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NORTHERN GEYSERS AREA REINFORCEMENT PROJECT PERMIT TO
CONSTRUCT (A.98-06-039)

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (SCH#98102036)

AND DRAFT INITIAL STUDY

1.  INTRODUCTION

On October 16, 1998, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) released for public
review a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and Draft Initial Study for the proposed
reinforcement of the Northern Geysers Power Line System Project in the Known Geysers
Resource Area at the Eagle Rock Substation approximately 11 miles south of Clear Lake and the
Fulton Substation located approximately 2 miles north of the City of Santa Rosa at the
intersection of Highway 101 and River Road, both located in Sonoma County, California, in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Rule 17.1 of the CPUC's
Rules of Practice and Procedure.  The reports were filed with the State Clearinghouse on that
date.  A minimum 30-day review and comment period (CEQA Guidelines § 15105) began on that
date.  The official public review period closed on November 16, 1998.  The CPUC is the Lead
Agency for the application and is responsible for compliance with CEQA.  The CPUC has
prepared a response to all comments received during the public review period on the content of
the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and the appended Initial Study.  This document is a
compilation of all written comments received by the CPUC on the documents.  This document
also presents responses to the comments.

Section 2 of this document contains the comment letters.  Each comment letter was assigned a
letter of the alphabet for tracking, indicated in the upper right hand corner of the letter.  Each
comment was assigned a number, placed in the margin of the letter, that does not necessarily
coincide with the numbering provided by the comment writer.  All comment letters have been
reproduced in their entirety in this document.

Section 3 of this document presents the responses to the comment letters.  Responses are
organized by letter in the assigned alphabetical order and keyed to the assigned comment number.
Comments stating an individual’s or group’s position on an issue and comments on whether the
project should or should not be approved are noted without additional response.
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2.  COMMENT LETTERS

The following is a list of comment letters received on the Draft Negative Declaration:

A Antero A. Rivasplata, State of California, Governor's Office of Planning and Research,
November 13, 1998.

B John E. Marcucci, 700 River Road, Fulton, California, October 16, 1998.

C John E. Marcucci, 700 River Road, Fulton, California, December 3, 1998.

Each of the above letters is reproduced in this section.
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3.   RESPONSES TO COMMENTS BY LETTER

LETTER A

Antero A. Rivasplata,
State of California

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
November 13, 1998

1.) Comment noted.

LETTER B

John E. Marcucci, 700 River Road
Fulton, California,
October 16, 1998

1.) Comment noted.

2.) The additional facilities PG&E is proposing to construct at the Fulton substation
are part of a larger project involving a substation in the Known Geysers
Resource Area (KGRA) and the connecting conductors between the two
substations.  Because PG&E is proposing to construct a new line within the
KGRA that is not: on utility property; within a utility right of way, easement or
franchise agreement; nor within a designated utility corridor, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was triggered requiring an environmental
review of the entire project.

Commission staff is required to review the utility’s proposal and determine if the
proposal will create a significant effect on the environment according to the
criteria of CEQA.  In our draft mitigated negative declaration issued on October
16, 1998, we found that PG&E’s proposal would not significantly affect the
environment when certain mitigation measures were included in the proposal.

The issues you brought to the Commission concerning previously constructed
PG&E poles, PG&E construction and its affect on your property value, and the
ongoing safety concerns of the location of the Fulton substation, are not issues
staff may address in its CEQA review.  CEQA reviews are specifically pointed
towards changes in the environment that may occur as a result of a proposed
project.
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The one issue which you addressed that we did consider in our CEQA review is
the effect of the proposed project on public views and visual aesthetics.  There
will be 3 new 40 foot poles and three new 70 foot poles on substation property
along Highway 1.  These new poles will be, for the most part,  shielded from
Highway 1 by current vegetation and proposed plantings.  From your property,
these new poles will be at the far side of the Fulton substation, and should hardly
be noticeable by the unaccustomed eye beyond the current facilities at the
substation.

Although Commission staff found that PG&E’s proposed project would not have
a significant affect on visual aesthetics, PG&E did agree to additional
maintenance and landscaping improvements at the Fulton substation as a result
of your letter of complaint to the company concerning these matters.  At this
point, Commission staff cannot require PG&E to provide any additional relief to
you.

Your letters will become part of the file in this matter.  However, because your
first letter was not received within 30 days of the date of PG&E’s application
and because it was not filed in accordance with the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (Article 12, Protests and Responses to Applications), it
was not considered a formal protest to the application.  However, both of your
letters were considered as comments on the proposal.

3.) Comment noted.

LETTER C

John E. Marcucci, 700 River Road
 Fulton, California,
  December 3, 1998

1.) Comment noted.

2.) Please see response to comment B2.

3.) Comment noted.


