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7. Response to Comments 

Introduction 

This section presents responses to the comments received during the public review period for the Miti-
gated Negative Declaration (February 27, 2013 through March 29, 2013). A newspaper notice, including 
information on the Draft IS/MND, the project website address, and the dates of the comment period, 
was published in the Merced County Times on February 28, 2013 (see Appendix E for a copy of the 
notice). 

The CPUC received three public comments from the various State and local agencies, the public, and the 
Applicant that were notified of the intent to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

Table 7-1 lists the persons and agencies that submitted comments on the Proposed MND. The individual 
comments are numbered, and responses immediately follow the comments. If revisions were made to the 
MND and supporting Initial Study based on the comments, the revisions are provided with the response to 
the specific comment and are indicated in the text of this Final MND with strikeout for deletions of text, 
and in underline for new text. 

Table 7-1. Comments Received on the Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 

Commenter Date of Comment  Comment Set 

Jeffrey Single 
Regional Manager  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

March 18, 2013 A 

Jeff Dickey March 26, 2013 B 

Tom Johnson 
Principal Land Planner, Land & Environmental Manager 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

March 29, 2013 C 
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Comment Set A  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

A-1 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

A-1 

A-2 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

A-2 cont. 

A-3 

A-4 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

A-4 cont. 

A-5 

A-6 

A-7 



PG&E Cressey-Gallo 115 kV Power Line Project 
7. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

 
June 2013 7-7 Final MND/Initial Study 

Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

A-8 

A-9 

A-10 

A-11 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

   

A-12 

A-13 

A-11 cont. 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Comment Set A, cont.  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Responses to Comment Set A 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
A-1 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) expressed concern that the project could 

result in impacts to special-status species in the project area including Swainson’s hawk, white-
tailed kit, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, western pond turtle, western spadefoot, and west-
ern red bat. 

The CPUC appreciates the CDFW comments on the Draft MND/IS. The CPUC recognizes that the 
CDFW is the State and Trustee agency with expertise regarding fish and wildlife resources. Though 
the March 18, 2013 letter does not acknowledge the extensive coordination, the CPUC worked 
closely with the CDFW throughout the drafting of the MND/IS and provided the CDFW multiple 
opportunities to comment on the Administrative Draft MND/IS and mitigation measures as 
described below: 

¾ CPUC provided CDFW with the Administrative Draft of the biological resources section includ-
ing the mitigation measures for review in April 2012, CDFW provided comments to CPUC in 
May 2012 regarding timing of pre-construction nesting surveys, and adequate buffer dis-
tances for raptors, burrowing owls, and other nesting birds and the comments were incorpo-
rated by the CPUC. 

¾ During discussion with PG&E regarding the mitigation measures, PG&E informed the CPUC 
that PG&E was contacting the CDFW and discussing mitigation measures with the CDFW dur-
ing the summer of 2012. 

¾ On October 1, 2010 the CDFW sent the CPUC an email with a new version of the nesting bird 
management plan mitigation measure with buffer distances that were not the same as 
originally recommended. 

¾ After reviewing the new measure, the CPUC held further discussion with PG&E in October 
2012 and the CPUC discussed the revised mitigation measure with the CDFW and held addi-
tional conference calls with the CDFW in November and December 2012 to provide them with 
an opportunity for additional comments and recommendations. 

¾ The CDFW provided additional input including some of the same original recommendations 
regarding nesting birds and western red bat. The CPUC incorporated the additional recom-
mendations to the mitigation measures. 

¾ To finalize the document, the CPUC held discussions with PG&E regarding the revised biolog-
ical mitigation measures and made some final revisions prior to publication. 

CDFW notes that the Draft MND recognizes the potential impacts and proposes mitigation but 
provides some additional avoidance measures and recommendations. Each individual recom-
mendations provided by the CDFW is addressed in responses to comments A-2 through A-13. 

A-2 This comment provides a brief description of CDFW roles as a Trustee Agency and a Responsible 
Agency. The comment also describes CDFW’s regulatory authority over projects that could result 
in “take” of any species listed by the State as threatened or endangered pursuant to Fish and 
Game Code Section 2081, and CDFW jurisdiction over fully protected species of birds, mammals, 
amphibians, reptiles, and fish (Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515), and 
jurisdiction over actions which may result in the disturbance or destruction of active nest sites 
or the unauthorized “take” of birds (Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5). 
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Additionally, the comment notes that species of plants and animals need not be officially listed 
as endangered, rare or threatened by state or federal agencies to be considered endangered, rare, 
or threatened under CEQA. Further, the comment states that CEQA requires a Mandatory Find-
ing of Significance if a project is likely to substantially impacts threatened or endangered species. 

The Draft MND’s discussion of CDFW’s roles and responsibilities is consistent with this comment. 
CDFW’s roles as a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency are described in Section 5.4.1, 
Environmental Setting: Regulatory Setting, at page 5-104 of the Draft MND. Discussion on pages 
5-104 and 5-105 includes a description of the CDFW responsibilities under the California 
Endangered Species Act and the Native Plant Protection Act. Section 5.4.1 also describes the 
CDFW responsibilities regarding fully protected species, birds, and the California Species of 
Special Concern. The Draft MND also considered and evaluated potential impacts to “special 
status” species; as discussed at pp. pp. 5-111 – 5-112, “special status” species include species 
which meet the CEQA definition of endangered, rare or threatened in CEQA Guidelines §15380. 
As noted in the Response to Comment A-1, the CPUC recognizes that the CDFW is the State 
agency with expertise regarding fish and wildlife resources and worked closely with the CDFW 
throughout the drafting of the MND/IS and drafting of the mitigation measures. 

A-3 This CDFW comment notes that it is unlawful for any person to divert, obstruct, or change the 
natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream or lake designated by CDFW with-
out first submitting plans to the CDFW for approval. The comment further indicates CDFW 
would make its own determination as to whether the Proposed Project may substantially and 
adversely affect fish or wildlife resources. The comment notes that if the proposed Project will 
cause impacts to canals and ditches hydrologically connected to the Merced River or other nat-
ural waterways, notification of the CDFW is required and that the CDFW would determine 
whether a waterway is jurisdictional, not the qualified biologist as stated in Mitigation Measure 
B-3. 

The CPUC recognizes that CDFW asserts jurisdiction over stream beds, channels, and banks 
under Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and includes a provision in mitigation measure MM 
B-3 to ensure that CDFW permits will be required for impacts to waters under CDFW jurisdic-
tion. Specifically, the third bullet point in MM B-3 indicates that no CDFW waters shall be 
impacted before obtaining appropriate permits. In response to this comment, the last paragraph 
of this mitigation measure (under “Irrigation Canals”) has been revised as follows to clarify that 
CDFW must be notified prior to activities which may be subject to its streambed jurisdiction: 

Irrigation Canals. A qualified biologist approved by the CPUC shall determine appropri-
ate buffer distances/setbacks and/or other protective measures (e.g., erosion control 
best management practices such as those included in APM WQ-1) to be implemented to 
minimize the impacts of project construction activities on at-grade irrigation canals. All 
plans related to work within 10 feet of irrigation canals shall be evaluated by the quali-
fied biologist and submitted to CDFW to determine if the canal is subject to CDFW 
streambed jurisdiction. If it is determined that the CDFW has jurisdiction and the project 
may result in direct impacts to a stream subject to CDFW jurisdiction, a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement may be required. 

A-4 This CDFW comment notes that Swainson’s hawk has the potential to nest and forage within or 
near the Proposed Project’s site and recommends incorporating requirements for a qualified 
avian biologist to conduct surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk following the Swainson’s Hawk 
Technical Advisory Committee’s survey methodology, and pre-construction surveys for active 
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Swainson’s hawk nests as stated in MM B-7. The comment also recommends that the surveys 
for Swainson’s hawk be conducted for a 1/2-mile radius around all projects activities, not only 
“within the construction right-of-way and publicly accessible lands where PG&E has access 
rights”. 

Consistent with the recommendations in this comment, MM B-7 has been revised to require 
surveys for Swainson’s hawk be conducted for a 1/2-mile radius around all projects activities 
according to the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) (2000) suggested pro-
tocol.1 The TAC’s recommended methodology includes use of high quality optical equipment 
(high-quality binoculars and a high-quality scope), as well as good maps, and GPS units. The 
TAC’s recommended methodology is not rigid; various survey techniques may be used and the 
TAC recommended methodology explains, for example, why driving (“windshield”) surveys are 
usually preferred to walking surveys, when walking surveys are useful, the value of multiple obser-
vation points for subject trees, and appropriate timing for surveys. Mitigation Measure B-7 
requires a 1/2-mile survey radius around all project activities for the Swainson’s hawk but also 
acknowledges that PG&E does not have right of entry to private land where PG&E does not have 
easements or rights of use. However, consistent with the TAC’s recommended methodology, 
high quality optical equipment will be used from accessible observation points and will allow 
surveys for Swainson’s hawk to effectively cover a 1/2-mile radius. 

A-5 This comment advises that a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 1/2 mile be delineated around 
active nests of Swainson’s hawk during the breeding season and that the minimum distance of 
500-feet for a no construction buffer zone stated in MM B-7 is not an adequate minimization 
measure to avoid “take”. The comment recommends not allowing reductions in buffer size 
absent compelling biological or ecological reason to do so, and that in the event that a Swain-
son’s Hawk is detected during surveys the CDFW be consulted. The comment also indicates that 
if “take” cannot be avoided, that the Project proponent should apply to CDFW for an Incidental 
Take Permit for Swainson’s hawk. 

The CPUC consulted with the CDFW during the MND/IS process and the nesting bird measure 
provided to the CPUC by the CDFW via email October 1, 2012 included a buffer distance of 500 
feet for raptors. The Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s “Recommended Timing 
and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley” May 31, 
2000, indicates a range of buffer distances may be appropriate depending on the location of the 
nest (e.g., already near a roadways, or other areas that have high human use), and the type and 
timing of construction activities. The TAC’s recommendations identify levels of risk to nesting 
Swainson’s hawks associated with various combinations of buffers (ranging from 50 yards to 200 
yards), nest locations, and type and timing of project activities. The 500-foot no-construction 
buffer zone for raptors required in MM B-7, based on a project-specific analysis, is near the high 
end of nest buffer distances (i.e., 200 yards or 600 feet) described in the TAC’s recommenda-
tions for Swainson’s hawk. 

Consistent with the recommendation in this comment, MM B-7 requires that any request to 
reduce standard buffers must be based on “compelling biological or ecological reasoning”, and 
must be submitted for review in coordination with the CDFW. Also consistent with the recom-

                                                           
1 “Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley,” 

Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee, May 31, 2000. Available at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/
nongame/docs/swain_proto.pdf. Accessed April 16, 2013.  

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/swain_proto.pdf
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/swain_proto.pdf
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mendations in this comment, MM B-7 has been revised to require surveys to be conducted 
according to the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) (2000) methodology. 
The TAC methodology states that “if active nesting is identified within the 1/2-mile survey 
radius, consultation is required” and ensures that CDFW will be consulted if active nesting in an 
area susceptible to disturbance from active construction is identified within the 1/2-mile survey 
radius. (Please see Response to Comment A-4 for additional discussion.) Nevertheless, MM B-7 
is revised to clarify the requirements for pre-construction surveys, and disturbance buffers for 
Swainson’s hawk. Compliance with these measures ensures that PG&E will consult with the 
CDFW to avoid take. Please see Response to Comment A-10 for the revised text of mitigation 
measure MM B-7. 

A-6 This CDFW comment notes that the agriculture land present in the Project site may provide 
foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk and that any tree may be potential nest trees. The CDFW 
states that it considers removal of known raptor nest trees, even outside of nesting season, a 
significant impact under CEQA and recommends the nest trees that are removed to be replaced 
with an appropriate native tree species planted at a 3:1 ratio in an area that would be protected 
in perpetuity. Although the comment does not define “nest trees”, the reference to nest trees is 
understood to mean trees with “active” raptor nests. CDFW’s 2010 Swainson’s hawk protocol 
states that nest sites are considered active if used at least once during the past five years. (Swain-
son’s Hawk Survey Protocols, Impact Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for Renewable 
Energy Projects in the Antelope Valley of Los Angeles and Kern Counties, California. June 2, 2010, 
p. 3) 2 

As noted in Section 5.4.1, Environmental Setting, the Proposed Project is located in an agricul-
tural setting that is not considered sensitive habitat. Within the 600-foot-wide corridor centered 
along the project route, there are 377.7 acres of orchards, 359.9 acres of croplands, and 127.7 
acres of vineyards. As noted in Section 5.2.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources: Environmental 
Setting, Merced County has over 1.2 million acres of agriculture land. As noted in Section 
4.10.5.2, Work Areas, removal of trees will be limited and orchard trees would be avoided 
where feasible, although some tree removal is expected. The tree removal would be minimal 
and is considered a less than significant impact given the large acreage of orchard trees in the 
area. Habitat mitigation would not be required for the loss of orchard trees. Nevertheless, MM 
B-7 is revised to be consistent with the recommendation that additional mitigation for loss of 
nest trees should be provided. Specifically, MM B-7 is revised to require requests to remove 
trees with active Swainson’s’ Hawk nests be submitted to the independent avian biologist to be 
considered in coordination with CDFW. (Please see Response to Comment A-10 for revised MM 
B-7.) 

Impacts to nesting birds and nesting Swainson’s hawk are addressed under APM BIO-3 and MM 
B-7. MM B-7 incorporates the CDFW recommendations and supersedes APM BIO-3. As dis-
cussed in Responses to Comments A-4 and A-5, the requirements of MM B-7 is consistent with 
the commenter’s recommendations. MM B-7 is also revised to clarify and ensure consistency 
with CDFW recommendations. (Please see Response to Comment A-10 for revised MM B-7.) 
Further, although not mentioned in the comment, analysis and discussion at pages 5-113 and 
5-114 shows that, of four CNDDB-recorded occurrences of Swainson’s hawk within five miles of 
the project survey area, three were of active nests, and the closest of these is approximately 1.9 

                                                           
2  This protocol is available at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/SwainsonsHawkProtocol6-2-10.pdf 

(accessed April 17, 2013.) 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/SwainsonsHawkProtocol6-2-10.pdf
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miles northwest of Mercedes Avenue. Suitable nest trees occur throughout the survey area; 
many of these are located adjacent to rural residences and the analysis concluded that Swain-
son’s hawk has a moderate potential to nest in the survey area and vicinity. 

A-7 The comment notes that the white-tailed kite has the potential to nest and forage within or near 
the Proposed Project site and recommends surveys for white-tailed kites prior to commencing 
project-related activities. The CDFW recommends that the surveys for white-tailed kite be con-
ducted for a 1/2-mile radius around all projects activities, not only “within the construction right-
of-way and publicly accessible lands where PG&E has access rights.” 

In response to this comment, MM B-7 is revised to require a 1/2-mile survey radius for precon-
struction surveys for white tailed kite. (Please see Response to Comment A-10 for revised MM 
B-7.) 

A-8 The CDFW advises that a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 1/2 miles be delineated around 
active white-tailed kite nests during the breeding season and that the minimum distance of 500-
feet for a no construction buffer zone stated in MM B-7 is not an adequate minimization mea-
sure to avoid “take”. The CDFW recommends not allowing reductions in buffer size absent com-
pelling biological or ecological reasons to do so. 

Consistent with the recommendations in this comment MM B-7 requires that any request to 
reduce standard buffers must be based on “compelling biological or ecological reasoning and 
must be submitted for review in coordination with the CDFW. In response to this comment, MM 
B-7 is revised to replace the 500-foot standard buffer with a 1/2-mile buffer for white tailed kite. 
(Please see Response to Comment A-10 for revised MM B-7.) 

A-9 The CDFW notes that burrowing owl have the potential to den near the Project site and recom-
mends burrowing owl surveys follow methodology developed in the CDFW’s Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation. The CDFW notes that if nesting burrowing owls are found, the CDFW 
recommends a no-disturbance buffer zone of 656 feet for low disturbance activities and a 1,640 
feet buffer for medium and high disturbance activities. 

Consistent with the recommendations in this comment, mitigation measure MM B-7 requires a 
qualified wildlife biologist to survey for burrowing owls following the Burrowing Owl Survey Pro-
tocol and Mitigation Guidelines developed by The California Burrowing Owl Consortium. As dis-
cussed above, surveys will be conducted from vantage points where PG&E has legal access. It 
also requires that if any ground disturbing activities are planned during the burrowing owl 
nesting season avoidance measures shall include a no construction buffer zone of a minimum 
distance of 656 feet (as recommended by the CDFW for low disturbance activities). This 
minimum buffer distance is based on site- and project-specific analysis, and on the guidance 
provided in CDFW’s March 2012 Burrowing Owl Staff Report. Construction activities associated 
with the project, which would include hauling, scraping and blading, vegetation removal, pole 
installation and wire stringing, were determined to cause low to medium disturbance to 
burrowing owls rather than the medium to high disturbance that would recommend a 1,640-
foot buffer. If occupied burrows are closer than those distances to the nearest work site, the 
specified buffer size may be reduced on a case-by-case basis following protocol designed to 
avoid project-related “take” and that includes coordination with the CDFW. 

A-10 The comment notes that nesting birds have the potential to occur on the project site and 
concurs that surveys for active nests be conducted as stated in MM B-7 and concurs with the 
minimum no-distance buffers for passerine and raptor species stated in MM B-7. The comment 
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indicates that the minimum buffer distances stated in APM BIO-3 are not adequate to minimize 
impacts. The comment recommends including a list of exclusion techniques to be used for con-
struction equipment left unattended and recommends that if a nesting bird within a reduced 
buffer exhibit any signs of distress, the recommended buffers be reinstated. 

As noted in MM B-7, all nests with a reduced buffer shall be monitored on a daily basis by a 
qualified wildlife biologist approved by the CPUC. Because daily monitoring is required during 
construction activities, the biologists would have baseline knowledge of the nest to use to assess 
which activities may cause distress to nesting birds. The mitigation measure does not require 
the biologist to determine that the stress is project-related, but that it appears to be project-
related and not due to some other cause such as predation. This language is consistent with the 
nesting bird measure provided to the CPUC by the CDFW via email October 1, 2012. MM B-7 
provides that exclusion techniques may be used for equipment left unattended for more than 
24 hours. An example of an exclusion technique is to cover the equipment with tarps. In 
response to this comment, MM B-7 is revised to provide this example. Please note, however, if 
birds were to nest in the construction equipment the avoidance measures detailed in the mitiga-
tion would be implemented. 

The following revisions to MM B-7 address the concerns identified in comments A-4 through 
A-10: 

MM B-7 Avoid impacts on nesting birds. If construction activities occur during the 
avian nesting season (February 1 through September 15), a preconstruction 
survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist 
(approved by the CPUC) within 7 days prior to the start of ground-disturbing 
construction or vegetation trimming or removal activities in any new work 
area. If there is no work in an area for 7 days, it will be considered a new 
work area if construction or vegetation trimming or removal begins again. 
Trees with raptor nests shall be evaluated by a qualified avian biologist to 
determine, in coordination with CDFW, whether the raptor nest is “active” 
(i.e., has been used within the past five years). Requests to remove trees 
with active raptor nests must be submitted to the independent avian 
biologist(s) to be reviewed in coordination with the CDFW. 

No additional measures will be implemented if active nests are more than 
the following distances from the nearest work site: (a) 1/2 mile for Swain-
son’s hawk and white-tailed kite, (b) 500 feet for raptors, or (cb) 250 feet for 
passerine birds. Buffers shall not apply to construction-related traffic using 
existing roads that is not limited to project-specific use (i.e., county roads, 
highways, farm roads, etc.). 

All references in this mitigation measure to wildlife biologists refer to qual-
ified biologists approved by the CPUC; these biologists may be PG&E employees 
or subcontractors. References to independent avian biologists refer to quali-
fied avian biologists approved by the CPUC who report directly to CPUC. 

Buffer reduction. The specified buffer sizes for birds may be reduced on a 
case-by-case basis if, based on compelling biological or ecological reasoning 
(e.g., the biology of the bird species, concealment of the nest site by topog-
raphy, land use type, vegetation, and level of project activity) and as deter-
mined by a qualified wildlife biologist that implementation of a specified 
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smaller buffer distance will still avoid project-related “take” (as defined by 
Fish and Game Code Section 86). Requests to reduce standard buffers must 
be submitted to the independent avian biologist(s) to be reviewed in coordi-
nation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Requests 
to reduce buffers must include: the species, location, size and expected 
duration of proposed buffer reduction, reason for the buffer reduction, the 
name and contact information of the qualified wildlife biologist(s) who 
request the buffer reduction and will conduct subsequent monitoring. The 
independent avian biologist shall respond to PG&E’s request for a buffer 
reduction within 24 hours. 

Non-special status species found building nests within the standard buffer 
zone after specific project activities begin, shall be assumed tolerant of that 
specific project activity and such nests will be protected by the maximum 
buffer practicable (as determined by the qualified biologist). However, these 
nests shall be monitored on a daily basis during construction activities by a 
qualified biologist until the qualified biologist has determined that the 
young have fledged, are no longer dependent upon parental care, or con-
struction ends within the buffer zone (whichever occurs first). If the quali-
fied biologist determines that the nesting bird(s) are not tolerant of project 
activity, the standard buffer shall be implemented. As appropriate, exclu-
sion techniques may be used for any construction equipment that is left 
unattended for more than 24 hours to reduce the possibility of birds nesting 
in the construction equipment. An example exclusion technique is covering 
the equipment with tarps. 

If nesting birds show signs of distress within a reduced buffer zone and that 
stress appears to be related to construction activities, the qualified wildlife 
biologist shall reinstate the recommended buffers. The recommended buf-
fers may only be reduced again following the same process as identified 
above after the qualified biologist has determined that the nesting birds are 
no longer exhibiting signs of stress. 

Monitoring and reporting. All nests with a reduced buffer shall be moni-
tored on a daily basis during construction activities by a qualified wildlife 
biologist until the biologist has determined that the young have fledged, are 
no longer dependent upon parental care, or construction ends within the 
reduced buffer (whichever occurs first). A monthly written report shall be 
submitted to CDFW and CPUC. Monthly reports shall include: all of the 
information included in buffer reduction requests in addition to duration of 
buffer reduction, and outcomes for nests, eggs, young and adults during 
construction within a reduced buffer. No reporting will be required if con-
struction activities do not occur within a reduced buffer during any calendar 
month. A final report shall be submitted to CDFW and CPUC at the end of 
each nesting season summarizing all monitoring results and outcomes for 
the duration of project construction. 

Burrowing owl. A qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct pre-construction 
surveys for burrowing owls within construction right-of-way and publicly 
accessible lands following the Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitiga-
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tion Guidelines developed by The California Burrowing Owl Consortium 
(1993) where PG&E has access rights. If any ground disturbing activities are 
planned during the burrowing owl nesting season (approximately February 
1 through August 31), avoidance measures shall include a no construction 
buffer zone of a minimum distance of 656 feet. If occupied burrows are 
closer than those distances to the nearest work site, the specified buffer size 
may be reduced on a case-by-case basis using the process outlined above for 
other nesting birds. Buffers may only be reduced after approval by the 
independent avian biologist. Reporting shall also follow the process outlined 
above for other nesting birds. If the nesting owls show signs of distress 
within a reduced buffer zone, and that stress appears to be related to con-
struction activities, the qualified wildlife biologist shall reinstate the recom-
mended buffers. The recommended buffers will only be reduced again after 
the qualified biologist has determined that the nesting owls are no longer 
exhibiting signs of stress and has submitted a buffer reduction request fol-
lowing the same process as identified above. Reporting regarding reduction 
of buffers will be documented in a written report and will follow the proce-
dure described above. 

Listed and fully protected species. A qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct 
pre-construction surveys for Swainson’s hawk and for white tailed kite 
within 1/2 mile of project construction activities, and within 500 feet of work 
areas for other listed or fully protected species (from observation points 
within construction right-of-way and publicly accessible lands where PG&E 
has access rights) within 7 days of the start of construction. Surveys for Swain-
son’s hawk will be conducted according with Swainson’s Hawk Technical 
Advisory Committee (2000) suggested protocol. Where physical access to 
the entire survey area is unavailable, alternate, appropriate survey tech-
niques should be used to compensate for limited physical access. If any con-
struction activities are planned during the nesting season (approximately 
February 1 through August 31September 15), avoidance measures shall 
include a no construction buffer zone of a minimum distance of 1/2 mile for 
Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite, 500 feet for other raptors or 250 
feet for passerine birds. If occupied nests are closer than these distances to 
the nearest work site, consultation with CPUC and CDFW (and USFWS as 
appropriate) shall be required to discuss how to implement the project and 
species avoidance measures to avoid “take”. 

California Avian Species of Special Concern. A qualified wildlife biologist 
shall conduct pre-construction surveys for California Avian Species of Special 
Concern from observation points within construction right-of-way and pub-
licly accessible lands where PG&E has access rights. If any construction activ-
ities are planned during the nesting season (approximately February 1 
through August 31September 15), the avoidance measures for nesting birds 
detailed above will be implemented. 

A-11 The comment states that western red bats have the potential to roost in the Proposed Project 
vicinity and recommends preconstruction surveys conducted by a minimum of two qualified bat 
biologists within a 250-foot radius of the Proposed Project area, not only in areas with public 
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access. The comment recommends that the surveys include one dusk emergence survey, one 
pre-dawn re-entry survey, and one daytime visual inspection on the Project work area within 
one 24-hour period and provides recommendations that the biologists focus on the identifica-
tion of bat sign, use bat detectors, bat call analysis, and visual observations. 

Mitigation measure MM B-8 is consistent with the recommendations in this comment. 
Consistent with the survey requirements recommended in this comment, MM B-8 requires bat 
surveys during the appropriate time of day to maximize detectability by a qualified biologist that 
is approved by the CPUC. Because the project is linear in nature and construction of the project 
would be staggered. MM B-8 also requires a survey for roosting bats or maternity roosts be 
performed within seven days of the construction start date for each proposed work area 
adjacent to appropriate roosting habitat. Because PG&E does not have right of entry to private 
land where PG&E would not have an easement or right of use, survey techniques may be 
adapted to account for limited access in some areas. However, in response to this comment, 
MM B-8 is revised to clarify that survey area covers a 250-foot radius and that appropriate 
techniques should be used to cover areas where physical access is limited. The measure also 
clarifies that, in the event evidence of a bat roost or maternity roost is developed in surveys, 
presence of the roost will be assumed for purposes of establishing buffers. Please see Response 
to Comment A-12 for revised MM B-8. 

A-12 The comment states that if western red bats are found to occupy the Proposed Project site, the 
CDFW recommends implementing the no-disturbance buffers of 100-feet for active roosts and 
250-feet for active maternal roosts as stated in MM B-8. CDFW states that it does not recom-
mend buffer reductions or evicting the bats by incrementally trimming tree limbs. CDFW notes 
that when avoidance of an active roosting bat or maternity roost is not practicable, consultation 
with the CDFW is warranted. 

Consistent with the recommendations in this comment, mitigation measure MM B-8 requires 
any request to reduce buffers or exclude bats be submitted to an independent biologist to 
review in coordination with the CDFW. The requests must include the proposed exclusion plan 
and techniques to passively vacate bats from roosts providing the CDFW the opportunity to 
comment on the exclusion plans. Mitigation Measure B-8 prohibits the removal of trees contain-
ing maternity roosts during the breeding season. In response to the comment that CDFW does 
not recommend incremental tree trimming as an eviction method, MM B-8 is revised to elimi-
nate this as example method to passively evict bats from tree roosts. 

MM B-8 Avoid impacts to roosting western red bat. Prior to start of construction, a 
survey for roosting bats or maternity roosts shall be performed by a quali-
fied biologist (approved by CPUC) within seven (7) days of the construction 
start date for all proposed work areas adjacent to appropriate roosting 
habitat. and Areas accessible from public or project areas shall be surveyed 
during the appropriate time of day to maximize detectability. Western red 
bat roost and maternity roost habitat in the project area is mature riparian 
woodland, mature orchards, and mature ornamental trees. The survey shall 
include the work areas and any publicly accessible roosts within 250 feet of 
a work area. Where physical access to the entire survey area is unavailable, 
alternate, appropriate survey techniques should be used to compensate for 
limited physical access. If an active roost is found, or survey data provides 
evidence of an active roost, within 100 feet of a work area, or if a maternity 
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roost is found, or survey data provides evidence of a maternity roost, within 
250 feet of a work area, the limits of the work area will be clearly marked 
and a qualified biological monitor shall be provided and shall remain on-site 
during construction activities within the vicinity of the roost or maternity 
roost. The biologist will ensure that construction activities to do not encroach 
upon the 100-foot buffer around an active roost or 250-foot buffer around a 
maternity colony site. 

All references in this mitigation measure to biologists or biological monitors 
refer to qualified biologists approved by the CPUC; these biologists may be 
PG&E employees or contractors. References to independent biologists refer 
to qualified biologists approved by the CPUC who report directly to the 
CPUC. 

Requests to reduce buffers or to exclude bats must be submitted to an 
independent biologist to be reviewed in coordination with California Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). An independent biologist shall respond to 
requests to reduce buffers within 24 hours and shall respond to requests to 
exclude bats within 5 days. Requests to reduce buffers or exclude bats must 
include: location, size of buffer and expected duration of proposed buffer 
reduction, reason for the buffer reduction or exclusion, the proposed exclu-
sion plan, and the name and contact information of the qualified biologist(s) 
who request the buffer reduction or exclusion plan and will conduct subse-
quent monitoring. 

In addition, proposed exclusion plans shall describe all construction work 
that has the potential to affect bats, identify measures to be implemented 
to exclude bats from the work areas, and describe the features incorporated 
to minimize potential effects. The plan may include the following: 

¾ If fall/winter hibernacula cannot be avoided, humane techniques may be 
implemented to passively vacate bats from roosts. Methods to passively 
evict bats from tree roosts may include incrementally trimming limbs to 
alter the air flow and temperature around the roost feature where slight 
changes to the surrounding environment of roost features encourage 
bats to vacate roost features on their own shall be developed in 
coordination with CDFW. Any trees with nesting birds would be subject to 
Mitigation Measure B-7. 

¾ If a roost is lost, PG&E shall consult with the CDFW to see if additional 
compensation for loss of habitat is required. Required compensation may 
include planting new trees to provide roost habitat, as appropriate to 
ensure that adequate roost sites are available in the project vicinity, as 
determined by CDFW. 

Trees containing maternity roosts shall not be removed during the breeding 
season (March 1 through August 31) to avoid disturbing females with young 
that cannot fly. No trees containing maternity roosts may be removed until 
the qualified biologist determines that breeding is complete and young are 
flying. 
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If buffer reductions are requested and approved, a monthly report shall be 
submitted to CPUC and CDFW with all of the information in the buffer reduc-
tion requests, monitoring results, effects on bats, bat exclusion activities, and 
bat behavior following implementation of the exclusion plan. Reports shall 
be submitted for the duration of construction activities within buffer areas. 

A-13 The comment recommends consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on poten-
tial impacts to federally listed species, including the Federally threatened Valley elderberry long-
horn beetle. 

The CPUC did consult with the USFWS regarding the Federally threatened Valley elderberry long-
horn beetle; Section 5.4.2.a (Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?) notes that the requirements in the elder-
berry shrub buffer measure were approved by the USFWS. 
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Comment Set B, cont.  
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Responses to Comment Set B 
Jeff Dickey 
B-1 Mr. Dickey notes his concern regarding the Proposed Project, including concern about the 

expressed need for the project. 

Mr. Dickey’s concerns regarding the Proposed Project are noted. As noted in General Order 131 
D Section IX(B)(1)(f), an application for a permit to construct does not need to include a detailed 
analysis of purpose and necessity nor a detailed estimate of cost and economic analyses other 
than what is required for CEQA compliance. PG&E’s objectives for the project include a discus-
sion regarding customer service interruptions in the area and are presented in Section 4.10.2, 
Project Objectives. More than 9,000 customers are currently served from Cressey, Gallo and 
Livingston Substations (including Gallo Winery and Dole Foods). Thus, the Proposed Project would 
improve reliability in north-central Merced County beyond just the Cressey area. Additionally, 
the California Independent State Operator 2012-2013 Transmission Plan, determined the Cressey-
Gallo 115 kV project was needed for reliability purposes.3 

B-2 Mr. Dickey notes that the IS/MND did not address his comments raised in a letter dated January 5, 
2012. Mr. Dickey notes that the IS/MND addresses the effect of EMF on honey bee flight, which 
he raised as a concern in a meeting at the CPUC in June 2012. 

Mr. Dickey’s January 5, 2012 scoping comment letter raised concerns regarding the devaluation 
of his property due to impacts to visual resources, EMF, and alternative routes for the Proposed 
Project. In addition to the analysis in the IS/MND that addresses visual impacts, and EMF as well 
as a discussion regarding alternatives, each concern expressed in the January 2012 comment 
letter has been further addressed in responses to comments B-6 through B-8. As Mr. Dickey this 
comment indicates, impacts of EMF on honey bees was addressed in Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, Section 5.2.2(e), Environmental Impacts and Assessment, (Involve other changes in 
the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?) and the impact 
was found to be less than significant. 

B-3 Mr. Dickey notes that he is in the process of building a house on his property and that he has 
delayed the project because the power lines would cross in front of the house. Mr. Dickey notes 
that he has built a shop on the property prior to knowing about the Proposed Project and that 
PG&E has not been understanding about his concerns and has not put in an effort to find an 
alternate plan. 

Mr. Dickey’s concern is noted. CEQA review requires that an IS/MND include a description of the 
environmental setting in the vicinity of the project, known as the baseline physical conditions by 
which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The baseline physical condi-
tions at Mr. Dickey’s property did not include a house and plans for the house had not been filed 
with the appropriate local agency. Therefore, for purposes of determining existing conditions, 
the IS/MND does not include a residence on the property. 

As discussed in Section 4.10.10, Alternatives, the IS/MND does not include alternatives, because 
analysis in the IS/MND determined that changes in the project and mitigation measures made 

                                                           
3  The California ISO 2012-2013 Transmission Plan, March 20, 2013. Available at: http://www.caiso.com/Documents/

BoardApproved2012-2013TransmissionPlan.pdf 

http://www.caiso.com/Documents/BoardApproved2012-2013TransmissionPlan.pdf
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/BoardApproved2012-2013TransmissionPlan.pdf
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by or agreed to by PG&E will ensure that impacts are less than significant. However, Section 
4.10.10 also discusses the alternatives PG&E considered when designing the Proposed Project; 
these alternatives were included in PG&E’s application (http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/
EFILE/A/154375.PDF). During the drafting of the MND, the CPUC considered the feasibility of an 
alternative route for the Proposed Project along West Lane and requested additional informa-
tion from PG&E regarding this alternative. PG&E has stated that to use the West Lane corridor 
would require one of four engineering design options described below (PG&E, 2012a). 

¾ West Lane Reroute Design Option 1 (Place the new line on the east side of West Lane) – This 
engineering design option would require the new power line to cross the existing line at two 
different locations, which would reduce the reliability and the effectiveness of the loop sys-
tem. In addition, new easements would be required, two of which would be in the front yards 
of two residences along West Lane and two would be in front of two residences along Mer-
cedes Avenue. This option would also require the removal of large shade trees in front of two 
homes on West Lane. 

¾ West Lane Reroute Design Option 2 (Move the existing pole line to the east side and build 
the new line on the west side of West Lane) – This option would require additional work and 
disturbance with relocation of the existing 115 kV line. Similar to the West Lane option above, 
this design would also require new easements from a number of property owners and the 
removal of large shade trees. 

¾ West Lane Reroute Design Option 3 (Replace the existing line with a double-circuit 115 kV 
line along West Lane) – This design option would reduce the reliability and effectiveness of 
the loop system as both circuits that serve Cressey Substation would be placed on the same 
poles. Unlike the double-circuit power line into Gallo Substation, this option would be adja-
cent to a public paved road, and therefore, more vulnerable to car accidents that would have 
the potential to take out both power lines into Cressey Substation. 

¾ West Lane Reroute Design Option 4 (Construct a new line west of the existing line along West 
Lane) – This design option would require construction of a new line in an orchard and pasture 
approximately 40 feet west of the existing power line. Therefore, the route would bisect 0.5 
miles of agricultural land making access difficult from existing roadways and impacting farm-
ing operations. In addition, the northerly 0.25 miles of this route option would be located in a 
pasture that may have potential wetland/vernal pool issues. 

In order to reduce reliability and operational agricultural resources concerns, undergrounding 
the proposed route along West Lane was also considered. However, undergrounding the pro-
posed 115 kV line(s) along farmland adjacent to West Lane would not be compatible with local 
farming operations, because farmers use “ripper” equipment that goes 5 to 8 feet deep to rework 
the land for changing crops. As a result, there would be safety risks to underground lines. Under-
grounding lines at a depth to avoid those safety concerns would create accessibility issues dur-
ing operations and maintenance and would be cost prohibitive. Undergrounding the line(s) in 
the roadway itself would create greater temporary traffic, noise and air quality impacts. 

Each of the West Lane design options was found to have greater engineering and reliability 
issues and/or land use and farming impacts so were not pursued further. 

Under CEQA, the purpose of alternatives is to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.) The analysis of the Proposed Project 

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/EFILE/A/154375.PDF
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/EFILE/A/154375.PDF
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concluded that, with changes in the project and mitigation measures made by or agreed to by 
PG&E, impacts of the project will be less than significant. 

B-4 Mr. Dickey notes that installation of the power poles would result in issues with his farming 
practices that would result in a higher expense. 

Impacts to agriculture were analyzed in Section 5.2.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources: Envi-
ronmental Impacts and Assessment. Impact 5.2.2(a) (Would the project convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as Shown on the Maps Pre-
pared Pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to Non-agricultural use) noted that the Proposed Project would require work on active 
agricultural land, which could temporarily interfere with active agricultural operations and would 
require some removal of orchard trees and possibly other permanent crops as well. With imple-
mentation of APM LU-1 and Mitigation Measure AG-1, PG&E will work with farmers and ranchers 
to provide advanced notice and schedule project work, to the extent feasible, around harvest 
and planting periods. Access across active fields will be negotiated with the farmer and/or 
landowner in advance of any construction activities. All complaints and strategies for resolving 
complaints will be documented in regular reporting to the CPUC. Finally, APM LU-1 and Mitiga-
tion Measure AG-1 state that in areas containing permanent crops (i.e., grape vines, orchard 
crops, etc.) that would be removed to gain access to pole sites for construction purposes, the 
Applicant would provide compensation to the farmer and/or landowner in accordance with 
PG&E’s Project Damage Assessment and Resolution Program. With the implementation of these 
measures and other related APMs, impacts to active agricultural operations were found to be 
less than significant in the IS/MND. 

B-5 Mr. Dickey notes that he has included a copy of his earlier letter dated January 5, 2012 and that 
PG&E still has time to come up with an alternate plan. 

Comment noted. See Response to Comment B-3 regarding alternatives. 

B-6 Mr. Dickey notes his concern regarding the Proposed Project especially regarding a devaluation 
of his property due to the visual impacts. Mr. Dickey also notes that he has a plan to build a 
house at his property and the Proposed Project would be within 200 feet of the Mr. Dickey’s 
planned, future site for the house. 

Mr. Dickey expressed concern regarding the potential impacts of power lines on property values 
due to visual impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states that economic or social effects of 
a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment, and these effects only 
need to be considered in a chain of cause and effect if they would result in a physical change to 
the environment that was caused in turn by the economic or social changes. Therefore, property 
values are not discussed under CEQA as an environmental impact. 

However, a perceived impact on property values generally results from visual impacts, or health 
and safety concerns such as EMF. EMF is discussed in Response to Comment B-7. Visual impacts 
are analyzed extensively in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the IS/MND. Implementation of mitigation 
measures in the Visual Resources section, such as Mitigation Measures V-1 and V-2, would 
reduce the visual impacts of the project to less than significant. 

Furthermore, where Proposed Project impacts in other issue areas that can contribute to reduc-
tion in property values are less than significant or have been mitigated to less than significant 
levels, then they would not cause considerable property value changes. Therefore, any associ-
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ated property value impacts would also be less than significant. Likewise, there would be no or 
less than significant resulting physical changes in the environment. 

It should be noted that landowners of any private parcels that would be crossed by the Pro-
posed Project would be compensated by PG&E for use of its easement across the property based 
on the fair market value of the property taken.4 

B-7 Mr. Dickey notes his concern regarding electric and magnetic fields (EMF) as a health risk to 
himself and his family. 

As discussed in Section 4.10.9, there remains a lack of consensus in the scientific community in 
regard to public health impacts due to EMF at the levels expected from electric power facilities. 
Further, there are no federal or State standards limiting human exposure to EMFs from trans-
mission lines or substation facilities in California. For those reasons, EMF is not considered in this 
IS/MND as a CEQA issue and no impact significance is presented. However, the CPUC has imple-
mented, and recently re-confirmed, a decision requiring utilities to incorporate “low-cost” or 
“no-cost” measures for managing EMF from power lines. Specific design measures that have been 
applied to the Proposed Project to reduce magnetic field strength levels are discussed in Section 
4.10.9.2. 

B-8 Mr. Dickey states that he does not believe that the Proposed Project is economically feasible 
and that the need for the project is not to help the town of Livingston but the Gallo Winery. Mr. 
Dickey requests that the Proposed Project be denied. 

Please see Response to Comment B-1 for discussion regarding project objectives, system relia-
bility, and service areas. As noted in Response to Comment B-1, the California Independent State 
Operators identified the Proposed Project as needed for reliability reasons. 

                                                           
4  “Fair market value” is a term defined by California Code of Civil Procedure section 1263.320(a) as “…the highest 

price on the date of valuation that would be agreed to by a seller, being willing to sell but under no particular 
or urgent necessity for so doing, nor obliged to sell, and a buyer, being ready, willing, and able to buy but under 
no particular necessity for so doing, each dealing with the other with full knowledge of all the uses and pur-
poses for which the property is reasonably adaptable and available.” In addition, where the property acquired 
is a part of a larger parcel, the payment of severance damages may be required if the remaining property (remain-
der), after the portion acquired, has been diminished in market value when compared with the same remain-
der before the taking 
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Comment Set C, cont.  
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Responses to Comment Set C 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
C-1 Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) notes that the County of Merced does not have a tree 

removal permit so this should not be listed as a “required” approval. Section 1.3, Required 
Approvals, Table 1-1, Permits and Approvals Necessary for the Proposed Project, has been revised 
as follows: 

Table 1-1. Permits and Approvals Necessary for the Proposed Project 

Permit, Approval, or Exemption Purpose Regulation Agency 
Local 
Air Pollution Control District Permit For conducting activities which may 

result in air pollution. 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD) 

Encroachment Permit For the use of local roads for 
purposes other than normal 
transportation. 

County of Merced 

Tree Removal Permit For the removal of trees. County of Merced 

Project Description, Section 4.10.7, Required Approvals, Table 4-5, Permits and Approvals 
Necessary for the Proposed Project, has been revised as follows: 

Table 4-5. Permits and Approvals Necessary for the Proposed Project 

Permit, Approval, or Exemption Purpose Regulation Agency 
Local 
Air Pollution Control District Permit For conducting activities which may 

result in air pollution. 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD) 

Encroachment Permit For the use of local roads for 
purposes other than normal 
transportation. 

County of Merced 

Tree Removal Permit For the removal of trees. County of Merced 

C-2 PG&E notes that the edge of the PG&E easement for the reroute associated with Mitigation 
Measure L-1, Re-route the proposed transmission to avoid dividing a parcel, would be contigu-
ous with the southerly and easterly property lines and the power line itself would be located 
mostly in the second row of trees on the property. 

Comment is noted, no changes to the mitigation measure were made. PG&E also provided an 
updated Figure 5.10-2 that illustrates the reroute. Figure 5.10-2, Mitigation Measure L-1 Re-route, 
has been updated with the revised figure provided. 

C-3 PG&E provided clarification regarding the project alignment along Arena Way north of the UPRR 
and SR-99 crossings. 

Project Description, Section 4.10.3.1, Project Alignment, has been updated to include this infor-
mation as follows: 
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4.10.3.1 Project Alignment 
PG&E has proposed to install the new 115 kV power line on private property starting at 
Gallo Substation. The proposed route would head south on the east side of the Gallo 
Winery vineyard access road, as a double-circuit line joining the existing Gallo Tap on 
new poles. The line would turn east and would become a single-circuit line along the 
north side of Magnolia Avenue for approximately 7.3 miles to Arena Way. At Arena Way, 
the route would turn north along the west side of Arena Way on private property to its 
crossing of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and SR-99. North of the UPRR and SR-99 
crossings, the line would be placed in the road right-of-way (ROW) on the east side of 
Arena Way to Liberty Avenue, then continue on the east side on private property and 
along the alignment of Arena Way when crossing orchard property without a road. 

C-4 PG&E notes that it has determined that the existing control building within Gallo Substation 
would be removed as part of the construction. 

Project Description, Section 4.10.4.3, Modification and Expansion of Substation, has been revised 
to include this information as follows: 

Gallo Substation 
… 
Figure 4-10 depicts an existing aerial view of the substation and Figure 4-11 shows an 
aerial view of the proposed expansion to Gallo Substation with the expansion plan dia-
gram superimposed on the existing 115/12 kV equipment and control building that 
would be removed during construction would remain. Figure 4-12 illustrates a typical 
substation profile. The expanded Gallo Substation would use an SBSB pattern. The sub-
station would be modified to include permanent installation of two HVCBs, a new con-
trol and battery building, five CCVTs, and associated structures, switches, lighting, and 
busing. Permanently installed equipment would include four dead-end structures, six 
115 kV switches, two 115 kV breakers, six bus and CCVT support structures, and structure-
mounted lighting to maintain general and operational lighting levels. 

The new control building would be approximately 11 feet tall, 16 feet wide, and 30 feet 
long. The nearby existing control building, approximately 12 feet wide by 16 feet long, 
would remainwould be removed during construction. The four main dead-end struc-
tures would be approximately 36 to 45 feet high and 20 to 32 feet wide. The three bus 
supports with insulators and bus would be approximately 20 feet high by 20 feet wide. 
The CCVT support structures are approximately seven feet high by 21 feet wide. 

Removal of the control building would occur entirely within the existing Gallo Substation and 
would not require additional ground disturbance or result in changes to the analysis presented 
in the Draft MND. The equipment used to remove the control building would be similar in nature 
to the equipment used for construction of the project already included in the analysis of air 
quality impacts in Section 5.3.2 that conservatively over-states emissions from the anticipated 
construction equipment fleet. Because the control building removal would occur at the Gallo 
Substation site, some of the same construction equipment would be used reducing travel 
emissions. Noise from the equipment used to remove the control building would be similar to 
the equipment used for other aspects of the construction. As noted in Section 5.12.2, Noise, PG&E 
is required to limit work to daylight hours (MM N-1) and use portable barriers for small 
stationary equipment (APM NO-1). As noted in Section 5.17.2, Utilities and Service Systems, 
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construction debris would be recycled or properly disposed and there is adequate capacity at the 
Billy Wright landfill for the waste materials associated with the control building removal. 

C-5 PG&E stated that Section 4.10.5.1, Staging Areas, lists three substations in the vicinity of the 
project as potential staging areas but left out other existing facilities in the area that would 
potentially be used as staging areas such as the Merced Substation. PG&E states this informa-
tion was provided in Section 2.8.7.1 of the PEA. 

PEA Section 2.8.7.1 describes “Pole Transportation” and is detailed in the Section 4.10.5.8 of the 
IS/MND, Power Line Construction. The IS/MND did not include the Merced Substation in the list 
of staging areas because the PEA Section 2.8.1 which describes the potential staging areas does 
not include the Merced Substation in the list of potential staging areas. 

Section 4.10.5.1 of the IS/MND, Staging Areas, has been revised to include the updated informa-
tion as follows: 

4.10.5.1 Staging Areas 
… 
If temporary staging areas are not available during construction, PG&E would use either 
Livingston Substation located north of Westside Boulevard and west of Washington Boul-
evard in Livingston, or its General Construction Headquarters, currently located at Wil-
son Substation, 1717 Tower Road, Merced, CA, the Merced Substation, or other existing 
PG&E facilities. 

Including the Merced Substation or other existing PG&E facilities as a staging area would not 
change the analysis presented in the Draft IS/MND because use of other existing PG&E facilities 
was described for pole transportation (see Section 4.10.5.8 of the Project Description) and there-
fore included in the analysis of the Proposed Project. 

C-6 PG&E requested that the following language be included in Section 4.10.5.3, Access Roads and/or 
Spur Roads, to account for any improvements that may be needed: “Road improvement work is not 
expected to be required, although rock and/or gravel may be added or other improvements may 
be made to facilitate use, reduce damage and control dust to existing dirt and gravel roads.” 

Project Description, Section 4.10.5.3, Access Roads and/or Spur Roads, states that vegetation 
may need to be cleared, trees may be trimmed, and minor surface contouring may be required 
at some of the existing or new dirt roads. Additionally, the description already notes that rock 
and/or gravel may be added to existing dirt roads. The impact analysis for the project used this 
description for the analysis. As PG&E’s requested revision did not describe the types of improve-
ments that would be made, the CPUC held a follow up discussion with PG&E to clarify the request 
to confirm that the improvement activities would not be beyond the scope of the analysis in the 
MND. Based on the conversation, the following changes have been included in Section 4.10.5.3 
of the IS/MND: 

4.10.5.3 Access Roads and/or Spur Roads 

Following tree removal, the access road area created may require minimal surface con-
touring to level the dirt. Water may be used during surface blading to soften the dirt and 
control dust. The amount of water used is expected to vary depending on the soil condi-
tions at the time of grading. Road improvement work is not expected to be required, 
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although rock and/or gravel may be added or other similar foundation support may be 
made to facilitate use, reduce damage and control dust to existing dirt or gravel roads. 

The changes to the Project Description would not change the analysis of the IS/MND because 
the clarification would not change the anticipated use of existing roads nor result in ground dis-
turbance outside of what was previously analyzed. 

C-7 PG&E provided an updated Figure 4-11, Gallo Substation Existing Aerial View with Proposed 
Expansion Plan View, which displays a revised fence location for the new southern gate and 
south-east corner of Gallo Substation. 

The updated figure for the Gallo Substation is labeled “Figure 2.6-10.” (See comment C-27 for 
the figure.) Project Description Figure 4-11 of the IS/MND has been updated with the revised 
figure. 

The revised fence location would occur entirely on disturbed ground and would not result in 
new impacts not considered in the Draft IS/MND. The revised fence line along the south-east 
border of the Gallo Substation would result in slightly more tree removal or trimming at this loca-
tion than the previous design. Tree removal and trimming was described in the Project Descrip-
tion (see Section 4.10.5.5, Vegetation Clearance) and analyzed in Section 5.4.2 and included appro-
priate mitigation to reduce any impacts to less than significant. 

C-8 PG&E provided clarification to Applicant Proposed Measure PR-2. 

Project Description, Section 4.10.8, Applicant Proposed Measures, Table 4-6, Applicant Proposed 
Measures (APMs), has been revised for clarity as follows: 

Table 4-6. Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) 

APM Number Issue Area 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

APM PR-2 Paleontological Resource Monitoring. … 
The current project description identifies one location, Cressey Substation, where ground-disturbing 
activities have potential to affect sediments with high paleontological sensitivity. The ground anode 
installations at Cressey Substation are expected to reach a depth belowof 100 feet, which is the 
approximate depth at which the Corcoran Clay is expected to begin at this location. A paleontological 
monitor will be present during this drilling when a depth of approximately 80 feet or greater is reached 
to monitor for paleontological resources that may be encountered in the Corcoran Clay layer. The 
paleontological monitor will be able to: (1) recognize fossils and paleontological deposits, and deposits 
that may be paleontologically sensitive; (2) take accurate and detailed field notes, photographs, and 
locality coordinates; and (3) document project-related ground-disturbing activities, their locations, 
and other relevant information, including a photographic record. 

Section 5.5.1, Cultural Resources: Environmental Setting, Table 5.5-1, Applicant Proposed Mea-
sures (APMs) Related to Cultural and Paleontological Resources, has been revised as follows: 
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Table 5.5-1. Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) Related to Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources 

APM Number Issue Area 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

APM PR-2 Paleontological Resource Monitoring. … 
The current project description identifies one location, Cressey Substation, where ground-disturbing 
activities have potential to affect sediments with high paleontological sensitivity. The ground anode 
installations at Cressey Substation are expected to reach a depth belowof 100 feet, which is the 
approximate depth at which the Corcoran Clay is expected to begin at this location. A paleontological 
monitor will be present during this drilling when a depth of approximately 80 feet or greater is reached 
to monitor for paleontological resources that may be encountered in the Corcoran Clay layer. The 
paleontological monitor will be able to: (1) recognize fossils and paleontological deposits, and deposits 
that may be paleontologically sensitive; (2) take accurate and detailed field notes, photographs, and 
locality coordinates; and (3) document project-related ground-disturbing activities, their locations, and 
other relevant information, including a photographic record. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 

Table 6-1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
  Monitoring 
Requirement 

  Timing  
of Action 

 Aesthetics   

APM 
PR-2 

Paleontological Resource Monitoring…. 
The current project description identifies one location, Cressey 
Substation, where ground-disturbing activities have potential to 
affect sediments with high paleontological sensitivity. The ground 
anode installations at Cressey Substation are expected to reach 
a depth belowof 100 feet, which is the approximate depth at 
which the Corcoran Clay is expected to begin at this location. 
A paleontological monitor will be present during this drilling 
when a depth of approximately 80 feet or greater is reached to 
monitor for paleontological resources that may be encountered 
in the Corcoran Clay layer. The paleontological monitor will be 
able to: (1) recognize fossils and paleontological deposits, and 
deposits that may be paleontologically sensitive; (2) take accurate 
and detailed field notes, photographs, and locality coordinates; 
and (3) document project-related ground-disturbing activities, 
their locations, and other relevant information, including a 
photographic record. 

Monitor for 
paleontological 
resources at 
Cressey 
Substation and 
other locations, 
as necessary 

During 
construction 

C-9 PG&E requests that Section 5.1.2.3 be revised for clarity. 

Section 5.1.2.3, Aesthetics Regulatory Background: Local, has been revised as follows: 

The project complies is consistent with the Merced County Year 2000 General Plan 
because a majority of the project will be located in existing utility corridors. 

C-10 PG&E requests that Section 5.1.3.3, Project Component Dimensions, Table 5.1-4, tubular steel 
pole count be updated to be consistent with the project description. 

Section 5.1.3.3, Project Component Dimensions, Table 5.1-4, Approximate Dimensions of Major 
Project Components, has been updated as follows: 
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Table 5.1-4. Approximate Dimensions of Major Project Components 

Component (Number of Elements) 
Height 
(feet) 

Length 
(feet) 

Width 
(feet) 

Power Line    
Wood / Light-duty steel poles (approximately 230 poles) 50 to 90 — 18.5 inches* 
Tubular steel poles (approximately 10 to 1511 poles) 80 to 90 — 5.0 to 7.0 feet 

(diameter) 

C-11 PG&E notes that the Williamson Act recognizes that an erection of electric facilities is generally a 
compatible use within an agricultural preserve and requests that a statement to this effect be 
included in the document. 

California Government Code Section 51238 notes that notwithstanding any determination of 
compatible uses by the county or city, the erection of an electric facility is compatible within an 
agricultural preserve. As such, Section 5.2.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources Environmental 
Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as follows: 

b.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 
… 
According to California Government Code Section 51238.1, activities may be compatible 
with Williamson Act enrollment if: (1) The use will not significantly compromise the long-
term productive agricultural capability of the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on 
other contracted lands in agricultural preserves; (2) The use will not significantly dis-
place or impair current or reasonably foreseeable agricultural operations on the subject 
contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in agricultural preserves; and 
(3) The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted land from agri-
cultural or open-space use. California Government Code Section 51238 also recognizes 
that notwithstanding any determination of compatible uses by the county or city, the 
erection of electric facilities is determined to be a compatible uses within any agricultural 
preserve, unless the county or city makes a finding to the contrary after notice and 
hearing. The Proposed Project meets these compatible use criteria and would not require 
any changes in zoning or cancellation of Williamson Act contracts; therefore, conflicts 
with zoning and Williamson Act contracts would be less than significant. 

C-12 PG&E suggests including the broader conclusion from the Robert Kavet and Mike Silva 2010 study 
Honeybees and Power Line EMF Environments that power line rights-of-way can offer excellent 
conditions for bee colonies to thrive and contribute to agricultural productivity. 

Power line rights-of-way would offer excellent conditions for bee colonies if the electrical cur-
rent in the rights-of-way were below 1.8 kV/m and only if other appropriate management prac-
tices were adopted by the utilities as concluded in the study quoted by Kavet and Silva. This sug-
gestion has not been incorporated. 

The following reference has been included in the References section: 

Russell, K. N., Ikerd, H., Droege, S. 2005. The potential conservation value of unmowed 
powerline strips for native bees: Abstract. Biological Conservation. http://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320705000467. Accessed April, 2013. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320705000467
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320705000467
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C-13 PG&E suggests clarification regarding the location of the Mitigation Measure L-1 reroute and 
provided an updated Figure 5.10-2, Mitigation Measure L-1 Re-route. 

Section 5.10-2, Land Use and Planning Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been 
updated as follows: 

a.  Would the project physically divide an established community? 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. The project would not physically 
divide an established community; however, it would divide parcel 140-190-051, an exist-
ing orchard and would not remain along the borders of existing lots. APM LU-1 would 
require PG&E to avoid agriculture impacts and compensate farmers and/or landowners 
for impacts to permanent crops, but it does not address the division of existing parcels. 
To reduce this impact to less than significant levels, Mitigation Measure L-1 would be 
required to reroute the transmission line to the eastern edge of the property along the 
existing property line, with the utility easement contiguous with the existing property 
line along the southerly and easterly boundaries. The power line would likely mostly be 
located in the second row of trees in from the easterly property line, except on the south-
ern end. As with the Proposed Project, final design would determine final power pole 
locations. 

Project Description Figure 5.10-2 of the IS/MND has been updated with the revised figure. 

C-14 PG&E suggests that the Mandatory Findings of Significance table in Section 5.18.1, Environmen-
tal Impacts and Assessments, should be updated to reflect a revision to Section 15065(a)(1) of 
the CEQA Guidelines. 

The Mandatory Findings of Significance impact table is taken from the CEQA Guidelines Appen-
dix G, the text is consistent with current Appendix G question XVIII (a). However, CEQA Guide-
lines Section 15065(a)(1), which the Appendix G question reflects but is not identical to, reads 
“The project has the potential to; substantially degrade the quality of the environment; substan-
tially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; substantially 
reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species; or elimi-
nate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.” Because the 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(1) includes this language, the table has been revised as follows: 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Potentially 
Significant  

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

The revisions incorporated into the table do not change the analysis and conclusions in Section 
5.18.1. 
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C-15 PG&E requests that Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1 Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
be revised regarding facilitating carpooling because this measure will be implemented to the 
extent feasible. 

Mitigation measure MM A-2 includes mandatory components, including requirements that 
PG&E identify a central place for carpoolers to meet, and that PG&E encourage construction 
workers to carpool. The phrase “to the extent” feasible, refers to whether construction workers 
can or will carpool, not to PG&E’s obligations to take the required steps to facilitate carpooling. 
Nevertheless, Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan has 
been revised as follows to clarify: 

Table 6-1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
  Monitoring 
Requirement 

  Timing  
of Action 

 Air Quality   
Construction- 
Phase Air 
Quality 

A-2: Facilitate Carpooling to Construction Sites (Proposed 
to supplement APM AQ-2 “Minimize Construction Exhaust 
Emissions”). To minimize GHG and criteria pollutant emissions 
during construction, PG&E shall identify a central place to 
meet, such as a substation, staging area, or a service center 
in the project vicinity and encourage construction workers to 
carpool to the work site to the extent feasible. The ability to 
develop an effective carpool program for the Proposed 
Project shall depend on the proximity of carpool facilities to 
the work site, the geographical commute departure points of 
construction workers, and the extent to which carpooling shall 
not adversely affect worker arrival time and the project’s con-
struction schedule. Crew transportation to the project site is 
addressed in Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic.  

Ensure Check that 
central meeting 
places are identified; 
and that construction 
workers are encour-
aged to carpool to work 
sites implementation 
during construction to 
minimize GHG and 
criteria pollutant 
emissions 

During 
construction 

 C-16 PG&E has requested a change to the language in Mitigation Measure B-5, Protect valley elder-
berry longhorn beetle habitat, to include options other than flagging and fencing as means of 
identifying buffer zones around elderberry longhorn beetle host plants. PG&E states that flag-
ging and fencing of host plants may not be compatible with agricultural practices such as organic 
dairy farming. 

Section 5.4, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure B-5 is intended to protect valley elder-
berry longhorn beetle habitat and reduce impacts to this species to less than significant. Use of 
flagging and fencing is standard procedure in construction zones with sensitive resources and 
flagging was included as part of the PG&E Applicant Proposed Measure APM BIO-7. Flagging and 
fencing are used because they are highly visible to workers and ensure that no work occurs 
within the buffer zones. However, PG&E expressed a concern that cattle may attempt to ingest 
the plastic fencing causing the cattle harm. PG&E’s request to include means other than flagging 
and fencing would not ensure that they be equally highly visible and therefore would not ensure 
the valley elderberry longhorn better habitat is protected and as PG&E has noted, the mitigation 
measures presented in the IS/MND were reviewed and agreed upon by PG&E. 

However, because PG&E has noted that cattle may attempt to eat the plastic fencing and because 
the intent of the mitigation measure is not to use plastic flagging but to ensure the sensitive 
species are highly visible to construction workers and therefore avoided, Section 5.4.2.a, Biolog-
ical Resources Environmental Impacts and Assessment (Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
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candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?) has been 
revised as follows: 

MM B-5 Protect valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat. Prior to construction 
activities in any areas with potential valley elderberry longhorn beetle habi-
tat, a qualified biologist (approved by the CPUC) shall survey for elderberry 
plants within 25 feet of areas of potential ground disturbance. The qualified 
biologist shall flag, and fence, or by other highly visible means identify buf-
fer zones at least 20 feet wide surrounding the drip line of each potential val-
ley elderberry longhorn beetle host plant (any elderberry shrub with at least 
one stem with a diameter of one inch or greater). Flagging and fencing The 
visibly defined buffer zones shall be monitored during the duration of con-
struction by a qualified biological monitor (approved by CPUC). The biolog-
ical monitor shall have the authority to stop work or implement alternative 
practices (as determined in consultation with USFWS as appropriate) if 
mature elderberry shrubs may be impacted by construction activities. 

The revision to Mitigation Measure B-5 (Protect valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat) has 
been incorporated into Section 1.5, Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, and 
Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

C-17 PG&E requests that the goals presented under Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan be deleted as they are not Monitoring requirements. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 

Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
Timing 

of Action 
 Cultural Resources   
APM CU-2 Management of Unanticipated Discoveries. In the unlikely 

event that previously unidentified cultural resources are uncov-
ered during project implementation, all work within 100 feet of 
the discovery will be halted and redirected to another location. 
The find will be secured, and PG&E’s cultural resources spe-
cialist or designated representative will be contacted immedi-
ately. The specialist will inspect the discovery and determine 
whether further investigation is required. If additional impacts 
to the discovery can be avoided, the resource will be docu-
mented on California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) cultural resource records (Form DPR 523) and filed at 
the CHRIS; no further effort will be required. If additional dis-
turbance to the resource cannot be avoided, PG&E will eval-
uate the significance and CRHR eligibility of the resource and 
(if warranted) implement data recovery excavation or other 
appropriate treatment measures. The methods and results of 
evaluation or data recovery work at an archaeological find will 
be documented in a professional level technical report to be 
filed with the CCIC. 

Ensure cConstruction 
personnel sign an 
environmental train-
ing attendance sheet. 
No damage to 
archaeological 
resources results 
from project 
construction. 

During 
construction 



PG&E Cressey-Gallo 115 kV Power Line Project 
7. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final MND/Initial Study 7-52 June 2013 

Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
Timing 

of Action 
APM CU-3 Treatment of Human Remains. In the unlikely event that 

human remains or suspected human remains are uncovered 
during pre-construction testing or during construction, all work 
within 100 feet of the discovery will be halted and redirected 
to another location. The find will be secured, and PG&E’s 
cultural resources specialist or designated representative will 
be contacted immediately to inspect the find and determine 
whether the remains are human. If the remains are not human, 
the cultural resources specialist will determine whether the 
find is an archaeological deposit and whether APM CU-2 
applies. If the remains are human, the cultural resources 
specialist will immediately implement the provisions in PRC 
Sections 5097.9 through 5097.996, beginning with the imme-
diate notification to the County coroner. The coroner has two 
working days to examine human remains after being notified. 
If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native Ameri-
can, he or she must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The 
NAHC, as required by the PRC Section 5097.98, determines 
and notifies the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). 

No damage to human 
remains results from 
the project. Any 
discovered cultural 
resources are treated 
according to agency-
approved mitigation 
and in compliance 
with State and federal 
regulations Ensure 
provisions in PRC 
Sections 5097.9 
through 5097.996 are 
followed appropriately. 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

C-18 PG&E requests that Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, 
be revised to better reflect the accuracy of the APM. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows to clarify how implementation would be monitored: 

 

Table 6-1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing  
of Action 

 Hydrology and Water Quality   
APM WQ-1 SWPPP or Erosion Control Plan Development and Imple-

mentation. Following project approval, PG&E will prepare 
and implement a SWPPP, if required by state law, or erosion 
control plan to minimize construction impacts on surface 
water and groundwater quality. Implementation of the SWPPP 
or erosion control plan will help stabilize graded areas and 
reduce erosion and sedimentation. The plan will designate 
BMPs that will be adhered to during construction activities. 
Erosion and sediment control measures, such as straw 
wattles, covers, and silt fences, will be installed before the 
onset of winter rains or any anticipated storm events. Suitable 
stabilization measures will be used to protect exposed areas 
during construction activities, as necessary. During construc-
tion activities, measures will be in place to prevent contaminant 
discharge. 
… 

Ensure a SWPPP is 
prepared and imple-
mented, or if a SWPPP 
is not required, ensure 
that oran erosion 
control plan is devel-
oped and implemented 
and sedimentation is 
minimizedto minimize 
construction impacts 
on surface water and 
groundwater quality 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

C-19:  PG&E notes that in accordance with CEQA requirements, PG&E reviewed and agreed to the miti-
gation measures prior to the issuance of the Draft IS/MND but that some of the mitigation mea-
sures as they appear are inconsistent with the agreed upon language and should be revised. 
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The items noted by PG&E are addressed independently in the responses to comments B-29 
through B-35. 

C-20: PG&E suggests that the IS/MND update “California Department of Fish and Game” to California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife” and “CDFG” to “CDFW” to reflect the Department’s current 
name. 

The references to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife have been reviewed and updated 
as appropriate. Note, where the IS/MND references a source such as the California Natural 
Diversity Database or Special Animals List from 2011, the reference retains the original name 
(California Department of Fish and Game or CDFG) as that is the name under which the source 
was published. The name change from “California Department of Fish and Game” to the “Cali-
fornia Department of Fish and Wildlife became effective January 1, 2013. 

C-21 PG&E requests that a reference to the length of the project be corrected. 

Section 5.2.1, Agriculture and Forestry Resources Environmental Setting: Local, has been revised 
as follows: 

Local 

The proposed 14.41-mile 115 kV power line would be located primarily on or adjacent 
to agricultural land and pastureland. Figure 5.2-1, at the end of the section, shows exist-
ing agricultural uses within the project corridor (within 0.5 miles of the proposed power 
line). … 

C-22 PG&E requests that for clarity, Section 5.9.1, Hydrology and Water Quality Environmental Set-
ting, Table 5.9-1, Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) Related to Hydrology and Water Quality, 
correct the subheadings for the “Geology and Minerals” Applicant Proposed Measures and the 
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials” Applicant Proposed Measures. 

Table 5.9-1 has been revised as follows: 

Table 5.9-1. Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) Related to Hydrology and Water Quality 

APM Number Issue Area 
Hazards and Hazardous MaterialsGeology and Minerals 

APM GM-1 Appropriate Design Measures Implementation. Based on available references, sands and loamy 
sands are the primary soil types expected to be encountered in the graded and excavated areas as 
project construction proceeds. Potentially problematic subsurface conditions may include soft or loose 
soils. Where soft or loose soils are encountered during design studies or construction, appropriate 
measures will be implemented to avoid, accommodate, replace, or improve soft or loose soils encoun-
tered during construction. Such measures may include the following: 
§ Locating construction facilities and operation away from areas of soft and loose soil. 
§ Over excavating soft or loose soils and replacing them with non-expansive engineered fill. 
§ Increasing the density and strength of soft or loose soils through mechanical vibration and/or 

compaction. 
§ Treating soft or loose soils in place with binding or cementing agents. 
Construction activities in areas where soft or loose soils are encountered may be scheduled for the dry 
season, as necessary, to allow safe and reliable equipment access. 
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Table 5.9-1. Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) Related to Hydrology and Water Quality 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
APM HM-1 Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response. PG&E will implement its hazardous 

substance control and emergency response procedures as needed. The procedures identify methods 
and techniques to minimize the exposure of the public and site workers to potentially hazardous 
materials during all phases of project construction through operation. They address worker training 
appropriate to the site worker’s role in hazardous substance control and emergency response. The 
procedures also require implementing appropriate control methods and approved containment and 
spill-control practices for construction and materials stored on site. If it is necessary to store chemicals 
on site, they will be managed in accordance with all applicable regulations. Material safety data sheets 
will be maintained and kept available on site, as applicable. 
Project construction will involve soil surface blading/leveling, excavation of up to several feet, and 
augering to a maximum depth of 20 feet in some areas. No known soil contamination was identified 
within the project site. In the event that soils suspected of being contaminated (on the basis of visual, 
olfactory, or other evidence) are removed during site grading activities or excavation activities, the 
excavated soil will be tested, and if contaminated above hazardous waste levels, will be contained 
and disposed of at a licensed waste facility. The presence of known or suspected contaminated soil 
will require testing and investigation procedures to be supervised by a qualified person, as appropriate, 
to meet state and federal regulations. 
All hazardous materials and hazardous wastes will be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance 
with all applicable regulations, by personnel qualified to handle hazardous materials. The hazardous 
substance control and emergency response procedures include, but are not limited to, the following: 
§ Proper disposal of potentially contaminated soils. 
§ Establishing site-specific buffers for construction vehicles and equipment located near sensitive 

resources. 
§ Emergency response and reporting procedures to address hazardous material spills. 
§ Stopping work at that location and contacting the County Fire Department Hazardous Materials 

Unit immediately if visual contamination or chemical odors are detected. Work will be resumed at 
this location after any necessary consultation and approval by the Hazardous Materials Unit. 

PG&E will complete its Emergency Action Plan Form as part of project tailboard meetings. The purpose 
of the form is to gather emergency contact numbers, first aid location, work site location, and tailboard 
information. 

C-23 PG&E notes that the mitigation measure listed as MM AG-1a in Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, included the abbreviation MM in front of the mea-
sure and the other mitigation measures did not. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 
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Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources   
Active 
Agricultural 
Operations 

MM AG-1a: Coordinate with landowners, farmers, and 
ranchers regarding construction activities. Coordination 
shall include the following: 
Advance Notice. Prior to and during construction, the Applicant 
shall give at least 30 days advance notice of the start of 
construction-related activities. Notification shall be provided 
by mailing notices to all properties within 300 feet of the project 
route. The announcement shall: 
§ Describe where and when construction is planned; and 
§ Provide contact information for a point of contact for 

complaints related to construction activities. 
… 

Review notices, proof 
of compensation, and 
complaints report(s) 

Prior and 
during 
construction 

C-24 PG&E states that the monitoring requirement for APM CU-1 and APM CU-2 in Section 6, Mitiga-
tion Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, appear to be reversed. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 

Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Cultural Resources   
APM CU-1 Pre-construction Worker Environmental Awareness 

Program. PG&E will design and implement a worker envi-
ronmental awareness program that will be provided to project 
personnel who might encounter or alter historical resources 
or important/unique archaeological properties, including con-
struction supervisors and field personnel. No construction 
worker will be involved in field operations without having partic-
ipated in the worker environmental awareness program. 
The worker environmental awareness program will include a 
kick-off tailgate session to present site avoidance requirements 
and procedures to be followed if unanticipated cultural resources 
are discovered during project implementation, and a discussion 
of disciplinary and other actions that could be taken against 
persons violating historic preservation laws and PG&E policies. 
All project workers involved with ground-disturbing activities 
will receive a pamphlet listing how to identify cultural resources 
and what to do if an unanticipated discovery is made during 
construction. The worker environmental awareness program 
may be conducted in concert with other environmental or 
safety awareness and education programs for the project, 
and may be recorded for use in subsequent training sessions. 

Avoid unanticipated 
cultural resources, 
train project workers 
Ensure construction 
personnel sign an 
environmental train-
ing attendance sheet. 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 
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Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

APM CU-2 Management of Unanticipated Discoveries. In the unlikely 
event that previously unidentified cultural resources are uncov-
ered during project implementation, all work within 100 feet of 
the discovery will be halted and redirected to another location. 
The find will be secured, and PG&E’s cultural resources 
specialist or designated representative will be contacted 
immediately. The specialist will inspect the discovery and 
determine whether further investigation is required. If addi-
tional impacts to the discovery can be avoided, the resource 
will be documented on California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) cultural resource records (Form DPR 523) 
and filed at the CHRIS; no further effort will be required. If 
additional disturbance to the resource cannot be avoided, 
PG&E will evaluate the significance and CRHR eligibility of 
the resource and (if warranted) implement data recovery 
excavation or other appropriate treatment measures. The 
methods and results of evaluation or data recovery work at an 
archaeological find will be documented in a professional level 
technical report to be filed with the CCIC. 

Construction 
personnel sign an 
environmental 
training attendance 
sheet. No damage to 
archaeological 
resources results 
from project 
construction. 
Avoid unanticipated 
cultural resources, 
train project workers 

During 
construction 

C-25 PG&E requests that Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan, MM N-1 be updated to better reflect the mitigation measure language. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been updated 
as follows: 

Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Noise    
Construction  
Noise 

N-1: PG&E Construction Hours. PG&E shall limit grading, 
scraping, hole augering and pole installation to daylight hours. 
Exceptions for work outside of these hours shall be allowed 
for project safety or to take advantage of the limited times 
when the power line can be taken out of service. If nighttime 
work is needed because of clearance restrictions on the power 
line, PG&E shall take appropriate measures to minimize 
disturbance to local residents through APM NO-5 to inform 
them of the work schedule and probable inconveniences. 

Review PG&E’s 
procedures for 
implementing best 
management 
practices (BMPs) for 
noise to ensure 
completeness; 
Eensure implemen-
tation during con-
struction; see APM 
NO-5 

During 
construction 

C-26 PG&E notes that the construction schedule dates presented in the document are incorrect due 
because the schedule has slipped considerably. PG&E notes that at this time the revised sched-
ule is unknown but construction activities would likely begin in 2014. PG&E also provided infor-
mation about a switching distribution that would be needed to accommodate construction 
activities although PG&E does not provide information about where and when this activity 
would occur. PG&E requests that this information be included in the MND. 

Comment noted. Because PG&E has not provided an updated schedule for the proposed proj-
ect, it is not possible to revise Section 4.10.5.12, Construction Schedule, with all the details 
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required. However, this section has been revised as follows to provide the public with the cur-
rently known schedule information. 

4.10.5.12 Construction Schedule 

Construction is was targeted to start in April 2013 and was estimated to be complete in 
January 2014, an estimated 10 months. This schedule is no longer accurate and PG&E 
has stated that the revised schedule is unknown at this time but that construction activi-
ties would likely begin in 2014. Substation work would occur for approximately four to 
six months within this period. Power pole installation, wire stringing, and distribution 
pole removal would be performed over athe seven-month period from May 2013 through 
January 2014, with the majority of these activities occurring during the summer months. 
Wire stringing could begin along sections of the line when new poles have been installed 
for approximately one mile (the length of a new conductor reel). 

Project Description, Section 4.10.4.1, Power Line, has been revised as follows: 

4.10.4.1 Power Line 
… 
Gallo Tap is an existing 115 kV power line between Livingston and Gallo Substations. In 
order to replace a portion of this line, it may be necessary to construct a temporary pole 
line (shoo-fly) along an approximately 0.8-mile portion of the existing line located along 
the Gallo Winery vineyard/winery access road between Magnolia Avenue and Gallo Sub-
station. The shoo-fly, which would be located within approximately 100 feet of the exist-
ing line, would consist of approximately 22 temporary wood poles supporting approxi-
mately 0.8 miles of conductor to transfer the existing power and distribution load while 
the adjacent portion of Gallo Tap is reconstructed as a double-circuit power line with dis-
tribution underbuild. PG&E would coordinate with E. & J. Gallo Winery on clearances (out-
ages) required to construct the shoo-fly, currently scheduled in late spring of 20132014. 
The shoo-fly would be removed when the new double-circuit power line is operational. 

Additional references in the IS/MND to the construction schedule have been updated as follows: 

Section 1. Mitigation Negative Declaration 
… 

1.2 Background and Description of Project 
Pursuant to California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) General Order 131-D, Pacific 
Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) has filed an application (A.11-11-020) with the CPUC for 
a Permit to Construct for the Cressey-Gallo 115 kilovolt (kV) Power Line Project (“Pro-
posed Project”). The application was filed on November 30, 2011 and includes the Pro-
ponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), prepared by PG&E pursuant to the CPUC’s 
Rules of Practice and Procedure Rule 2.4 (CEQA Compliance). The Proposed Project 
includes a new, approximately 14.4-mile-long, single-circuit power line to interconnect 
the Cressey and Gallo Substations. As part of the project, upgrades to Cressey Substa-
tion would be required and the Gallo Substation would be expanded to accommodate 
the new line and switchgear. The project is located in the San Joaquin Valley in Merced 
County near the City of Livingston, California. PG&E has stated that the project is nec-
essary to improve transmission system reliability for customers in north-central Merced 
County, California. Construction would begin as early as April 2013 2014to meet an in-
service date of January 2014, depending on CPUC approval. In accordance with the 
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CPUC’s General Order 131-D, approval of this project must comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Section 5.3.2.b, Air Quality Environmental Impacts and Assessment (Would the project violate 
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality viola-
tion?), has been revised as follows: 

Table 5.3-5. Construction Emission Estimates with Implementation of APMs (tons/year) 

Construction Year and Thresholds ROG NOx CO SO2 
Exhaust 

PM10 
Fugitive 

PM10 
Exhaust  
PM2.5 

2013Months 1 through 9 0.34 2.88 4.10 0.008 0.17 3.8 0.14 
2014Month 10 0.05 0.42 0.64 0.001 0.02 0.6 0.02 
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 NE NE NE NE NE 
Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Because the combined emissions from all the construction do not exceed the SJVAPCD thresh-
old, the analysis conclusions do not change. 

Section 5.9.2, Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been 
revised as follows: 

b. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substan-
tially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer vol-
ume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses 
or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

… 

During construction of the Proposed Project, a water supply would be required for dust 
abatement. A water truck with a capacity of 4,000 gallons (0.01 acre-feet) would be 
used as needed for dust suppression during the construction period of April 2013 through 
January starting in 2014. The volume of water required to minimize dust that may be 
created by construction activities is expected to be less than the truck capacity on a 
typical day, and water use during construction would be dependent upon the activity, 
season, and weather (PG&E, 2012). Assuming that construction activities would occur 
on Monday through Friday during the construction period (originally anticipated as noted 
period of April 2013 through January 2014, construction of the project would include 
less than 200 working days. 

Section 5.12-2, Noise, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as follows: 

d. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT – CONSTRUCTION. Construction is targeted to start in 2014April 
2013 and estimated to be complete in January 2014. Pole removal and replacement 
would occur over a few hours at each pole site and construction activities would be short-
term at each pole location (one or two days), temporary, and limited to daytime hours, 
compatible with the local requirements. … 

C-27 PG&E provided a revised Figure 2.6-10, Gallo Substation Existing Aerial View with Proposed Expan-
sion Plan View. 
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The revised Figure 2.6-10 has been incorporated into the Final IS/MND as Project Description 
Figure 4-11. See Response to Comment C-7. 

C-28 PG&E provided a revised Figure 5.10-2, which included the approximate locations for pull and 
tension sites along the Mitigation Measure L-1 re-route. 

The revised Land Use and Planning Figure 5.10-2 has been incorporated into the Final IS/MND. 
See Response to Comment C-2. 

C-29 PG&E noted that APM AE-4 contains inconsistent language in Section 5.1.3.1, Aesthetics Appli-
cant Proposed Measures, and should be revised. Table 5.1-3, Applicant Proposed Measures 
(APMs) Related to Aesthetics, has been revised as follows: 

Table 5.1-3. Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) Related to Aesthetics 

APM Number Issue Area 
Aesthetics 

APM AE-4 Distribution Line Co-location. Where the project power line and existing distribution lines are present 
along the same roadway corridor, distribution lines will be co-located on project poles where feasible, 
and existing distribution line poles will be removed in order to reduce the number and overall visibility 
of power poles in the project area. For portions of the power line route, where an existing PG&E 
distribution line is located on the same side of the road as the project route, the distribution line will 
be co-located on the new power poles and the distribution line’s wood poles will be removed. Where 
three or more distribution poles spans are located on the opposite side of the project route, the 
distribution line will be co-located on project poles and the existing distribution poles will be removed. 

C-30 PG&E requests that Mitigation Measure V-2 be revised so that the timing of the engineering 
sketch for the pole in question is tied to the construction of the pole itself, rather than to the 
start of construction of the entire project. 

Because the mitigation measure if specific to one individual pole rather than the entire Pro-
posed Project, the revision has been incorporated. 

Section 1.5, Aesthetics, Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, has been revised 
as follows: 

MM V-2 Install Slimmer Light Gray Tubular Steel Pole Treated with CrysCoat (or 
equal) and Vegetative Screening at Mercedes Avenue Crossing. At the 90-
degree turn and crossing of Mercedes Avenue, the base of the tubular steel 
pole installed by PG&E shall be 27 inches or smaller in diameter with appro-
priate taper, with a permanent surface treatment designed to render steel 
with a light gray color and a dulled non-reflective patina in the short-term 
and the long-term (CrysCoat or equal). 

Additionally, PG&E shall offer to the owner and/or tenant of 1925 Mercedes 
Avenue additional vegetative screening, if desired, between the residence 
and the new pole at that location, consistent with feasibility and engineer-
ing requirements. Plant materials selected for screening shall be acclimated 
to the environment of the project area. 

PG&E shall submit an engineering sketch of the pole, and report landowner 
requests and PG&E’s responses to the CPUC prior to the start of construc-
tion of the pole. 
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Section 5.1.4, Aesthetics, Impacts of Construction, Operation, and Maintenance, has been revised 
as follows: 

MM V-2 Install Slimmer Light Gray Tubular Steel Pole Treated With CrysCoat (or 
equal) and Vegetative Screening at Mercedes Avenue Crossing. At the 90-
degree turn and crossing of Mercedes Avenue, the base of the tubular steel 
pole installed by PG&E shall be 27 inches or smaller in diameter with appro-
priate taper, with a permanent surface treatment designed to render steel 
with a light gray color and a dulled non-reflective patina in the short-term 
and the long-term (CrysCoat or equal). 

Additionally, PG&E shall offer to the owner and/or tenant of 1925 Mercedes 
Avenue additional vegetative screening, if desired, between the residence 
and the new pole at that location, consistent with feasibility and engineer-
ing requirements. Plant materials selected for screening shall be acclimated 
to the environment of the project area. PG&E shall submit an engineering 
sketch of the pole, and report landowner requests and PG&E’s responses to 
the CPUC prior to the start of construction of the pole. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 

Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Aesthetics   
Existing Visual 
Character 

V-2: Install Slimmer Light Gray Tubular Steel Pole Treated 
with CrysCoat (or equal) and Vegetative Screening at 
Mercedes Avenue Crossing. At the 90-degree turn and 
crossing of Mercedes Avenue, the base of the tubular steel 
pole installed by PG&E shall be 27 inches or smaller in 
diameter with appropriate taper, with a permanent surface 
treatment designed to render steel with a light gray color and 
a dulled non-reflective patina in the short-term and the long-
term (CrysCoat or equal). 
Additionally, PG&E shall offer to the owner and/or tenant of 
1925 Mercedes Avenue additional vegetative screening, if 
desired, between the residence and the new pole at that 
location, consistent with feasibility and engineering require-
ments. Plant materials selected for screening shall be accli-
mated to the environment of the project area. 
PG&E shall submit an engineering sketch of the pole, and 
report landowner requests and PG&E’s responses to the 
CPUC prior to the start of construction of the pole. 

Review power line 
plans and route 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

C-31 PG&E requests that the centralized locations for carpooling include staging area in all the ver-
sions of Mitigation Measure A-2 and that PG&E encourage construction workers to the extent 
reasonable feasible given the challenges to carpooling as detailed in the mitigation measures. 
The following changes have been included. 

Section 1.5, Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, has been revised as follows: 

MM A-2 Facilitate Carpooling to Construction Sites (Proposed to supplement APM 
AQ-2 “Minimize Construction Exhaust Emissions”). To minimize GHG and 
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criteria pollutant emissions during construction, PG&E shall identify a cen-
tral place to meet, such as a substation, staging area, or a service center in 
the project vicinity and encourage construction workers to carpool to the 
work site to the extent reasonably feasible. The ability to develop an effec-
tive carpool program for the Proposed Project shall depend on the proximity 
of carpool facilities to the work site, the geographical commute departure 
points of construction workers, and the extent to which carpooling shall not 
adversely affect worker arrival time and the project’s construction schedule. 
Crew transportation to the project site is addressed in Section 5.16, Trans-
portation and Traffic. 

Section 5.3.2, Air Quality, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as follows: 

MM A-2 Facilitate Carpooling to Construction Sites (Proposed to supplement APM 
AQ-2 “Minimize Construction Exhaust Emissions”). To minimize GHG and cri-
teria pollutant emissions during construction, PG&E shall identify a central 
place to meet, such as a substation, staging area or a service center, in the 
project vicinity and encourage construction workers to carpool to the work 
site to the extent reasonably feasible. The ability to develop an effective 
carpool program for the Proposed Project shall depend on the proximity of 
carpool facilities to the work site, the geographical commute departure 
points of construction workers, and the extent to which carpooling shall not 
adversely affect worker arrival time and the project’s construction schedule. 
Crew transportation to the project site is addressed in Section 5.16, Trans-
portation and Traffic. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 

Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Air Quality    
Construction- 
Phase Air 
Quality 

A-2: Facilitate Carpooling to Construction Sites (Proposed 
to supplement APM AQ-2 “Minimize Construction Exhaust 
Emissions”). To minimize GHG and criteria pollutant emissions 
during construction, PG&E shall identify a central place to 
meet, such as a substation, staging area, or a service center 
in the project vicinity and encourage construction workers to 
carpool to the work site to the extent reasonably feasible. The 
ability to develop an effective carpool program for the Proposed 
Project shall depend on the proximity of carpool facilities to 
the work site, the geographical commute departure points of 
construction workers, and the extent to which carpooling shall 
not adversely affect worker arrival time and the project’s con-
struction schedule. Crew transportation to the project site is 
addressed in Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic.  

Check implementation 
during construction to 
minimize GHG and 
criteria pollutant 
emissions 

During 
construction 

C-32 PG&E requests that Mitigation Measure B-2 be revised to clarify that the project resource maps 
be updated to show locations of newly identified sensitive biological resources, rather than specify 
nesting birds or special status species as not all nesting birds are covered under the MBTA. 
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Section 1.5, Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, has been revised as follows: 

MM B-2 Develop and implement environmental awareness training. This measure 
incorporates and supplements portions of APM BIO-1. As stated in APM 
BIO-1, environmental awareness training shall be conducted for on-site con-
struction personnel prior to the start of construction activities. The training 
shall: 

… 

The environmental compliance supervisor shall be provided with: 

¾ Project resource maps showing seasonal ponded areas, valley elderberry 
shrubs, active nests, and any special-status species identified during the bio-
logical surveys of the project site and the pre-construction surveys. Maps 
shall show all relevant buffer areas. Maps shall be updated as needed to 
show locations of any newly identified nesting birds or special-status 
speciessensitive biological resources. 

Section 5.4.2, Biological Resources, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as 
follows: 

MM B-2 Develop and implement environmental awareness training. This measure 
incorporates and supplements portions of APM BIO-1. As stated in APM 
BIO-1, environmental awareness training shall be conducted for on-site con-
struction personnel prior to the start of construction activities. The training 
shall: 

… 

The environmental compliance supervisor shall be provided with: 

¾ Project resource maps showing seasonal ponded areas, valley elderberry 
shrubs, active nests, and any special-status species identified during the bio-
logical surveys of the project site and the pre-construction surveys. Maps 
shall show all relevant buffer areas. Maps shall be updated as needed to 
show locations of any newly identified nesting birds or special-status 
speciessensitive biological resources. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 
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Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Biological Resources    
Special-Status 
Species and 
Wetlands 

B-2: Develop and implement environmental awareness 
training. Develop and implement environmental awareness 
training. This measure incorporates and supplements portions 
of APM BIO 1. As stated in APM BIO-1, environmental 
awareness training shall be conducted for on-site construction 
personnel prior to the start of construction activities. The 
training shall: 
… 
The environmental compliance supervisor shall be provided 
with: 
§ Project resource maps showing seasonal ponded areas, 

valley elderberry shrubs, active nests, and any special-
status species identified during the biological surveys of the 
project site and the pre-construction surveys. Maps shall show 
all relevant buffer areas. Maps shall be updated as needed 
to show locations of any newly identified nesting birds or 
special-status speciessensitive biological resources. 

Review training 
materials, logs and 
sign-in sheets, review 
documentation that 
PG&E environmental 
compliance supervisor 
has project resource 
maps 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

C-33 PG&E requests revising Mitigation Measure B-3 regarding clarification for field staff regarding 
agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands and waters and to make the description of irrigation 
canals consistent throughout the versions of the measures. 

Section 1.5, Applicant Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, has been revised as follows: 

MM B-3 Protect seasonal ponded areas and other water features. Construction 
activities shall be designed to minimize disturbance of wetlands (including 
seasonal ponded areas) and regulated water in the project area to the 
extent feasible. 

… 

Wetlands. If potential wetlands or regulated water cannot be completely 
avoided: 

¾ A wetland delineation shall be conducted by a qualified biologist approved 
by CPUC. The wetland delineation shall be verified by United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) prior to ground disturbance. In lieu of pre-
paring a wetland delineation, a preliminary jurisdiction determination can 
be completed by the Army Corps of Engineers and permitting can be initi-
ated as appropriate. 

¾ An assessment of areas that may meet the definition of wetlands or juris-
dictional waters according to CDFG CDFW and USACE USFWS shall be con-
ducted by a qualified biologist approved by CPUC. 

… 

Irrigation Canals. A qualified biologist approved by the CPUC shall deter-
mine appropriate buffer distances/setbacks and/or other protective mea-
sures (e.g., erosion control best management practices such as those included 
in APM WQ-1) to be implemented to minimize the impacts of project con-
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struction activities on at-grade irrigation canals. All plans related to work 
within 10 feet of irrigation canals shall be evaluated by the qualified biolo-
gist to determine if the canal is subject to jurisdiction. If it is determined 
that the CDFG CDFW has jurisdiction and the project may result in direct 
impacts to a stream subject to CDFG CDFW jurisdiction, a Streambed Alter-
ation Agreement may be required. 

Section 5.4.2, Biological Resources, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as 
follows: 

MM B-3 Protect seasonal ponded areas and other water features. Construction 
activities shall be designed to minimize disturbance of wetlands (including 
seasonal ponded areas) and regulated water in the project area to the 
extent feasible. 

… 

Wetlands. If potential wetlands or regulated water cannot be completely 
avoided: 

¾ A wetland delineation shall be conducted by a qualified biologist approved 
by CPUC. The wetland delineation shall be verified by United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) prior to ground disturbance. In lieu of pre-
paring a wetland delineation, a preliminary jurisdiction determination can 
be completed by the Army Corps of Engineers and permitting can be initi-
ated as appropriate. 

¾ An assessment of areas that may meet the definition of wetlands or juris-
dictional waters according to CDFW and USACE USFWS shall be con-
ducted by a qualified biologist approved by CPUC. 

… 

Irrigation Canals. A qualified biologist approved by the CPUC shall deter-
mine appropriate buffer distances/setbacks and/or other protective mea-
sures (e.g., erosion control best management practices such as those included 
in APM WQ-1) to be implemented to minimize the impacts of project con-
struction activities on at-grade irrigation canals. All plans related to work 
within 10 feet of irrigation canals shall be evaluated by the qualified biolo-
gist to determine if the canal is subject to jurisdiction. If it is determined 
that the CDFW has jurisdiction and the project may result in direct impacts 
to a stream subject to CDFW jurisdiction, a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
may be required. 

Section 6, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Table 6-1, Mitigation Monitoring Plan, has been revised 
as follows: 
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Table 6.1. Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) or Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Requirement 
  Timing 
of Action 

 Biological Resources    
Special-Status 
Species and 
Wetlands 

B-3: Protect seasonal ponded areas and other water 
features. Construction activities shall be designed to minimize 
disturbance of wetlands (including seasonal ponded areas) 
and regulated water in the project area to the extent feasible. 
… 
§ An assessment of areas that may meet the definition of 

wetlands or jurisdictional waters according to CDFW and 
USFWS USACE shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
approved by CPUC. 

… 
Irrigation Canals. A qualified biologist approved by the CPUC 
shall determine appropriate buffer distances/setbacks and/or 
other protective measures (e.g., erosion control best manage-
ment practices such as those included in APM WQ 1) to be 
implemented to minimize the impacts of project construction 
activities on at-grade irrigation canals. All plans related to 
work within 10 feet of irrigation canals shall be evaluated by 
the qualified biologist to determine if the canal is subject to 
jurisdiction. If it is determined that the CDFW has jurisdiction 
and the project may result in direct impacts to a stream sub-
ject to CDFW jurisdiction, a Streambed Alteration Agreement 
may be required. 

Ensure avoidance of 
ponded areas and 
other water feature 

During 
construction 

C-34 PG&E requests that Mitigation Measure B-7 in Section 5.4.2, Environmental Impacts and Assess-
ment, be revised such that it is consistent with the other versions of the mitigation measure pre-
sented in the IS/MND. 

Section 5.4.2, Biological Resources, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as 
follows: 

MM B-7 Avoid impacts on nesting birds. If construction activities occur during the 
avian nesting season (February 1 through September 15), a preconstruction 
survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist 
(approved by the CPUC) within 7 days prior to the start of ground-disturbing 
construction or vegetation trimming or removal activities in any new work 
area. If there is no work in an area for 7 days, it will be considered a new 
work area if construction or vegetation trimming or removal begins again. 

… 

Listed and other fully protected species. A qualified wildlife biologist shall 
conduct pre-construction surveys for within 500 feet of work areas (within 
construction right-of-way and publicly accessible lands where PG&E has 
access rights) within 7 days of the start of construction. If any construction 
activities are planned during the nesting season (approximately February 1 
through August 31), avoidance measures shall include a no construction 
buffer zone of a minimum distance of 500 feet for raptors or 250 feet for 
passerine birds. If occupied nests are closer than these distances to the 
nearest work site, consultation with CPUC and CDFW (and USFWS as appro-
priate) shall be required to discuss how to implement the project and species 
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avoidance measures to avoid “take”. If any other fully protected species are 
determined to be nesting within 500 feet of the project activities, 
consultation with CPUC and CDFW (and USFWS as appropriate) shall be 
required to discuss how to implement the project and species avoidance 
measures. 

C-35 PG&E requests that Mitigation Measure C-2 be revised in Section 5.5.2, Environmental Impacts 
and Assessment, such that it is consistent with the other versions of the mitigation measure pre-
sented in the IS/MND. 

Section 5.5.2, Cultural Resources, Environmental Impacts and Assessment, has been revised as 
follows: 

MM C-2 Avoid Known Historical Resources. Known historical resources shall be 
flagged and avoided during construction. The portions of historical resources 
that cross into or are immediately adjacent to the project area (i.e., within 
25 feet) shall be marked with visible flagging tape to create a 10-foot buffer 
around the site. In addition, at any known historical resource within 165 
feet (50 meters) of the project area, the limits of the project area near the 
resource shall be marked with visible flagging tape prior to construction. 
The construction crews shall be instructed that no vehicle access, travel, 
equipment staging, storage, or other construction-related work shall occur 
outside the flagged areas to ensure that known historic resources are not 
inadvertently damaged during implementation of the project. 

C-36 PG&E provided additional description regarding the Distribution Switching Operations to accom-
modate construction activities. 

Project Description, Section 4.10.5.8, Power Line Construction, has been revised to include the 
description regarding the Distribution Switching Operations as follows: 

Planned Existing Electric Distribution Line Outages. During construction, some sections 
of electric distribution lines that would cross or would be co-located with the Proposed 
Project may be temporarily taken out of service. PG&E’s Distribution System Operations 
group would coordinate taking the existing distribution lines out of service, called taking 
clearances. The Distribution System Operations group would assess how to accomplish 
the clearances, identify where and when clearances may occur, notify customers being 
served by the distribution line that power outages could occur, manage the clearances, 
and retain balance in the system by routing power to minimize customer outages. 

The Distribution System Operations group would turn switches on and off at locations 
along the distribution lines being taken out of service or along other distribution lines 
that could be affected to manage the clearance and maintain balance in the service 
area. The switches may be thrown at a central location such as a substation, accessed 
remotely by Systems Operations, or may require the Systems Operations group to drive 
to the pole and throw a switch. Bucket trucks may be used to enable the troubleman to 
physically reach the switches. Turning a switch on or off would require minutes to com-
plete. 

As noted in PG&E’s comment, the project construction work would require power outages. The 
Distribution System Operations group would be responsible for identifying where and when the 
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potential power outages would occur and notifying customers being served that such outages 
may occur. As noted on PG&E’s website, PG&E makes an attempt to notify its customers if ser-
vice will be interrupted due to construction. 

Project Description, Section 4.10.5.9, Distribution and Power Line Relocation and Conductor Instal-
lation, has been revised as follows: 

Distribution Line, Shoo-Fly, Gallo Tap, and Cressey Tap Relocation 

Up to six crews (a total of approximately 30 personnel) would participate in distribution 
line and Gallo Tap power line relocation. If the existing line is on the same side of the 
street as the new power line, a line clearance would be obtained before the existing line 
is relocated to the new power poles, as described in Section 4.10.5.8. If the distribution 
line is being moved across the street, the new power line with distribution underbuild 
would be constructed without taking the distribution line out of service except to con-
nect the distribution to the customer(s). Moving or removing old or pre-existing lines 
would be done after a clearance is obtained (while the lines are de-energized). Approxi-
mately 75 percent of the project is anticipated to include underbuilt distribution lines. 
PG&E would notify the telephone company(ies) of the new construction in accordance 
with the Northern California Joint Pole Association guidelines for new construction (PG&E, 
2011). 

During this time, PG&E would make every effort to minimize power outages to cus-
tomers. The anticipated average length of a line clearance is 8 hours for this project. The 
maximum length of a line clearance is expected to be 12 hours. If following construction 
outage notification, a customer informs PG&E regarding a particular sensitivity to power 
outages (for example, a medical condition), PG&E would provide a temporary backup 
gasoline generator with a 5- to 7-horsepower motor. Businesses in the area would be 
contacted and PG&E would accommodate normal business hours of operation when-
ever possible. 

C-37 PG&E has provided additional clarification regarding distribution work that is planned to occur 
at the Cressey Substation that would be timed to coincide with the Cressey Substation modifica-
tions associated with the Proposed Project. 

Project Description, Section 4.10.4.3, Modification and Expansion of Substations, has been revised 
as follows: 

Cressey Substation 
… 

One existing 21 kV distribution breaker and its associated equipment at the Cressey Sub-
station has been identified for replacement within the next few years. PG&E has indi-
cated that the distribution might be timed to coincide with the Cressey Substation modi-
fications associated with the Proposed Project. The two projects are unrelated but could 
take advantage of the same clearances providing efficiencies. All work on the distribu-
tion project would occur within the existing substation fence line. 
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