TOLFWSOFF Control Officer ' 

cc: Steve Zalusky, Lake County Air Pollution District 

Therefore, this District, until sufficient time is available, will 
leave you with the following general statements applicable to 
thermal" projects in the Geysers area: 

the "geo- 

(1) BACT should mean the ability to achieve Sgm/CMW-tbur~ 99% level 
of abatement. 

(2) Each project air analysis should consider drainage conditions, limited 
vertical mixing and downwash conditions. 
then it should have District approval for overall design objectives. 

If a study is warranted, 

(5) Effectiveness of Stretford scheme and "partitioning of non-condensables" 
is not importaut as long as secondary t$02 abatement is availablo. 

(4) Utilities should considcr dual units until a satisfactory control 
. system is found for stem transmission line strckings. 

(5) The Utility must improve its operational procedures toward shut down 
warning dcvices. curtailment rather than shut down and 1evel.of man- 
power to prevent extended shut downs. 

( 6 )  The steam transmission line is within the jurisdiction of the APCD 
unless the utility becomes responsible for "stacking" during shut 
down. 

* 

c 
. . . . .  . 
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DEC 26 1978 Ya. Pam Patterson 
Ener iy  Resources Consrrvrtlon 

and v tvc1G;mnt  CucmlS510n 
office of the Secretariat  
1111 Itwr Avmua 
Sacraiei:to, Csttfornia 95825 

Urrc  us. ratterson: 

As reqJested Ye have CUnplftcd the rcvieu Of PaCiCtc Caa a d  Electric  
C w ~ a i y ' 5  report t i t l e d  "S~ppltmentd Enviromcntn~ lnfomstlm 01% tho 
Ctyrerr to l a k c v l l i c  230 k v  TrsnsnIssf6n Lime and Albrnatlvcs." 

CLr rcviau Lndicstts that t h i s  proposed proJcot ut11 not present amy 
prdJhcS to sny e x l s t h y ,  or prcnently planned Y M  facil it icr.  

2laasr be advl trd  that thts yrelialnnty approval docs not obvtato tba 
r e p l r c n a n t  lor the Paclfic Cnr and Electric Company to fI1e a w t i c o  
ulth the FM where dctomlnrd applicable a d  as stlpulsted under Part 77 
cf the f'edrxal Avlatlon Ie&ulatlona. 

Y e  ap?reciatc the courtesy extended .in brtogfng this mtter to our artencioa. 

. ' 

. . . . . . .  .... . . .  .. - . I  

. 

. , . . . . . . . - .. . - .._ . - . .-- . . .-, - 
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Uato of Callfwrle 

Memorandum 

If. : fE8 1 4  1919 

v0 : Mr. Alan D. Pas t e rnak  
P r e s i d i n g  M e m b e r  
C a l i f o r n i a  Energy Conse rva t ion  

and Revelopnent  Commission 

rror aparmmt of ?orb a d  Rwroatloa 

&si..%: P a c i f i c  G a s  and Electric Company 
Proposed Geyser #16 P r o j e c t  

I 

P a c i f i c  Gas and E l e c t r i c  Company proposes  to c o n s t r u c t  a t r a n r -  
mi s s ion  l i n e  to p rov ide  s e r v i c e  from t h e i r  proposed Geyser #16 
p r o j e c t .  

The p r e f e r r e d  r o u t e  would i n v o l v e  t h e  upgrading  OC t h e  l i n e  through 
Annadel S t a t e  Park. 
s i d e  o f  t h i s  area 88 producing  t h e  l e o a t  damage to t h e  C a l i P o r n i a  
S t a t e  Park System. 
be emerging i n  t h e  a c t i o n  under c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by your Commission. 

Th i s  Department p r e f e r s  a r o u t e  comple t e ly  ou t -  

This  and o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e e  do n o t  appear  t o  
. 

The d o l l a r  and env i ronmen ta l  costs of these a l t e r n a t i v e e  may be 
v e r y  h igh .  
would have s e v e r e  v i s u a l  e f f e c t s .  
l i n e ,  w i t h  a s t r o n g  program of r e s t r i c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s ,  may be  
t h e  l e a s t  damaging project. The park  w i l l  be a f e e c t e d ,  b u t  t h e  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  j o i n e d  w i t h  a program of o f f - s i t e  m i t i g a t i o n ,  may be 
a n  e q u i t a b l e  s o l u t i o n .  

lhis r o u t e  will a l s o  pass close t o  Petaluma A d o b e  S t a t e  Ifistotic 
Park; l i n e  l o c a t i o n  i n  t h i s  a r e a  w i l l  also r e q u i r e  c a r e .  

The C a l i f o r n i a  State Park System has  needs r e l a t i n g  to  ene rgy  
f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  some u n i t s ,  and a m i t i g a t i o n  program can  s e r v e  to 
p rov ide  p r o t e c t i o n  of Park System r e s o u r c e s ,  as w e l l  a s  i n c r e a s e d  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for v i s i t o r  u s e  and enjoyment o f  t h o s e  resource* .  

James M. Doyle, S u p e r v i s o r  of  E n v i r o m e n t a 1  Review Sec t ion .  
C a l i f o r n i a  Department  of Parks and Racrea t ion .  P. 0 .  Box 2390, 
Sacramento.  CA 95011. w i l l  be a t t e n d i n g  t h e  caning h e a r i n g s ,  
workshops and confe rences .  
t h i s  f u r t h e r  or you may call H r .  Doyle at (916) 322-2481. 

A s  a n  example,  a r e - r o u t i n g  through t h e  Kenwood a r e a  
The upgrading  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  

I w i l l  be happy to  meet w i t h  you td diacusa 

I 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
WASHIMTON. D.E. lOISI 

7 8 -  N O T - 6  

JAN 15 1979 
Mr. James A. Walker 
executive Director 
Energy Resources Conservation and 

1111 Howe.Avenue 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Devslopnent Connission 

Re: Request for  Comments and 
Recommendations on Pacific 0 

Gas and Electric C O ~ D ~ M ~ S  
Geysers Unit 16 Notice of 
Intention. 

. Dear Elr. Walker: 

This repl ies  t o  the California State  Energy Resources and Development 
Cr+aission's request that  the Commission review the above-referenced 
Notice of Intention and make any comments or recommendations which 
we think appropriate. 

A review of the Notice of Intention indicates no reference t o  the 
construction of communications f ac i l i t i e s ,  which is t h i s  Commission's 
major area of regulatory concern, M d  therefore, we are able to  o f f e r  
no coments as t o  
comunlcationr f a&t i e s  which may be involved i n  t h i s  project 
because no discussion of these f a c i l i t i e s  is included in the Notice. 

t en t i a l  environmental effects from radio 

Sincerely, 

Carlos V. Roberts 
Chief. Safety and Special 

Radio Services Bureau 

R u s s e l l  W, C a h i l l  
Director 

c 
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RtS6lUT~O"RO. 63138 

S b n m  County Administration Bldg. 
Santa Rosa. CA 95401 

February 20, 1979 

Rr"sOLUl1ON OF THf BDARO OF %!PERVISORS OF THt COU23TY 
OF SOflCW. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, FINOIflC CERTAIM 
ALIGYMENT O f  THE GEVSfRS TO LAKEVIttE TRAIlSflISSION 
LINE CONStSTEXT WITH THE GfIlERAl PLAN 

;XfREAS. the Soncda County Board of Supervisors has previously gon; on record i n  
o;position t o  the Geysers-Lakeville Transmission Line as currently proposed 
(Resolution *62131). and 

.n"EREaS. the Planning Coinmisston staf f  presented an al ternat ive transmlssfon 
1 Lne propasal to the Californfa Energy Resources Conservation and Development 
Ccrnission i n  a l e t t e r  of Oeceraber 12. 1978 which could be consistent ulth the 
Sonora County General Plan, and 

UPEREAS. the Planning Cocmlsslon s t a f f  proposal reconnended an 
t o  lhe ex is t ing  230 k.v. f a c i l i t y  including underground l ines 
exist ing) through Larkfield/Wikiup; ecross the f l oo r  o f  the Va 
through Oahmnt and consolidated l ines  In .several sensitive areas, and 

UPEREAS. the Planning Conmission s t a f f  has reviewed other al ternat ive transmission 
03 l i n e  align=ms and has concluded that the non-parallel section o f  PCLE's preferred 

altgc-ant through the franz Valley area, the similar, non-parallel r 1 i c ) m n t  southwest 
of the preferred alignment known 8S route u4b.' and any nom-parallel alignment through 
:he Keflhahl/LaWndale area would be inconsistent with the goals and po l l c les  o f  the 
Sonom County General Plan. and 

WHERL9S. :he Sonma County Planning Comlrsion will consider other al ternat ive al ign- 
rents and proposals a t  a h r c h  1, 1919 meeting. now 

Tt'EPIEFJRE Bf I T  R t S X Y E O  that the Board o f  Supervisors finds that the Planning 
Cxmirstm s ta f f  a l te rna t ive  presented t o  the Energy Commission i n  December i s  an 
a: ternatlve canslstent w i th  the Sonoma County General Plan. 

BE I T  FCRTHER RESOLVED that the Board o f  Supervisors i s  eager t o  review f o r  consistency 
w i t h  the General Plan any al ternat ive transmission f a c i l i t y  that  t s  referred t o  i t  by 
the Planning Comnission o r  which PGIf would be prepared to construct. 

SUPERVISORS 

' 

1 

Kahn:- Putnan: Espost1:- Koen1gshofer:- RUdeC:- 

A y e s : L  Woes: Abstain:- Absent: 

so 0mffEo. 

County Admtnfrtratlon lulldlng, 
%to Ibm, Cdifornia. 

MARCH 1. 1979 

RPealrtfiun No. 8558 

OP THE PLANNING COISIISSION OF THE m r  OF SONOM, 
STATE OF CALIFUIWIA; MfKRHlNC INFORIfATlON CONCERNING 
l l l E  PROPOSED GEYSERS TRANSHISSlON LlNE TO TllE BOW0 OF. 
SUPERVISORS. 

UllEREAS, the Sonoma County'Planning Conmisston heard a presentation by the 
Planning etaff on The Ceysers transmission line and rwdlflcations to nw 
Ceyscre-to-Lakcvilla alignment, and 

WIIEREAS, the Planning Conuisslon held a public hearing and took public 
coimnent on the propsale, 8nd 

UIiEREAS, tlie Plannlng Commission considered public and staff recolninendations, 
and 

UIIERFAS, the Planning Canlssloners expressed concern about the lack of 
knowledge of the size of the geothermal resource aiid the lack of cunyrvlicnsive 
Lransnlsslon line planning, and 

UIiEllEAS, the Planning Comisslonere expressed a uillfngness t o  w e t  with lhc 
Energy Collnlsslon staff, and 

UllEREAS, the Planning Commissioners re-aftirmed the policy of restrlctlng 
geothermal exploration to tlie designated geothermal resource areas, noy 

THEREFOR8 M IT RESOLVED that the Planning Caluisslon fowarde the Siaff 
Report and recoolendations for Board consideration. 

b 

Gtounfssloner hckelsen AY 

Colualss loner Kelt h Aye 

Commissioner Steiner Aye 

Coinmissloner Wayman ABSENT 

Coomissioner lliibodeau 

AYES 4 NOES 0 ABSTAIN 0 

SO ORDERED 

A B S t m  I 
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Ehccutivc Dircctor 
Cat ifornia Energy C O ~ ~ S S ~ O ~  
111 Ilohe Avenue 
Sacramento. CA 95825 

sbwt "port ions of tho Gcyrers 
to takevilla 2 M k ~  rranslntrsh 
Line GEIR Rcfercnccd In tho SEI" 

p t i &  Chief 

I 

Unitccl Stales Dcpartmcnt of the Intcrior 
2800 

BUREAU OF U N O  MANAGEMENT 
Dfstrict Office 
P.O. I)OX 950 7 8 - 0 1 - 6 .i. 

Uklah. Californi8 95482 u . .. , . 'I. , ., t .. ,.r:> 

LL\rc 1:) 1979 

March 9, 1979 

nt. J.W. Page, Hanapr  
Land Departmnt 
Pacific Ens b Elec t r ic  Company 
345 Hission St. 
San Francisco. CA 94106 

Dear Hr. Pager 

One of the proposed corridors for  the Geysers to Laheville 230 KV 
transrfssion l i n e  crosses federal  land i n  t h e  Cedar Roughs area 
(T. 8 M., f. 9 N., 1. 4 W., HDBM). %e federal  land In the  Cedar 
Roughs i a  being inventoried for  wtldrrness charac te r i s t ics  and r ay  be 
recomnended a s  8 wilderness study area (WSA). 
should be aware that specfal  BLH in te r in  nenagemmt and policy 8uldellnes 
for  USA's 

Because of t h i s ,  you 

u i l l  be applied to a11 actions and authorizations for  the  area. 

S 1 nczrely yours, 

. Dean E. Step8nek 
District Hnnager 

cc: Hr. James A. Walker. Executive Director 
California Energy Resources 

Conservation and' Developaurt 
Coaaission ' 

"tk. Michael B a t h a  HS39 
1111 lloue Avenue 
Sacramento. EA 95825 

y /  
Save Enerty crud Yo0 Serve America! 

\' 
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9 7  el Colifornir . 

l '.ernorcrndum 

lo t James A. ::alker, Exacutlve D i r e n m  Dohi March 13, 1919 Cahfornicr Enwgy Conmlssion 
1111 Hare Avenue 
S x r w e n t o ,  C:, 95825 

E b i a  KanG Geysers 16 COI Supplement, "Portions o f  the  Geysers t o  Lakeville 230 kV 
Transdssion Line Ursft E I R  Referenced in t h s  S!Z" 

The Department of F i sh  and Game has revieired subject report  09 transmitted 
by your ssnorandun of Febnnry  21. 
A ,  iroitld be an acceptable corridor irlth low 1ong-r.ulge inpscts  on fish and 
i r i l U f e  resources, an3 recormend this selection. 

Lny disturbance of natural  comwmities t d th  new l ines ,  such os the  proposed 
alterncrtivcs, rrould pose greater  problems for  fish and i r l l d l i f o  resources 
than a paral lol  routo through urbm arcas (AUg~unmt A ) .  
r e v i e w  iwlicate tlic Allgment A routo foEw.+s oCl'-ridptop elevations uhicll 
! L I Y ~  occe59 potent ia ls  oct  of criL1ca.l tfiltllil'c Il.ibitat aruag. 
a r c  consldercd short-terr.. 

Any questions reganiing t h e  abom canments m y  bc directed t o  I fr .  E. V. 
Toffoli ,  ILuCional 1!an3gbr, Region 3, Department o f  Fish .ad Game, Post Office 
Yox Il l ,  Yountville, CA 9,599, telephone (707) 9l,Ib-2IJJ. 

!!e f ine  tha t  t he  proposed route, hll&?unent 

7 
P 
0 

Specific s i t e  

A l l  in lpc ts  

EL+% 
D b c t o  

Jn~riss A. ilalkcr, k:xccultvir Dircclor 
C ~ l i f o r n i a  Knor~y Co.mieaion 
1111 I!o:rc Avwuir 

Iddandum coinwnts, ICandE Geyxrs  16 It01 Supplcirnnt, "Portions of the Ceyscrs 
l o  L.?kovillc 233 kV Trdrimi:;sion Lina Draf t  Ell1 RcfcrLim?d i n  tl,c U 4 "  

f 
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. Save Energy and You Sene America! 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

I 

i 

Pdec M, scctton b., Riare and Firci;n:crnzl P1;nts -- The 
Er*I;iriCwd Spceics Act of lgG9 wis s u p ; ~ ~ s c - l i : ~  by the EnlnnjcrcQ 
Slxwics A c t  of lW3 (LSA). Tnis lr-:xisl.kion estsblibicd tw 
c ; t tqo r i c s  of qmics  subjwt to  f d c r n l  protcd.lon: 
ttrc:ctcncd and crrlm~crcd. %inc M plitrits have tccn orr ic inl ly  
clsnsificd pursumt to the Act ;d np~roxlinatcly 1 , W  other 
plidits arc mdw consiclr:r;Aion for c lass i f ics t ion as either 
cuJ:mpxcd or tlucdti.iiciI slmics. 

Piv:e 20, p r a c r q h  11. lhcre is no inlicstion th:it the '10 r:xe 
( t l rcatcnid)  i i r d  cnIi2n&rcd pl;,nt sixcics  I:lcnLificd by the 
California IkAlve Plidit h l r - t y  as bc-inc: Iws tcd  iritilin Uie 
study x c a  were cunpnrcd Lo tlusc listtd in tile Fe?$ral: 
RcJ<iisLcr issues of July 1, 1Y'IS aid June 16, 19./b. 
l i s td  I n  tha F$.?cr& &ai+cL are  subjcct t o  the provisions 
of tie U A .  

Psze 28 -- Tsble  3 wntains a ncenlcr of errors  concwninc the 
clnrs i f lcat ion of ctvlan~cred and t1;t'caLcncd spzcies. 
corrcct iiifoor;cation is coittaincd in  Tablc 3 (;m;cs 3-9 mJ 
&lo) of the Supplaociital Enviromcntal Iriforuihtion on The 
Gysc r s  to lakcvil le 230 kV Tr&m:nission Line 2nd Alti:rn.Aivcs, 
riled by Pacific Cos ad Electric Cmpany on flovr:ler 15, 1918. 

PaLC 38, parsirapi 4, scntcmc 2 -- Suzbcst revising the 
smtcoce to read: "As part of the  Array Corps of EnZincers 
Russian R i v w  Basin 1rs;irovcmnt Plw, a rcservoir a d  f i sh  
hatchcry &re plained. 

Paze 4'1, Section 4, Fisiicrics_ -- Removal of r i p r i a n  ve,yktion 
slwuld bc avoidd for ti irce rc'a:nx: (1) to nuintain Lira 
iirtedrity of thd rip.iri:>n cuosysLm; (2) to  prrotcwt the 
diversity of wildlife spccics in  areas t f  riparisn h; i? i ta i ;  arrl 
(3)  to conform to the exp-esscd policy of the Stste  of 
California 

P.rce W ,  1.li LienLion I.:~:..?:;brL'--Coii~r.uCti011 Oii.dt?I i w s  -- 
AdJ it  ional i:iCutw t ion is I ~ V L ~ L ~  coi4ccr:l in& tl i sLui5.:1r 
by construction z:LiviLics t o  ii~r-sh and r i p i r i m  ii:ibit.it. 
Al,w, information coxmi l r ig  ow:crship of t k e  marsh and 
r ipir ian habitats would be helpful. 
m w  cqhitsizc lhc proti.etion of hvtl.:nds bnd r i p x i a s  tdiiLiAt: 
(1)  Exwutivc Order 1 1 3 9 l ,  entit led "Protection of Xctl:::ills", 
issucd by tte President on LJY 24, 1917; aiid (2) "?sticy for 
Prc.wrvation of Wctlmds i n  Perptuity",  isswtd by Tr.e 
fkuurces  ALency on Scptcnber 19, 19('/. 
B i l l  3147, approvc4 by the Covzrror on Septe:obu 28, 1973, the 
California &p.ctncnt of Fish and Car11 has in i t i a t sd  inana.p,c;it 
plans for tiu? protection of r i p x i a n  habitat. 

h g  jj1sriLS 

The 

(Environncntal G a l s  and Policy Rcpsrt, 1973). 

Federal a.d  State p l i u i c s  

Pursumt  to Assenbly 

2 

. .  
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I n  t h e  Matter o f :  b 
1 Docket No. 78-NOI-6 
1 

:;~-,icc o f  I n t e n t i o n  of  PACIFIC 1 
C h S  ia:D ELECTRIC COILPI~IY tci F i l e  ) 
an i.;.;'lication for Ccr t i f i c i i t i on  ) RFSOLUTIOIS NO. 73-64 
c;f Ceyzcrs  16 and Rrlared Trans- 
m i s s i o n  Line F a c i l i t i e s  ) OF THE COUiJTY OF NAPA 

) OF TIlE EOAM OF StiPERViSORS 

) OF THE: STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
1 - 

County o f  Wapa .vi In t e rvenor  hereby offers t h e  a t t a c h c d  

p hesolut iorr  i n  the hbove-ent i t lcd inettcr.  

.L 
w 

f o r  WARREN BEAIJ 
Chief Deputy County Counsel 

Attorneys f o r  County of Napa 

BEFOllt: THE DOAI<D OF SU1'l:HVISORS 

OF THE COUNTY OF h'irPR 

111 t h e  l l a t t e r  o f  Notice OP I n t e n t i o n  1 
o f  P a c i f i c  Gas and E l e c t r i c  Company to 1 Reso lu t ion  No. 19-154 
F i l e  an App l i ca t ion  f o r  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  1 
R e :  Geysers 16. ) 

WHEREAS, P a c i f i c  Gas and E l e c t r i c  Company h a s  f i l c d  a n  a p p l i -  

c a t i o n  wi th  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  Elierqy Rosourcos Conse rva t ion  anc! De- 

velopment Coinmission f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  to e s t a b l i s h ,  among o t h e r  

f e a t u r e s ,  a corridor f o r  a t r ansmiss ion  l i n e  to c a r r y  e l e c t r i c i t y  

genc rn tcd  from gcotharf i i l  + r ) m u r w s  1 .1 t .a tk4  iri I IIO G k y : . & * r o  < t *  ,-.: 
n o r t h  of  Ndpa County s o u t h e r l y  to  t h e  b y  A r a r ;  and 

#IICIII:AS, P a c i f i c  Gia and E loc l r i< .  Coi-tp.lny 11.1s iudi~-.itc.l I I I L ~ . ~  

c o r r i d o r s  o f  va ry icq  l e n g t h s  and widths  LrdvarsinrJ r .djor portiovs 

o f  Nnpa County as a l t o r n a t  i v e r  to ,i,i . ~ . l i . j ~ i : i w n I  t l r i t m q h  SOI;WI.S 

County, i n  any o f  which c d r r i d o i s  a I.irge t r a n s m i s s i o n  l i n e  uis?.t 

be cons t ruc t ed ;  and 

\!HEREAS, s u b s L i n t i a l l y  t l r c  khole of each  of s a i d  N.rp.1 County 

c o r r i d o r s  r u n s  through remate w i l d r i w s s  areas :lot Iieretoioi r? 

opened to a c c e s s  by trm, where construc ' l ion of r s a d s  nnll crccLis:r  

of torrcrs would t h r e a t r n  t h e  env i ron iwnta l  i n t e g r i t y  of r c o l o q i -  

c a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  areds, would d c s t r o y  s i g n i f i c a n t  wildli Cc h,t!,itnt, 

s c a r  uniquc s c e n i c  1andscapc.s. and wli.>ra r e s u l t i n g  e r o s i o n  an.1 

bi 1Latioii \40Uld joopa rd izc  v.ilucrbla f i b h e r i c s  r c sourcps ;  a n d  

WIIKI(EAS, a l l  t h e  progoscd N . q m  County corricb1.s waiild r o n f l  i.-1 

w i t h  the goals, p o l i c i e s ,  and o b j e c t i v e s  of t h o  counLy's ~ , ~ ~ ~ r h l  

p l an ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  thr? abuencc of f i r m  and r c l i a b l o  ;issurdncr:s 

t h a t  tire counCy's u s e  pcrmiC p r e r o g a t i v e s  would be s u i t a b l y  Ilonor.4 

and observed; and 



, . . a  

0 
P 
P 

s,.. .,IIKI{CAS, . .. said commission s p p c a r s  cominittcd to  mehc i ts  d c c i -  
, 

sitrn wi thou t  acknowlodqing t h a t  t h e  proposal  i s  a "project" unrlcr 

t h c  Cd l i fo rn i i l  EnvironwcnLsl Qua l i ty  A c t  and wi thou t  f i r s t  c e r t i f y -  

i n y  as adcquate a n  environmental  impact r e p o r t  p u r s u a n t  to  that l i r w ,  

des:>i tt' r cpcs tud  and nuiilerouzi protests from a n  bpprchcns ive  ci tizcrnry 

irs to the env i  ronirlantal consequrnccs of i ts  d e c i s i o n ,  and t h e r e f o r e  

* v i o l h r i n g  s a i d  law, 

I:O:.i, TIIEREFORE. BZ I T  RESOLSIED, t h a t  t h e  tJapa County Board of 

Scpervisors opposes t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of any of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  corri- 

d c r s  t r a v e r s i n g  Nilpa County, such c o r r i d o r  o p t i o n s  b e i n g  d e s i g n a t e d  

t h e  'i'ulocay Wcst, Tulochy East ,  and Vaco-Uixon corridors i n  t h c o e  

proccedings,  and urges t h e  Energy Commission to promptly correct 

t t w  miji,r d e l i c i e n c y  i n  its proceedings by r ecogn iz ing  t h e  a p p l i c a -  

b i l i t y  of CERA to t h e  e e c i s i o n  r e q u i r e d  of it  h e r e i n  and  by f o r t h -  

ui til imp le i~~onr ing  s a i d  i c t  i n  a l l  i t s  s u b s t a n t i v e  and procedural 

LEpCC t s . 
 he fo rago iny  r e s o l u t i o n  Was du ly  and r e g u l a r l y  adop ted  by 

thri Dorrd of Sup2rviLors of thci CoimLy o f  Nilnu, Stirta of Cal i fo rn i i i ,  

a t  a r egu lac  nc2atir.g h e l d  on t h e  3 rd  day of A p r i l ,  1979, by t h e  

fo l lowing  vote:  

1 

i or 
UISC 
-1s .- 
ma 

RESOLUTION NO. 79 

WIKIUP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 

WHEREAS. the WIKIUP COUNTY WATER D6TKiCT is XI 

special district  organized and empowered by the Caliiornia Lrgisla>dre; 2nd 

WHEREAS, the WIKIUP COUNTY WATER DlSTRICT 

encompasses the 800 acres  of Wikiup bounded to the south by hlark West 

Creek. to the east  by Faught Road, to the north by the north line of Scr:ion 2; 

and the  west half of the northlhe of Section 27 T8N R8W and to the east by t.% 

north south midline of Section 27 T8N R8W. across  which. Pacific G3s t 

Electric Company has placed a 230 kv line: and 

WHEREAS. the proposed 230 kv Pxif ic  G:IS 9 E!k*ctric 

Company transmission line presently being reviewed by the Calitornk XfiLrgy 

Commission for Geysers 16 of the NO1 process would cross (!:e WiXIUi. 

COUNTY WATER DtSTRlCT service area via "Fulton Alternstives" 3a throu;k 

2e and 4a. creating a seconp major  transmission line across  the District's 

boundaries; and 

. 

WHEREAS, there has  been much oppositior. expressed by t:?r 

citizens within the WIKIUP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT opposing new trzns-  

misslon lines within all areas  of the District. 

NOW, THEREFORE, rr IS RESOLVED that the WKIUP 

COUNTY WATER DlSTRICT is opposed to any new overhead tr3ns1mssion 

lines within the WIKIUP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT service area. 

+***+**+*scQ04c*c*9* 

I hewby certify that thL- foragoing is a full. true. and correct 

copy of a Resolution duly and regularly adopted and p35sad by the I3oat-d of 

Directors of WMiUP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT. Sonoma County. 
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APPENDIX E 

T e n t a t i v e l y  Appl icabl e 

Laws and S t a n d a r d s  



c 
Ten ta t ive ly  Appl i c a b l e  

Laws, Ordinances , and Standards 
on S i t e  Related Issues 

Geysers 16 

Applicable Laws , Relevant Findings and L 

Category Ordinances, Standards Conclusions Reqarding Compl iance  

I. Need/Demand Conformance 

11. Air Qual i ty  and New Source 
Rev i ew 

111. Publ ic  Health 
a .  H2S 
b. Suspended Sul fates 
c. Radionuclides 

d. S u l f u r  Dioxide 
e. Tota l  Suspended ., 

f .  Ammonia 
P a r t  icul a t e s  

g. Arsenic 

h .  Mercury 

Pub1 i c  Resources Code Section 

LCAPCD Rule 411 
LCAPCD Rule 412 
LCAPCD Rule 430 
LCAPCD Rule 421-A 
LCAPCD Rule 421-B ( i f  adopted) 
NSCAPCD Rule 455( b) 
S t a t e  AAQS for H2S 
EPA PSD Rules 
Federal Mew Source Review - 

25309 

Requ i r emen t s 

S t a t e  AAQS f o r  H2S 
S t a t e  AAQS f o r  Suspended S u l f a t e  
S t a t e  Standards for 222Rn 

17 Cal . Adm. Code 30355 
CAR% AAQS f o r  So2 
CARE? AAQS for  TSP 

Ca l i f .  Occupational Safe ty  and 
Health Standard f o r  Anmnia 

EPA Standard f o r  Amnonia 
National I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Occupational 

Safety and Health AAQS for Arsenic 
World Health Organ. AAQS f o r  Arsenic 
EPA Standard f o r  Arsenic 
World Health Organization AAQS 

EPA Standard f o r  Mercury 
f o r  Mercury 

Finding 3; Conclusion 1 

Finding 2 ;  Conclusion 1 
Findings 5,  6; Conclusion 3 
Finding 7;  Conclusion 1 
Findings 32, 33; Conclusion 3 
Findings 32, 33 
Finding 10 
Findings 12 ,  14; Conclusions 3, 8 
Finding 30; Conclusion 4 

Finding 6 
Findings 11, 12; Conclusion 3 
Finding 7; Conclusion 1 

Findings 2 ,  3 
Findings 2 ,  4; Conclusion 1 

Finding 3 

Finding 3 
Finding 3 

Finding 3 
Finding 4 
Finding 3 

Finding 3 



Page 2 
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Appl icable Laws, Relevant Findings and 
Category Ordinances, Standards Conclusions Regardi ng Compl i ance 

IV. Safety and Reliability Occupational Health and Safety Finding 3(a) 

Finding 3(b) 
Act and Implementing Regulations 

Federal Occupational Health and 
Safety Act and Implementation 
Regulations 

V .  Structural Engineering Seismic Design Criteria, Uniform 
Building Code, 1976 

Manual of Steel Construction, 
American Institute of Steel 
Construction, 7th Edition 

American Concrete Institute 
Standard on Building Code 
Requirements for Reinforced 
Concretes; ACI 318-77 

American Iron and Steel Institute 
Specification for the Design 
of Light Gauge Cold-Formed 
Steel Structural Members (Current 
Edition in effect at time o f  AFC 
Fi 1 i ng) 

American Welding Society Structural 
Welding Code 01-1-75 (revision in 
effect at AFC filing) 

American Institute o f  Timber Construc- 
tion Manual, Sixth edition 1972 

American Assoc. of State Highway 
Transportation Officiqls Standard 
Specifications for Highway Bridges - 
11th edition 1973, (edition in 
effect in time of AFC filing) 

Uniform Building Code Standards 
Adopted by Lake County 

Regulations, Title 8, Cal. Adm. 
Code 

Findings 4 ,  5, 9 

Finding 9(a) 

Finding 9(b) 

Finding 9(c) 

Finding 9(d) 

Finding 9(e) 

Finding 9(f) 

Findings 10, 15(a) 

Findings 10, 15(b) 

VI. Geotechnical 

c 
Chapter 70, Uniform Building Code Finding 6 
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Appl icable Laws, Relevant Findings and 
Category Ordinances , Standards Conclusions Regarding Compliance 

+ 

V I  I .  Cu l tu ra l  Resources National H i s t o r i c  Preservation Act Finding 2(a) 
o f  1966, 16 U.S.C., 470 e t .  seq. 
and Implementing Regul a t z n s ,  
36 CFR 800, a. seq. 

N a t i v e  American H i s t o r i c a l  Cul tura l  , 
and Sacred Si tes , Pub1 i c Resources 
Code Section 5097.9 et. seq. 

1973 and Implementing Regulations 
Ecological Reserve Act o f  1963 and 

Implementing Regulations, Fish 
and Game Code Sections 1580-1584 

Ca l i f o rn ia  Species Preservation Act 
o f  1970, Fish and Game Code Sections 

C a l i f o r n i a  Endangered Species Act of 
1970, Fish and Game Code Section 

and Game Code Sections 351 1, 4700, 
5000, and 5515 

Federal Regulations Implementing the 
Geothermal Steam Act o f  1970 (30 
USC 1001-1025 and CFR 270.34(k)) 

Finding 2(b) 

V I I I .  B io log i ca l  Resources Federal Endangered Species Act of Finding 1 

Finding 1 

Finding 1 

Finding 1 

Finding 1 

Finding 1 

900-903 

2050- 2055 
' Fu l l y  Protected Species Act, Fish 

I X .  Water Q u a l i t y  U.S. Environmental Protect ion Agency 

Central Val ley Basin Plan (contained 

Porter-Cologne Water Qual i t y  Control 

23 C a l i f .  Adm. Code, T i t l e  23, 

Finding 5(a) 

Finding 5(b) 

Finding 5(c) 

Finding 5(d) 

Water Q u a l i t y  C r i t e r i a  (1976) 

i n  C a l i f o r n i a  Water Q u a l i t y  Control 
P1 ant , Sacramento R i  ver Bas in)  

Act 

Chapter 3 

rn 
I 
ch) 
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X. Soc i 0- Economic 

X I .  Hydrology 

XII. Soils 

XIII. Noise 

C. 

No Codified Standards 

No Codified Standards 

Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Non-Sewerabl e Waste Disposal 
t o  Land Disposal Site Design 
and Operation Information 
(January 1978), California 
State Water Resources Control 
Board 

Lake County Planning Commission 
Resolution 76-30 "(Special Use 
Permit) Burinah Oil and Gas 
Company Castle Rock Springs", 
March 18, 1978 

Specifications for the Preparation 
for Drill Sites and Access Roads, 
Castle Rocks Spring EIR, Lake 
County Permit to Aminoil, 
November 8, 1978 

Glaste Discharge Requirements for 
Non-Sewerable Waste Disposal 
to Land-Disposal Site Design 
and Operation Information 
(January 1978) Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Noise Element, Lake County General 

CAL-OSHA 8 Cal. Adm. Code Section 

Cal. Vehicle Code Section 23130 
Aminoil USA, Castle Rock Springs, 
Dillingham and Vought Leasehold 
Use Permit, Oct., 1978 

P1 an 

5095- 5099 

Finding 2 

Finding 2 

Finding 4; Conclusion 2 

Finding 5; Conclusion 2 

Finding 1;  Conclusion 5 

Finding 2; Conclusion 5 

Finding 2; Conclusion 5 
Finding 10, Conclusion 4 

c 
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Tentatively Appl icable 
Laws, Ordinances , and Standards 

on Transmission Line Related Issues 
Geysers 16 

L 

p 

Applicable Laws , Relevant Findings and .J 

Category Ordinances, Standards Conclusions Regarding Compliance 

I. Land Use a. Annadel State Park Issue, Public 
Resources Code 25527 

Sonoma County General Plan 
City o f  Santa Rosa General Plan 

Lake County Zoning Ordinance - sec. 
21-61.l(n) , sec. 21-62, sec. 21-77 
and 78.,2 

Lake County General Plan (9/1/67) , 
Open Space, Conservation and 
Scenic Highway Elements (adopted 
8/14/73). 

Sonoma County Zoning Ordinances - 
Chapter 26, Supp. 8-75 (presently 
being revised) ; sec. 26-199 

Sonoma County General P1 an ( 1 /10/78) 

Franz Valley Specific Plan - sec, 4 
and 5 (if adopted as proposed) 

Napa County Zoning Ordinance - 
Ordinance no. 511, sec. 12701 b (6) 

Napa County General Plan - Seismic 
Element (2/11/75) 

Land Use Element (12/75) - sec. I1 & 
I11 

Napa County Local Ordinances 
Solano County Zoning Ordinances - 

see. 28-24 (a) (6) 
Solano County General Plan - Land 

Use (1967) 
City of Santa Rosa General Plan 

"2000" (3/78) 
City of Santa Rosa Zoning Ordinances 
Federal land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 and Implementing 
Regulations 

b. Other Land Use Issues 

Findings 7, 8; Conclusions 1, 4 
Finding 16; Conclusion 3 
Finding 16; Conclusion 3 

Finding 33; Conclusion 8 

Finding 33; Conclusions 1, 9 

Finding 20; Conclusion 8 
Findings 4, 5, 7, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15; 
Conclusions 1, 2, 3, 5, 10 

Finding 5 

Findings 21, 22; Conclusion 8 
Findings 23, 24; Conclusion 7 . 

Finding 23; Conclusion 17 
Conclusions 7 

Finding 33; Conclusion 8 

Finding 33; Conclusions 1, 9 

Findings 14, 15, 20; Conclusions 1, 3, 5 
Finding 20 

Findings 25 thru 32; Conclusion 6 
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Appl i cab1 e Laws, Relevant Findings and 
Category Ordinances, Standards Conclusions Regarding Compliance 

I I .  Cultural Resources National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, 16 U.S.C. 470 et. seq. 36 CFR 800 

Jo i n t Congres s i ona 1 Rezl uti on " Ame r i can 
Indian Religious Freedom. I' (P.L. 
95-341, 92 Stat. 496), 8/11/78 

Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (P.L. 
66-146 Stat. 437). 

Native American Historical, Cultural 
and Sacred Sites, Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.9 - et. seq. 

111. Biological Resources Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 
and implementing regulations. 16 
USCA 1531 et. seq., 50 CFR part 17 

Federal Rivers and Harbor Act o f  1899. 
(33 USCA 403) 

Federal Executive Order 11990, Protec- 
tion of Wetlands (42 FR 26951; 
May, 1977) 

California Ecological Reserve Act 
of 1968 and implementing regulations 

Fish and Game Code Sections 1580-1584, 
14 Cal. Admin. Code g610.5 

California Species Preservation Act 
of 1970, Fish and Game Sections 
900-903, 141C-1, Admin. Code 8670.5 

Endangered Species Act o f  1970, Calif. 
Fish and Game Code Section 2050-2055 

Fully Protected Species, Calif. Fish 
and Game Code Sections - 3511, 4700, 
5000, 5050, 5055.15. 

California Fish and Wildlife Protection 
and Conservation, Fish and Game Code 
Sections 1600 et. seq. 

Finding 1; Conclusion 2 

Finding 1; Conclusion 3 

Finding 1; Conclusion 4 

Conclusion 3 

Finding l(a); Conclusion 1 

Finding l(a); Conclusion 1 

Finding lia); Conclusion 1 
Finding 1; Conclusion 1 

Finding l(b); Conc 

Finding 1; Conclus 

Finding 1; Conclus 

usion 1 

on 1 

on 1 

Finding l(b); Conclusion 1 

Finding l(b); Conclusion 1 
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Appl i c a b l  e Laws , Relevant Findings and 
Category Ordinances , Standards Conclusions Regarding Compliance 

I V .  

V .  

m 
I 

-4 

Geotechni c a l  /St ructura l  
Engineering 

Transmission L ine Heal thy  
Safety and Nuisance 
Effects** 

C.O. 95, Public U t i l i t i e s  Conmission 
Uniform Bu i l d ing  Code, 1976, Chapter 

70, incorporated by reference i n  
T i t l e  24 o f  Cal. Admin. Code 

Uniform Bu i l d ing  Code, 1976, Chapter 70 
incorporated by reference i n  the take 
County Code (Chapter 5) , the Sonoma 
County Code (Chapter 7),  Solano County 
Zoning Regulations (Section 28-26), 
and the  Napa County Code ( A r t i c l e  3 ,  
T i t l e  11). 

Seismic Safety Elements of Napa and 
Solano County General Plans 

Uniform Bu i l d ing  Code, 1976 Ed. 
(adopted by reference i n  Cal. Admin. 
Code, T i t l e  24.) 

Federal Occupational Safety and Health 
Act o f  1970 and implementing 
regulat ions, 29 USCA 655 3. seq. 
29 CFR 1910 a. seq. 

Federal Av iat ion Administrat ion Rules 
and Regulations, 49 USCA 1348, 14 CFR 
pa r t  77. 

Federal Communications Comi ss ion  Rules 

Finding 4 

* 

and Regulations , 47 USCA 151 et. seq. , 
47 CFR pa r t  15.25 ( i n c i d e n t i a l  r a d i a t i o n  devices) 

* The Applicant and Staff w i l l  provide the Coimittee w i t h  informat ion as t o  the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  these laws, 
standards, and ordinances t o  the pro ject ,  

** These issues w i l l  be the subject o f  an Evident iary Hearing fo l lowing pub l i ca t i on  o f  the Prel iminary Report. 
Findings and Conclusions w i l l  be establ ished based on evidence presented a t  t h a t  hearing. 

3 



Appl i cab1 e Laws, Relevant Findings and 
Category Ordinances, Standards Conclusions Regarding Compliance 

Safety and Nuisance 
Effects** (Con t i nued) 

V .  Transmission Line Health,  National Ambient Air Qua l i ty  Standards 
f o r  ozone and NO,, 40 CFR p a r t  50 

Public Utilities Commission General 
Order No. 95 and i f  undergrounding 
is required General Order No. 128 

Cal i forn ia  standards f o r  ozone and NO,, 
Health and Safety Code 39500 e t .  seq. 

Division of Aeronautics, Public Utilities 
Code 21655 et. seq. , 21 Cal . Admin. 

Division of  Indus t r i a l  Safety 
a .  audib le  noise  (cons t ruc t ion) ,  

T i t l e  8, General Indus t r ia l  
Safety Orders 

b. s a f e t y  requirements, Ti t le  8, 
High-Voltage E lec t r i ca l  Safety 
Orders 

17 Cal . Admin. Code !j70 I 00 et.-%. , 

Code 5 500 et. seq. 

Cit .y  of Santa Rosa Ordinance No. 1555, 
Chapter 27 (March 21, 1978). 

Solana County Health and Safety Elements 
o f  its General Plan (noise)  May 1977; 
Performance s tandards - zoning regula- 
t i o n s ,  Chapter 28. 

Sonoma County - Sonoma County General Plan 
noise  element (adopted January, 1978). 

Napa County - i den t i f i ed  noise elements 
or  ordinances. 

County of Lake - General Plan - noise 
element April 1977. 

** See previous page. 
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SOFIE LEGAL TERMS CGFIMONLY USED I N  

NOTICE OF INTENTION PROCEEDINGS 

A F F I D A V I T  
a written statement of  facts sworn to be true before a notary public or other 
person authorized t o  administer oaths 

B R I E F  
a written sumary of facts, points of law, and arguments filed for the infomation 
o f  the decision-maker 

C2OSS-EXAMINATION 
questioning by me party o f  another par ty 's  witnesses i n  order to test  the t r u t h  
o f  the testimony o r  other evidence given, and f o r  other purposes such as to g a i n  
a d d i t i o n a l  information 

DECLARATION 
a wr i t t en  statement of facts declared t o  be true under penalty of  perjury 

DOCKET 
the official repository o f  a1 1 correspondence and other informazion formally 
received by the Commission, as well as the hearing record, i n  a proceeding 

DL'E PRGCESS 
d legal concept which involves principles of fairness, including the r i g h t  t o  
zotice, an opportuni ty  to be heard and rebut opposing evidence, and a decisicn 
based upon the record 

EV IDENTiARi! HEAR IWGS 
a proceeding i n  which testimony and other evidence is given under oa th  and nay be 
subjected t o  cross-exani na t i on 

EX PARTE CONTACT 
unethical  comunfcat ion by or on behalf of one party alone t o  the decision-maker 
outside the hearing process which goes to the merits of the case 

EXPERT EVIDENCE 
testimofiy given in relation t o  some scfentific, technical, or professional natter 
by one qualified t o  speak because of t r a in ing ,  skil l  

FIKOINGS 
a decision on a necessary or disputed matter of  fact reached by the decision-maker 

HEARSAY 
a statement made outside the proceeding, b u t  used w i t h i n  the proceeding, t o  prove 
or disprove a matter i n  dispute 

e. 

education, or experience 

. 
\ 

I FIFORfnATI ONAL H EP.R I NG 
a Comissicn Committee sponsored meeting t o  perrn'it: 
present i t s  project; 2 )  the S ta f f  t o  cotwent upon issues t h a t  arise from the 
Notice; and 3)  the public t o  ask questions of the Applicant and S t a f f  and make 
comments regarding the pro?osed project. 

1 )  the A p g l i c a n t  t o  publicly 

cl 
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INTERVENOR 
E person or public agency who voluntarily elects t o  formally participate i n  the 
FrGCi??dingS; a n  intervenor has the full mezsure o f  rights afforded t o  a party 

ISSUE blORKSHOPS 
a meting sponsored by the Commission staff for the purpose of discussing with 
t h e  Appl icant, intervenors, and interested pub1 ic those matters which present 
issues for  resolution by agreamcnt o r  by Evidentiary Hearings 

OFFER OF PEOOF 
the relevant, points one expects t o  make through testimony offered o r  a request 
to cross-examine 

- 

! 
I 

i 
i 
I 
~ 

i 

j 

i 
1 

! r 

I 

I 

i 
i 
~ 

ORDER 
a tii’rection s-iven by the decision-maker 

PARTY 
a 3erson whc has been granted leave t o  intervene and therefore may fonally take 
part  i n  a legal proceeding. A party has the right to present evidence and cross- 
emnine witnesses appearing for other parties. 
oe the principal participants in a proceeding, e.g. t h e  S t a f f  or Applicant. 

A party also refers t o  one 

PERSON 
5. natural being or artificial being treated as a natural  being, such as a cor- 
?orat ion;  i n  Ccimission proceedings, person refers to  one who nay cmment upon 
the proceedings without becoming a party or intervenor. 

P r \ E X A R  I NG CONFEREKE 
the  time a t  which Evidentiary Hearings are orgainzed--where matters i n  dispute 
and witnesses are identified 
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