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D. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLATION (SCH#2000052105) 
AND DRAFT INITIAL STUDY 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) General Order 131-D, Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has filed an application with the CPUC for a Permit to 
Construct power lines and associated substation modifications known as the Paradise Area 
Reinforcement Project. The Application (A.00-01-026) was filed on January 28, 2000 and 
includes the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA, 2000) prepared by PG&E pursuant 
to Rules 17.1 and 17.3 of CPUC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  PG&E requests authority 
to: 1) construct approximately 6.1 miles of 115-kilovolt (kV) double-circuit electric power line; 
and 2) modify the existing Paradise Substation to change it from a 60 kV to a 115 kV operating 
system. 
 
On May 22, 2000, the CPUC released for public review a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration 
and Draft Initial Study for the proposed construction of PG&E’s Paradise Area Reinforcement 
Project in portions of the Town of Paradise and unincorporated Butte County, California, in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Rule 17.1 of the 
CPUC’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  A Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (see Appendix) was published in the Chico Enterprise Record and the Paradise Post 
on May 23 and May 30, 2000.  Notices were also mailed to affected property owners.  The 
reports were filed with the State Clearinghouse on May 24, 2000.  The Report was sent to 
Responsible Agencies and other interested parties on May 22, 2000 (see Appendix for the Draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study mailing list).  A 30-day review and comment 
period (CEQA Guidelines § 15105) began on May 24 and closed on June 22, 2000.   
 
The CPUC is the Lead Agency for the application and is responsible for compliance with 
CEQA.  The CPUC has prepared responses to all comments received during the public review 
period on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Initial Study.  This section presents 
responses to the comments and a compilation of all written comments received by the CPUC on 
the documents. 
 
Responses to comments are organized by the assigned numerical order of the letter and keyed to 
the assigned comment number.  Each comment letter was assigned a Roman numeral for 
tracking, indicated in the upper right corner of the letter.  Each separate comment within each 
comment letter was assigned a number, indicated in the margin of the letter.  All comment 
letters have been reproduced in their entirety in this document (at the end of this Section). 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
LETTER I 
With Attachments 
 
Al McGreehan, Community Development Director, Town of Paradise 
May 24, 2000 

 
I-1 The text of the Final Initial Study Sections I and IX will acknowledge the fact that 

“Segment 4” is located within a Paradise General Plan designated “scenic highway 
corridor.”   

 
 The Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study (May 24, 2000) found that 

construction of the proposed power line configuration along existing transportation and 
utility corridors, including replacing an existing power line in its existing alignment 
over a large segment of the route, would be a less than significant aesthetic and land 
use impact. Since the release of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial 
Study, PG&E has modified its Project Description by changing the type of power pole 
structure originally proposed along Neal Road, Skyway, and the Paradise Memorial 
Trailway.  The new proposed pole structure would be shorter in height and more 
compact horizontally than the originally proposed pole configuration (see Table I-1 
below). 

 
Table I-1 Pole Dimension Comparisons (in feet) 

Dimension Original Pole Design Now Pole Design Existing 60 kV Poles 
Height 85 - 115 65 - 95 50 - 65 

Radial Width1 8 7 3 - 52 
 Notes: 1 Radial width is defined by the distance from the outer edge of the insulators to the pole 
  2  Radial width of existing poles is estimated. 
 Sources: PG&E, Proponents Environmental Assessment, January, 2000. 
  Personal communication with Steve Stielstra of PG&E on June 29, 2000. 
   
 The change in the proposed pole design would reduce the height of each pole structure 

along the “scenic highway corridor” by approximately 20 feet, and would reduce the 
widest radius of the structure by approximately one foot.  PG&E’s modified Project 
Description, which includes shorter, more compact pole design, results in impacts to 
the Skyway “scenic highway corridor” that continue to be considered less than 
significant. 

 
I-2 See response I-1. 
 
I-3 Text describing the Town of Paradise Public Works Department concerns associated 

with construction work on or adjacent to the Memorial Trailway will be added to the 
Public Services Section of the Final Initial Study.  In addition, the following mitigation 
measure has been added to the Public Services Section of the Final Initial Study: 

 
 Measure XIII-1: PG&E shall submit a report to the Town of Paradise, which describes 

plans to accomplish the Town of Paradise’s objectives to preserve the integrity and 
strength of the surface of Memorial Trailway.  The report shall be submitted to the 
Town of Paradise Public Works Department and the CPUC at least 30 days prior to the 
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planned construction start date.  Construction will not be allowed to commence along 
Segment 5 until the CPUC is satisfied that PG&E has addressed the concerns of the 
Town of Paradise regarding the trailway surface.  At conclusion of project 
construction, the CPUC mitigation monitor will verify that all construction damage to 
the surface has been professionally repaired. 

 
 
LETTER II 
 
Larry Myers, Executive Secretary, Native American Heritage Commission 
May 26, 2000 

 
II-1 It is anticipated that construction of the proposed power line along the existing natural 

gas pipeline corridor would avoid impacts to the 6 cultural resources sites because the 
sites are believed to be located outside of the proposed power line corridor.  However, 
PG&E has recommended applicant proposed Mitigation Measure MM6-3 to protect 
undocumented cultural resources that could potentially be discovered during 
construction activities.   

 
 CPUC has recommended that applicant proposed Mitigation Measure MM6-3 be 

replaced in the Final Initial Study with a similar measure (Measure V-1) incorporating 
the following modifications to MM6-3: 
 
• Replace the second sentence with the “In accordance with Article 5, Section 15064.5.f. of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the specialist shall prepare a site-specific mitigation plan if the materials and/or features 
are determined to be significant and cannot be avoided.  The mitigation plan shall be subject to review 
and approval by local, State, and Federal agencies before any archaeological mitigation construction 
begins.” 

• Delete reference to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act; and  
• Replace “Section 16054.5.e” in the last sentence of the measure with “Section 15064.5.e.” 

 
Explanation a) in Section V (Cultural Resources) of the Initial Study addresses each of 
the 6 cultural resources sites and explains why the project is not expected to affect the 
sites.  The level of significance was determined by assuming implementation of the 
modified Mitigation Measure MM6-3, which assures that the potential impacts 
associated with the 6 cultural resources sites and other potentially unknown sites will be 
less than significant. 

 
II-2 The following nine Members of the Butte Native American Community were consulted 

about the Paradise Area Reinforcement Project by letter on January 25, 2000, by 
PG&E (see letter on following page): 

 
 David Edwards, Chairperson Ms. Clara LeCompte Joe Marine 
 Berry Creek Rancheria of United Maidu Nation Marvin Marine 
 Maidu Indians      Beryle Cross 
  
 Art Angle, Chairperson Jewell Pavalunas  Beverely Clark, Vice Chairperson 

Enterprise Rancheria of  Butte Tribal Council Mooretown Rancheria of 
Maidu Indians    Maidu Indians 
  
Pete Ramierez, Chairperson 
Chico Band of Mechoopda Indians 
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There is no record of response from any of the community leaders listed above.  PG&E 
also sent the nine members copies of the their Application for a Permit to Construct the 
Project (page 13, PEA, 2000). 

 
II-3 The CPUC has developed a Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan to ensure 

that the required measures are adequately implemented.  The plan includes specific 
actions to be taken to implement each mitigation measure, and information on 
monitoring requirements and the timing of implementation (see Section C of Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and Initial Study).  With regard to applicant proposed measure 
MM6-2, PG&E will be required to provide documentation (with agenda and list of 
attendees) for CPUC review.  Field monitoring of the implementation of these 
mitigation measures during construction activities will be carried out by a CPUC-
designated environmental monitor.   

 
II-4 See response II-1 above.  Measure V-1, which replaced applicant proposed measure 

MM6-3, is in accordance with Article 5, Section 15064.5.e of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which defines actions to be taken if human remains are discovered during construction. 

 
II-5 See response II-2, above. 
 
II-6 PG&E has indicated that it would utilize the Paradise Substation property for 

construction laydown and staging areas for the equipment and materials that will be 
used for the substation upgrade.  With regard to power line construction, laydown areas 
for construction materials and to stage equipment will be primarily within the power 
line rights-of-way (ROW), as well as the Paradise Substation, and nearby PG&E 
construction and maintenance yards.  Typically, a power line laydown area would be 
established near the beginning and end of a segment (see Initial Study Figure B-2 for 
segment locations), and as necessary between these points (PEA, 2000).  If additional 
property is needed for access or laydown areas, PG&E would be required to obtain 
temporary easements from the property owners.   
 
The following mitigation measure has been added to the Cultural Resources Section of 
the Final Initial Study to reduce potential impacts associated with establishing a 
laydown or staging area off the power line ROW (other than property owned by 
PG&E): 
 
Measure V-2: In the event that PG&E needs to use land in undisturbed areas that it 
does not own for laydown or staging areas off the power line ROW, PG&E will be 
required to conduct all required surveys with appropriate mitigation consistent with the 
applicant proposed measures listed in Table B-1 of the Initial Study to reduce all 
impacts associated with development of the laydown or staging area to non-significant 
levels.  Survey reports and proposed mitigation actions shall be submitted to the CPUC 
for review and approval.  The site may not be used by PG&E until PG&E has 
demonstrated to the CPUC that its action will reduce all potential impacts to a level that 
would be less than significant.  
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LETTER III 
 
Nancy Thompson, Resident 
May 31, 2000 

 
III-1 Aspen Environmental Group staff accessed the Paradise Area Reinforcement Project 

website on May 31, 2000 (http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/divisions/energy/environmental 
/info/aspen/paradise/paradise.htm).  At that time, all document links on the website 
were in working order.  Ms. Thompson was provided a copy of the Draft Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and Initial Study on May 30, 2000. 

 
III-2 Numerous panels of expert scientists have convened to review the data relevant to the 

question of whether exposure to power-frequency EMF is associated with adverse health 
effects.  These evaluations have been conducted in order to advise governmental agencies 
or professional standard-setting groups.  These panels of scientists first evaluate the 
available studies individually, not only to determine what specific information they can 
offer, but also in terms of their experimental design, methods of data collection, analysis, 
and suitability of the authors’ conclusions to the nature and quality of the data presented.  
Subsequently, the individual studies, with their previously identified strengths and 
weaknesses, are evaluated collectively in an effort to identify whether there is a consistent 
pattern or trend in the data that would lead to a determination of possible or probable 
hazards to human health resulting from exposure to these fields. 

 
These reviews include those prepared by international agencies such as the World 
Health Organization (WHO, 1984 and WHO, 1987) and the International Non-Ionizing 
Radiation Committee of the International Radiation Protection Association 
(IRPA/INIRC, 1990) as well as governmental agencies of a number of countries, such 
as the U.S. EPA, the National Radiological Protection Board of the United Kingdom, 
and the French and Danish Ministries of Health.  In May 1999 the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) submitted to Congress its report titled, Health 
Effects from Exposure to Power-Line Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields, 
containing mixed conclusions regarding EMF and health effects.  

 
To date, all of these panels have concluded that the body of data, as large as it is, does 
not provide evidence to conclude that exposure to EMF of the magnitude expected during 
the operation of electric transmission lines causes cancer or otherwise constitutes a health 
hazard. 

 
In 1991, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) initiated an investigation into 
electric and magnetic fields associated with electric power facilities.  By this 
investigation, all interested parties were notified that the Commission would take 
appropriate action on EMFs in response to a conclusion, based on scientific evidence, 
which indicates that a health hazard actually exists, and that a clear cause and effect 
relationship between utility property or operations and public health is established. 

 
At the issuance of this investigation, the scientific community had not yet isolated the 
impact, if any, of utility-related exposures on public health.  In the absence of a final 
resolution of the question of such impact, other jurisdictions and agencies have 
concluded that the best response to EMFs is to avoid unnecessary new exposure to 
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EMFs if such avoidance can be achieved at a cost that is reasonable in light of the risk 
identified.  Thus, if at a future time a health risk is determined to exist, government 
will have acted responsibly and rationally to avoid unnecessary exposure to that risk. 

 
Interested parties were invited to comment on specific EMF issues identified in the 
investigation.  In response to this invitation, comments were received from 23 
independent organizations and individuals.  Stemming from the investigation and 
subsequent meetings of the EMF working group, the Commission adopted Decision (D) 
93-11-013, which takes seven interim steps to address EMFs related to electric utility 
facilities and power lines.  The Decision also designates the California Department of 
Health Services (DHS) as a program manager for EMF research and education 
programs.  The mitigation measures that are in place as a result of this decision include 
the use of “low-cost” or “no-cost” mitigation measures for electric utilities under the 
CPUC’s jurisdiction.  The CPUC did not adopt any specific limits or regulation on 
EMF levels related to electric power facilities. 
 
The EMF Decision and PG&E’s Guidelines require PG&E to prepare an EMF Field 
Management Plan (FMP) that specifically delineates the no-cost and low-cost EMF 
measures that would be installed as part of the final engineering design for the project.  
PG&E will submit the final FMP to the CPUC prior to any construction activity on the 
project, and will make it available to the public upon request.  The FMP will include 
the following project information: 

 
-Description of the project (cost, design, length, location, etc.) 
-Description of the surrounding land uses, using priority criteria classifications 
-No cost options to be implemented 
-Priority areas where low cost measures are to be applied 
-Measures considered for magnetic field reduction, percent reduction and cost 
-Conclusion – which options were selected and how areas were treated equivalently or why low     
cost measures cannot be applied to this project due to cost, percent reduction, equivalence or some 
other reason. 

 
III-3 Underground power lines have similar EMF issues to overhead lines.  In most cases 

EMF exposure is stronger when a receptor is standing directly over an underground 
line because of the close proximity of the power line to potential receptors. 

 
 
LETTER IV 
 
Larry Vinzant, Chief, Sacramento Valley Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
June 9, 2000 
 
IV-1 The proposed project would not involve discharge of dredged or fill material into the 

waters of the United States. 
 
IV-2 See response IV-2. 
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LETTER V 
 
Gail Williams, Air Quality Planner, Butte County Air Quality Management District 
June, 19, 2000 

 
V-1  The District notes that the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study adequately 

address potential air quality impacts. 
 
 
LETTER VI 
 
Joe Church, Resident 
June 22, 2000 

 
VI-1 Aspen Environmental Group (Aspen) is an environmental consulting firm that was 

selected by CPUC under Aspen’s current “Northern California On-Call Contract” to 
assist the CPUC’s Energy Division in review of PG&E’s Paradise Area Reinforcement 
Project Application and to prepare related environmental documents for compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   

 
VI-2 No portions of the proposed project fall within an active fault zone.  Standard 

substation and power line design requirements take into account ground shaking and 
other seismic activity. 

 
VI-3 PG&E has committed to a number of hydrology and water quality mitigation measures 

(see applicant proposed measures MM 9-1 through 9-3, page B-10) designed to protect 
streams and other water bodies from being affected by construction induced erosion or 
sedimentation, and/or by accidental releases of petroleum hydrocarbons from 
construction equipment or concrete associated with pole foundation construction.  

 
VI-4 In consultation with the Town of Paradise, PG&E is preparing a detailed Vegetation 

Management Survey Plan that accounts for every tree along the power line ROW to 
minimize the need for excessive vegetation clearing within the power line ROW 
(applicant measure MM 15-5, see page B-13).  The plan illustrates the trees that would 
remain, trees that would require trimming, and trees that would be removed.  Prior to 
clearing activities, PG&E will identify and tag in the field those trees and major shrubs 
(taller than 10 feet) to be removed, trees to be pruned, and trees to remain within the 
power line easement. 

 
VI-5 See response VI-4. 
 
VI-6 See response II-3. 
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LETTER VII 
 
Mr. and Mrs. Langley, Residents 
June 22, 2000 

 
VII-1 Underground power transmission lines are typically reserved for unique situations 

where it appears that significant visual impacts cannot be reduced to a level that is less 
than significant.  For this Project, PG&E has proposed to change the majority of the 
poles to a structure design shorter and more compact than those originally proposed.  
Visual impacts associated with the project are considered less than significant. 

 
VII-2 See response VII-1. 

 
VII-3 Low-voltage distribution lines used for new housing are sometimes installed 

underground because they do not have the high cost and reliability issues associated 
with them that high-voltage power lines have. The costs of installing distribution lines 
underground are sometimes paid by the developer or PG&E. The costs of 
undergrounding a high-voltage power line such as the proposed project would generally 
be borne by a municipality under the California Public Utilities Commission’s Rule 20, 
since such costs could not be justified as a burden on all utility rate-payers.  

  
VII-4 Audible power line noise is generated from corona discharge, which is usually 

experienced as a random crackling or hissing sound.  The potential for noise from 
corona discharge is greater with high voltage lines during wet weather.  However, 
corona noise that would be associated with the proposed 115kV line would be barely 
audible to noise receptors along the route due to its relatively low voltage and existing 
ambient noise levels (see Section XI of Initial Study). 

  
VII-5 PG&E has proposed eleven measures designed to reduce potential impacts to wildlife 

and vegetation associated with construction of the proposed project (see pages B-7 
through B-9).  The measures range from preconstruction surveys for special-status 
plants and aquatic species to limiting vegetation removal to between August and 
February to prevent disruption of active nests.  CPUC also recommended an additional 
measure (Measure III-1, page B-13) to avoid vegetation removal from between March 
through July to prevent disruption of active nests during ongoing project maintenance, 
as well as during the construction phase of the project. 

 
VII-6 Moreover, the ability to locate line problems is more difficult when a system has been 

placed underground and repair and outage times can be longer than with overhead lines. 
 
VII-7 PG&E has indicated that it would meet with the town council and interested community 

members to answer questions regarding the Proposed Project.   
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COMMENT LETTERS 
 
The following is a list of comment letters received on the Draft Negative Declaration: 
 
I. Al McGreehan, Community Development Director, Town of Paradise, May 24, 2000 
 
II. Larry Myers, Executive Secretary, Native American Heritage Commission, May 26, 

2000 
 
III. Nancy Thompson, Resident, May 31, 2000 
 
IV. Larry Vinzant, Chief, Sacramento Valley Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 

9, 2000 
 
V. Gail Williams, Air Quality Planner, Butte County Air Quality Management District, 

June, 19, 2000. 
 
VI. Joe Church, Resident, June 22, 2000 
 
VII. Mr. and Mrs. Langley, Residents, June 22, 2000 
 


































