
 

 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume I: 
Responses to Comments on the  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

State Clearinghouse No. 2025010149 

March 2026 

  





 

www.panoramaenv.com  
 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report, Volume I: 
Responses to Comments on the  
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
State Clearinghouse No. 2025010149 

March 2026 

Prepared for: 

California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

Prepared by: 

Panorama Environmental, Inc. 

717 Market Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
susanne.heim@panoramaenv.com 

 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
ii 

Table of Contents 

1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 Project Overview ............................................................................................................................................ 1-1 
1.2 Purpose of this Document ............................................................................................................................ 1-1 
1.3 Organization of the Final EIR ........................................................................................................................ 1-2 

2 Public Review Process ................................................................................................................................ 2-1 
2.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................................................... 2-1 
2.2 Opportunities for Public Comment on the Draft EIR ................................................................................ 2-1 
2.3 Comments on the Draft EIR .......................................................................................................................... 2-2 

3 Comments and Responses ........................................................................................................................... 3-1 
3.1 Public Agencies and Tribal Governments Comments and Responses ............................................... 3-1 
3.2 Organizations and Private Companies ................................................................................................... 3-115 
3.3 Individuals ................................................................................................................................................... 3-249 

4 Other Revisions to the Draft EIR ................................................................................................................. 4-1 

List of Tables 

Table 2.4-1 Commenters on the Draft EIR and Corresponding Comment and Response Numbers. 2-2 

List of Volumes and Attachments 

Volume I Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
Volume II Revised Draft EIR 
Volume III Revised Draft EIR Appendices 
Attachment 1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
Attachment 2 Draft EIR Public Notices 
  



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
iii 

 

This page is intentionally left blank



1 INTRODUCTION 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
1-1 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Project Overview 
On July 29, 2024, LS Power Grid California, LLC (LSPGC, Applicant) submitted Application 
A2407018 seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) with the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC, Lead Agency) to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Collinsville 500/230 Kilovolt (kV) Substation Project (project). The project is located in 
unincorporated areas of Solano, Sacramento, Alameda, and Contra Costa counties, and in the 
City of Pittsburg. 

The project was identified as a needed upgrade to the California electrical grid in the California 
Independent System Operator (CAISO) 2021-2022 Transmission Plan. The need for the 
Proposed Project was reaffirmed in the CAISO 2024-2025 Transmission Plan. The Proposed 
Project, as identified in LSPGC’s application, involves the construction of a new 500/230 kV 
Collinsville Substation; a 500 kV interconnection transmission line between Collinsville 
Substation and Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) existing 500 kV Vaca Dixon–Tesla 
line (2.5 miles of new 500 kV transmission lines); and a new approximately 6-mile-long 230 kV 
transmission line connecting the Collinsville Substation to PG&E’s existing Pittsburg 
Substation, with approximately 4.5 miles of submarine cables running beneath the Sacramento-
San Joaquin River Delta waterways. Additional work associated with the Proposed Project 
includes extending an existing 12 kV distribution circuit to the new substation, installing 
redundant telecom links (a new PG&E microwave tower and dual fiber-optic cables), and 
making supporting modifications within the existing footprints of PG&E’s Pittsburg, Vaca 
Dixon, and Tesla substations, along with select pole/transposition structure replacements at 
four locations along PG&E’s existing 500 kV Vaca Dixon–Tesla line.  

1.2 Purpose of this Document 
On November 4, 2025, the CPUC published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
the project. The Draft EIR was available for public review on CEQANet (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2025010149), at two public libraries located in the vicinity of the project, 0F

1 and online on the 
CPUC’s website. The Draft EIR includes the following: 

• Description of the Proposed Project and the existing environmental conditions in 
the Proposed Project’s vicinity; 

 
1 Pittsburg Library (80 Power Avenue, Pittsburg, CA 94565) and Rio Vista Library (44 S 2nd Street, Rio 
Vista, CA 94571) 
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• Potentially feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project that would meet most of its 
basic objectives while avoiding or reducing its significant environmental effects, 
including a No Project Alternative, as required by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA);  

• Identification and analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental 
impacts related to the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed 
Project and six alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR; 

• Feasible mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for the Proposed 
Project’s significant environmental impacts;  

• Identification of environmental impacts that would remain significant and 
unavoidable, even with the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures; 
and 

• Comparison of alternatives and selection of an Environmentally Superior 
Alternative 

CEQA and its implementing regulations (the “CEQA Guidelines”) require a lead agency to 
prepare and certify a Final EIR before it may approve a project for which a Draft EIR has been 
prepared. This document and the November 2025 Draft EIR as modified in response to 
comments together constitute the Final EIR for the Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project. 
The Final EIR has been prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21000 et seq. and 
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15000 et seq., California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Title 14. 

This Final EIR will be used by the CPUC, in conjunction with other information developed in 
the CPUC’s formal record, to make a decision on LSPGC’s application for a CPCN. Under 
CEQA, the CPUC will determine the adequacy of this Final EIR and, if adequate, will certify the 
document as complying with CEQA. The CPCN approval process includes selecting project 
alternatives, adopting mitigation measures, and reviewing project costs. 

1.3 Organization of the Final EIR 
The Final EIR consists of the following elements consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15132: 

a. The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft; 
b. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or 

in summary; 
c. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the 

Draft EIR; 
d. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in 

the review and consultation process; and 
e. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 
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The Final EIR for the Proposed Project contains responses to comments that were raised during 
the 45-day public comment period (November 4, 2025 through December 19, 2025). Responses 
were prepared for each comment received during the public comment period and are presented 
in Section 3: Comments and Responses of this Final EIR. The focus of the responses to 
comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues as raised in the comments, as 
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c). 

This Final EIR is organized as follows: 

• Volume I: Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
‑ Section 1: Introduction. Provides a project overview, purpose of this document, 

and, the organization of the Final EIR. 
‑ Section 2: Public Review Process. Describes the public review process, 

identifies Draft EIR commenters, and describes the organization of the 
comments that are addressed in this document. 

‑ Section 3: Comments and Responses. Contains copies of all the comment 
letters received on the Draft EIR. Comments are identified within the comment 
letter using an alphanumeric code. Following each comment letter are responses 
directed specifically to each comment. 

‑ Section 4: Other Revisions to the Draft EIR. Describes other changes made to 
the Revised Draft EIR. 

• Volume II: Revised Draft EIR 
• Volume III: Revised Draft EIR Appendices 
• Attachment 1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
• Attachment 2: Draft EIR Public Notices
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2 Public Review Process 

2.1 Introduction 
This section includes a list of the public agencies, tribal governments, organizations, and 
individuals who provided written comments on the Draft EIR, as well as copies of and 
responses to those comments. As required by CEQA, the responses to comments first and 
foremost address significant environmental issues raised by commenters (PRC § 21091(d); 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088(a), 15132). In addition, the responses to comments include 
clarifications and corrections to information in the Draft EIR.  

2.2 Opportunities for Public Comment on the Draft EIR 

2.2.1 Notification 
On November 4, 2025, the CPUC published and distributed the Notice of Availability (NOA) of 
a Draft EIR pursuant to 14 CCR §15087(c). The CPUC mailed copies of the NOA to residents 
and property owners within 300 feet of the Proposed Project and each alternative alignment, as 
well as to applicable agencies, organizations, and tribes. The CPUC also submitted copies of the 
NOA and a Notice of Completion to the State Clearinghouse for distribution, as well as copies 
of the NOA to four county clerk’s offices including Solano, Sacramento, Alameda, and Contra 
Costa county. The NOA included:  

• a description of the Proposed Project and its location;  
• information on how to access the Draft EIR;  
• information on how to submit comments on the Draft EIR during the 45-day 

public review period (November 4, 2025 through December 19, 2025);  
• the date and time of the CPUC’s public meeting on the Draft EIR.  

The CPUC also published newspaper advertisements in the Daily Republic and East Bay Times 
on November 10 and November 11, 2025, respectively. The NOA and newspaper advertisement 
are provided in Attachment 1.  

2.2.2 Virtual Public Meeting  
The CPUC held a virtual meeting on November 18, 2025 to accept comments on the Draft EIR 
from agencies, organizations, and individuals. A presentation was given at the November 18, 
2025, virtual public meeting that included an overview of the CPUC’s decision-making process, 
including: 
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• The environmental review process 
• Project background 
• Project description 
• Summary of significant unavoidable impacts of the Proposed Project 
• Project alternatives 
• Public comment process 

All attendees were encouraged to submit written comments on the Draft EIR. 

2.3 Comments on the Draft EIR 
The CPUC received 11 comment letters, including from five state and local agencies, two Native 
American tribes, LSPGC, PG&E, and private organization representing landowners and mineral 
lease holders. Table 2.4-1 lists the Draft EIR commentors. Comment letters are grouped in the 
following categories: 

• Tribes (T) 
• Agencies, State (AS) 
• Agencies, Local (AL) 
• PG&E (P) 
• LSPGC (L) 
• Individuals/Private Organizations (I) 

Table 2.4-1 Commenters on the Draft EIR and Corresponding Comment and Response Numbers 

Comment Letter 
Designation 

Date of Letter Commenter 

T-1 November 3, 2025a Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Batista 

T-2 December 1, 2025 Yoca Dehe Wintun Nation 

AS-1 December 17, 2025 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

AS-2 December 19, 2025 California State Lands Commission 

AL-1 December 19, 2025 Solano County Department of Resource Management 

AL-2 December 9, 2025 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 

AL-3 December 18, 2025 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 

P-1 December 19, 2025 PG&E 

L-1 December 19, 2025 LSPGC 

I-1 December 15, 2025 California Forever LP (CAF) 

I-2 February 3, 2026b Martin Marietta Marine Operations, LLC, Lind Marine, Inc., and their 
joint venture Suisun Associates 

Note: 
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a The CPUC notified certain agencies, tribes, and other contacts via email on November 3, 2026, regarding 
the availability of the Draf EIR and comment period. While the official review period for the Draft EIR 
began on November 4, 2025, the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Batista submitted their comment 
letter the day email notice was provided. 

b Martin Marietta Marine Operations, LLC, Lind Marine, Inc., and their joint venture Suisun Associates 
submitted a comment letter after the Draft EIR comment period closed. The CPUC decided to include the 
comments and responses for informational purposes. 

Comments within each comment letter are numbered (e.g., T-1-1, T-1-2); these comment 
numbers are also provided in Table 2.4-1. Each comment letter is followed by the corresponding 
responses. Comment letters within each category are presented in the order received.  

The comment letters and comment responses are included in Section 3, below. If revisions were 
made to the Final EIR based on the comments, the revisions are provided with the response to 
the specific comment and are indicated in the text of this Final EIR with strikethrough for 
deletions of text and underline for additions of text. 
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3 Comments and Responses 

3.1 Public Agencies and Tribal Governments Comments and Responses 
This section contains responses to comments received from public agencies and tribal 
governments. Responses follow each comment letter. 
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3.1.1 Letter T-1 Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Batista
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Response to Letter T-1: Lorelei Alli and Irenne Zwierlein, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of 
San Juan Batista 
T-1-1 The Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Batista (Amah Mutsun) provides 

recommended mitigation measure language for tribal cultural resource 
sensitivity training provided by an Ohlone representative and/or qualified 
archaeological consultant for all work crews who will be involved in ground 
disturbing activities. 

APM CUL-1 and CM CUL-1 included in the Draft EIR define requirements to 
address worker training. While the APMs require worker training in cultural 
resource sensitivity, the APMs did not specifically require a Native American 
representative to present the training as requested in the comment. CM CUL-1 
was modified to include Native Americans in developing the training materials 
as follows:  

CM CUL-1: Worker Awareness Training. PG&E would provide 
environmental awareness training on archeological and tribal cultural 
resources protection and identification. This training may be administered by 
the PG&E cultural resources specialist (CRS) or a designee as a stand-alone 
training or included as part of the overall environmental awareness training 
as required by the Proposed Pproject and would at minimum include: types 
of cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, or fossils that could occur at 
the Proposed Pproject site; types of soils or lithologies in which the cultural 
resources or fossils could be preserved; procedures that should be followed 
in the event of a cultural resource or human remain discovery; and penalties 
for disturbing cultural resources and human remains. A tribal representative 
will also be invited to provide tribal cultural resources training at 
construction inception. 

MM CUL-1 has been revised as follows to require that the worker training be 
developed in coordination with a Native American representative consistent 
with this request: 

MM CUL-1: Subsurface Resource Testing, Worker Training, 
Monitoring, and Reporting 

Pre-Construction Testing: Prior to initiating construction, LSPGC shall 
conduct coring within the location of the northern onshore portion of 
submarine segment, the riser structures, and the TSP structure north of 
the riser structures to investigate whether remains of a Native American 
village or habitation occur within the subsurface work areas. The coring 
shall include at least 10 cores to the depth of the proposed excavation at 
each core location. The exact locations of the cores shall be defined by a 
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qualified geoarchaeologist with previous experience using this method in 
the San Francisco Bay Area to provide a representative sample of the 
subsurface area of potential impact (API) in consultation with the 
consulting Tribe(s). The coring shall be monitored by a qualified 
geoarchaeologist, and a tribal monitor shall be invited to participate in 
the monitoring. The results of the coring shall be reviewed by a qualified 
geoarchaeologist with previous experience using this method in the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the tribal monitor (Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, 
or Confederated Villages of Lisjan Nation, or Amah Mutsun Tribal Band 
of Mission San Juan Bautista [Tribes]) to determine whether there are 
subsurface tribal cultural resources (e.g., village or other evidence of past 
human habitation) within the location of the overhead segment and 
onshore submarine segment. If any significant cultural or tribal cultural 
resources, as determined by a qualified archaeologist and/or a tribal 
monitor, are documented within the location of the overhead segment 
and onshore submarine segment API, the overhead and submarine 
segment cable alignment or riser and tubular steel pole structure 
locations shall be adjusted to avoid the buried resource through vertical 
or horizontal relocation to the extent feasible. 

Worker Training: All consulting Tribes shall be invited to assist in 
developing the cultural sensitivity and archeological awareness training 
provided to all project workers involved in ground disturbing activities. 
The training shall inform workers to be on the alert for evidence of 
potential archaeological and tribal cultural resources, how to identify the 
evidence of such resources, and of stop work, resource protection, and 
notification requirements in the event of suspected discovery of 
resources. 

Preservation in Place and Treatment: The preferred treatment strategy 
for any cultural or tribal cultural resource shall be avoidance. If historic 
resources that are not tribal cultural resources cannot be avoided 
additional treatment measures, such as curation at an accredited curation 
facility, will be employed to treat the resource. If tribal cultural resources 
cannot be avoided, treatment may include reburial in the project vicinity 
at a location agreed upon between the Tribe and the proponent/land 
owner, where the reburial would be accessible to Tribal members and 
would not be subject to further disturbance or transfer to the appropriate 
tribal organization, transfer to the appropriate tribal organization or 
reburial of the resource outside of the API. Treatment of tribal cultural 
resources will be conducted in consultation with the consulting tribes. 
Treatment of all tribal cultural resources, including ceremonial items and 
archeological items will reflect the religious beliefs, customs, and 
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practices of the Tribe(s). LSPGC shall waive any and all claims to 
ownership of Tribal ceremonial and cultural items, including 
archeological items, which may be found on the project site in favor of the 
Tribe(s). If any intermediary is necessary (e.g., an archaeologist retained 
by LSPGC), the intermediary shall not possess Tribal ceremonial and 
cultural items for longer than is reasonably necessary. 

Cultural Resource Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring: 
Archaeological m Monitoring will include monitoring shall be conducted 
by a qualified archaeologist and a tribal monitor during initial 
disturbance of native sediments (e.g., overland travel in known resource 
boundaries, grading, and excavation) until excavations reach their 
maximum depths in areas that have moderate and high sensitivity for 
buried cultural resources archaeological and tribal cultural resources. If a 
tribal monitor is unavailable to support the monitoring effort, LSPGC 
shall provide documentation to the CPUC on outreach efforts to AB 52 
consulting the t Tribes (Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, Confederated 
Villages of Lisjan Nation) regarding cultural resource tribal monitoring. 
Outreach shall include at least three attempts/requests for monitoring.  

Reporting:  

• After completion of the coring field work, LSPGC shall prepare 
and submit a confidential report documenting the results of the 
field work to the CPUC for review and approval. The report 
shall include maps, field notes, recordings, drawings or 
sketches, and analysis of any resources encountered, as 
appropriate.  

• LSPGC shall submit a confidential annual monthly reports with 
the construction monitoring results to the CPUC. The reports 
shall include maps, field notes, recordings, photographs, and 
analysis of any resources encountered during construction. The 
documentation of any inadvertent discoveries per APM CUL-3 
shall also be included in the annual reports.  

Confidentiality: Unless otherwise required by law, the site of any 
reburial of tribal cultural resources or Native American human remains 
shall not be disclosed. The Medical Examiner shall withhold public 
disclosure of information related to such reburial pursuant to the specific 
exemption set forth in California Government Code Section 6254(r). The 
Tribes may require that the location for reburial is recorded with the 
California Historic Resources Inventory System (“CHRIS”) on a form that 
is acceptable to the CHRIS center.  
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Dispute Resolution: In the case of disagreement between Tribes 
including, but not limited to, treatment of resources, monitoring, or 
recording of resources, the CPUC will make a determination and 
document the rationale for the determination. 

T-1-2 The Amah Mutsun provides recommended language for a mitigation measure 
on stop work and notification procedures for unanticipated discovery of a tribal 
cultural resource during construction.  

The requirement to halt work in the event of a discovery of cultural resources, 
including tribal cultural resources, is documented in APM CUL-3 and MM CUL-
2. APM CUL-3 and MM CUL-2 require that all work within 100 of the discovery 
is halted and that if the resource is prehistoric or Native American in nature, 
Tribal representatives from all consulting Tribe(s) would also be invited to 
inspect the discovery and determine whether further investigation is required 
and any treatment measures are approved by the consulting Tribe(s). APM CUL-
3 and MM CUL-2 are consistent with the requested procedures in the comment. 
Revisions to APM CUL-3 and MM CUL-2 based on comments and consultation 
with Native Americans are as follows: 

APM CUL-3: Inadvertent Discoveries. In the event that previously 
unidentified cultural resources are uncovered during implementation of 
the Proposed Pproject, all work within 100 feet of the discovery would be 
halted and redirected to another location. A qualified archaeologist(s) 
would inspect the discovery and determine whether further investigation 
is required. The qualifications of the archaeologist(s) would be approved 
by the CPUC and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If the resource 
is potentially Native American, the consulting Tribe(s) would also be 
given the opportunity to inspect the discovery and determine whether 
further investigation is required. If the discovery can be avoided and no 
further impacts would occur, the resource would be documented on 
California Department of Parks and Recreation cultural resource records, 
and no further effort would be required. If the resource cannot be 
avoided and may be subject to further impact, the significance and NRHP 
and CRHR eligibility of the resource would be evaluated and, in 
consultation with the CPUC and USACE, appropriate treatment 
measures would be determined. If the resource is potentially Native 
American, the significance of the resource as a tribal cultural resource 
pursuant to CEQA would be determined by the CPUC, with input 
requested from the consulting Tribe(s), and appropriate treatment 
measures would be determined. All work would remain halted until a 
Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist approves the treatment 
measures and, if the resource is a tribal cultural resource, until all 
consulting Tribe(s) are afforded an opportunity to review and comment 
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on the treatment measures. Preservation in place would be the preferred 
means to avoid impacts to significant historical resources. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), if it is demonstrated that 
resources cannot feasibly be avoided, and if the unearthed resource is 
prehistoric or Native American in nature, a Native American 
representative, in consultation with the CPUC and USACE, would 
develop additional treatment measures, such as data recovery consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(b)(3)(C-D). Archaeological materials 
recovered during any investigation would be curated at an accredited 
curation facility or transferred to the appropriate tribal 
organization. Archaeological materials recovered during any 
investigation that are tribal cultural resources shall be reburied outside 
areas impacted by the project and stored temporarily during construction 
until reburial is feasible or transferred to the appropriate tribal 
organization. Archaeological materials that are not tribal cultural 
resources will be curated at an accredited curation facility. 

MM CUL-2: Inadvertent Discoveries  

In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are uncovered 
during implementation of the Proposed Pproject, all work within 100 feet 
of the discovery shall would be halted and redirected to another location. 
A PG&E-appointed qualified archaeologist(s) would inspect the 
discovery and determine whether further investigation is required. The 
qualifications of the archaeologist(s) would be approved by the CPUC 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If the resource is 
potentially Native American, the consulting Tribe(s) would also be 
consulted regarding the discovery and to determine whether further 
investigation is required. If the discovery can be avoided and no further 
impacts would occur, the resource would be documented on California 
Department of Parks and Recreation cultural resource records, and no 
further effort would be required outside of providing documentation to 
CPUC, USACE, and PG&E. If the resource cannot be avoided and may be 
subject to further impact, the significance and NRHP and CRHR 
eligibility of the resource would be evaluated and, in consultation with 
the CPUC, USACE, and PG&E, appropriate treatment measures would be 
determined. If the resource is potentially Native American in origin, the 
significance of the resource as a tribal cultural resource pursuant to 
CEQA would be evaluated by consulting Tribe(s) and, in consultation 
with the CPUC and USACE. All work would remain halted until a 
Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist approves the treatment 
measures and, if the resource is Native American, the treatment measures 
are determined in consultation with the consulting Tribe(s). Preservation 
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in place would be the preferred means to avoid impacts to significant 
historical resources. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(b)(3), if it is demonstrated that resources cannot feasibly be 
avoided, and if the unearthed resource is prehistoric or Native American 
in nature, a Native American representative, in consultation with the 
CPUC and PG&E, would develop additional treatment measures, such as 
data recovery consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(b)(3)(C-D). 
Archaeological materials recovered during any investigation would be 
curated at an accredited curation facility or transferred to the appropriate 
tribal organization. Archaeological materials recovered during any 
investigation that are tribal cultural resources shall be stored temporarily 
during construction until reburial is feasible or transferred to the 
appropriate tribal organization with landowner approval. Any final 
disposition is subject to landowner and tribal agreement. Archaeological 
materials that are not tribal cultural resources will be curated at an 
accredited curation facility or reburied on site with landowner approval 

T-1-3 The Amah Mutsun provides recommended language for a mitigation measure 
for preservation in place of a tribal cultural resource in the event of an 
unanticipated discovery.  

APM CUL-3, MM CUL-1, and MM CUL-2 define preservation in place and 
avoidance as the preferred strategy for discovery of cultural or tribal cultural 
resources and these measures require documenting the resource to current 
professional standards. Given the nature of the project, preservation in place is 
anticipated in areas where avoidance is feasible. If avoidance is feasible, a 
preservation plan is not required and the measures to avoid the impacts in APM 
CUL-3, MM CUL-1, and MM CUL-2 would be adequate to ensure impacts would 
be less than significant. No further changes to the EIR are required. 

T-1-4 The Amah Mutsun provides recommended language for a mitigation measure to 
address treatment of a tribal cultural resource if it is not feasible to preserve in 
place.  

APM CUL-3 states, “If the resource cannot be avoided and may be subject to 
further impact, the significance and NRHP and CRHR eligibility of the resource 
would be evaluated and, in consultation with the CPUC, appropriate treatment 
measures would be determined. If the resource is potentially Native American, 
the significance of the resource as a tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA 
would be determined by the CPUC, with input requested from the consulting 
Tribe(s), and appropriate treatment measures would be determined. All work 
would remain halted until a Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist 
approves the treatment measures and, if the resource is a tribal cultural resource, 
until all consulting Tribe(s) approve the treatment measures. Preservation in 
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place would be the preferred means to avoid impacts to significant historical 
resources. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), if it is 
demonstrated that resources cannot feasibly be avoided, and if the unearthed 
resource is prehistoric or Native American in nature, a Native American 
representative, in consultation with the CPUC, would develop additional 
treatment measures, such as data recovery consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
15126.4(b)(3)(C-D).” Revisions to MM CUL-2 included similar language. The 
language in APM CUL-3 and MM CUL-2 is consistent with the request for 
archaeological assessment and consultation with a Native American 
representative for treatment of the resource. MM CUL-1 further clarifies “If tribal 
cultural resources cannot be avoided, treatment may include reburial in the 
project vicinity at a location agreed upon between the Tribe and the 
proponent/land owner, where the reburial would be accessible to Tribal 
members and would not be subject to further disturbance or transfer to the 
appropriate tribal organization transfer to the appropriate tribe organization or 
reburial of the resource outside of the API. Treatment of tribal cultural resources 
will be conducted in consultation with the consulting tribes.” The language in 
these measures is consistent with the requested language. 

T-1-5 The Amah Mutsun provides recommended language for a mitigation measure 
for the discovery of any human remains or funerary objects during construction 
of the project.  

The requested language is consistent with the requirements codified in State law 
including Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Public Resources 
Code 5097.98. These requirements are discussed on page 4.5-36 of the Draft EIR. 
Please also see the response to T-1-2, discussing work stoppage requirements 
within 100 feet of a discovery of human remains. Because these requirements are 
codified in State law, additional mitigation measures are not required. 

T-1-6 The Amah Mutsun provides recommended language for a mitigation measure 
regarding an interpretive program if it is infeasible to preserve tribal cultural 
resources in place.  

While the Cultural Resource Public Interpretation Plan and interpretive program 
are a valuable option for addressing treatment of resources that cannot be 
avoided, the mitigation measures included in the EIR (MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-
2) provide flexibility in defining the appropriate treatment in coordination with 
the Tribes. Representatives from the Tribes have suggested other treatment 
options in consultation with the CPUC. The language included in the MM CUL-1 
and MM CUL-2 preserves flexibility for selecting the appropriate treatment 
method depending on the nature and location of the impact in consultation with 
the Tribes. 
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T-1-7 The Amah Mutsun suggests searching through the Sacred Lands Files and 
California Resource Information Systems databases to determine the 
cultural/historical sensitivity of project areas. In addition, the comment provides 
recommendations for any cultural/historical sensitive areas within 1 mile of the 
project areas, including cultural sensitivity training, presence of a qualified, 
California trained archaeological monitor and a qualified Native American 
monitor during any earth movement. 

A search of the Sacred Lands File and California Historical Resource Information 
System were conducted for the project as described on pages 4.5-2 and 4.18-5 of 
the Draft EIR. As discussed in response to the comment T-1-1, APM CUL-1 and 
CM CUL-1 require worker sensitivity training. In addition, MM CUL-1 requires 
monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor when 
work is conducted during initial disturbance of native sediments in areas that 
have moderate and high sensitivity for buried cultural resources and tribal 
cultural resources. The Draft EIR addresses this comment, and no change is 
needed in the EIR. 
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3.1.2 Letter T-2: Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
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Response to Letter T-2: Rebekah Canavesio, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 
T-2-1 The Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation (Yocha Dehe) requests revision to the mitigation 

measures to remove reference to flagging of sensitive areas and include monitors 
as well as remove reference to a 50-foot buffer.  

The requirement to have tribal monitors on site for work in any sensitive areas is 
consistent with the requirements for monitoring in MM CUL-1. Flagging of 
sensitive areas is included in APM CUL-2 to avoid construction workers from 
inadvertently traveling into areas that are sensitive. Any flagging would be 
temporary and limited to that necessary to limit construction activities in areas 
that are sensitive. MM CUL-1 also includes the following requirements for 
confidentiality of resource information as provided in response to comment T-1-
1. 

A 100-foot avoidance buffer is used in both APM CUL-3 and MM CUL-2 as the 
standard buffer. A 50-foot buffer is not used in any measures in the Draft EIR. 
No change is needed in the EIR. 

T-2-2 The Yocha Dehe provides information regarding the discovery of human 
remains on lands culturally-affiliated with the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation.  

See responses to comment T-2-4. 

T-2-3 The Yocha Dehe provides mitigation measure language for inadvertent 
discovery of Native American human remains. The comment further provides 
circumstances in which the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation’s treatment protocol 
would be inapplicable. 

The procedures for notification of the NAHC included in the recommended 
language are consistent with the requirements for notification codified in State 
law and documented in the Draft EIR. No change to the EIR is required to 
address this comment. 

T-2-4 The Yocha Dehe provides recommended mitigation measure language for 
treatment of Native American human remains found during ground disturbing 
activities.  

While the Draft EIR determines that impacts on human remains would be 
significant and unavoidable, based on this comment, the following mitigation 
measure is added to provide clarity on the treatment procedures that would be 
employed for Native American human remains. The additional measure does 
not change any EIR impact determination, meaning the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable.   

MM CUL-3: Halt Work/Coroner’s Evaluation/Impact to Previously 
Undiscovered Human Remains 
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If human remains are encountered during construction and/or other 
ground disturbing activities, all work within 100 feet of the remains 
should be redirected and the County Coroner notified immediately. At 
the same time, an archeologist shall be contacted to assess the situation.  
If the human remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner must 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 
hours of this identification. The preferred protocol upon the discovery of 
Native American human remains is to (1) secure the area, (2) cover any 
exposed human remains or other cultural items, and (3) avoid further 
disturbances in the area. The NAHC will identify a Native American 
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The Tribe may be allowed, pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(a), to (1) inspect the site 
of the discovery and (2) make recommendations as to how the human 
remains and grave goods should be treated and disposed of with 
appropriate dignity. The Tribe shall complete its inspection and make its 
MLD recommendation within forty-eight (48) hours of getting access to 
the site.  

Associated Material: The term "human remains" encompasses more than 
human bones because the Tribe’s traditions call for the burial of 
associated cultural items with the deceased (funerary objects), and/or the 
ceremonial burning of Native American human remains, funerary 
objects, grave goods and animals. Ashes, soils and other remnants of 
these burning ceremonies, as well as associated funerary objects and 
unassociated funerary objects buried with or found near the Native 
American remains are to be treated in the same manner as bones or bone 
fragments that remain intact. 

Association between the remains and other cultural materials should be 
determined in the field in consultation with an authorized Tribal 
representative. Records of provenience and sample labels should be 
adequate to determine association or degree of likelihood of association 
of human remains and other cultural materials.  

No laboratory studies are permitted on human remains without 
consultation with the tribe. Lab methods are only permitted in 
consultation with the Tribal representative.  

Blessings: Prior to any physical action related to human remains, a 
designated tribal representative will conduct prayers and blessings over 
the remains. The archaeological consultant will be responsible for 
ensuring that individuals and tools involved in the action are available 
for traditional blessings and prayers, as necessary. 
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Reporting: There shall be no pictures taken or testing done on the Native 
American human remains. The archeologist shall record information, as 
appropriate and in accordance with the recommendations of the MLD 
and/or Tribal representative. Upon completion of the Tribal 
representative and archeologist’s assessment, a report should be prepared 
documenting methods and results, as well as recommendations regarding 
the treatment of the human remains and any associated archeological 
materials. The report should be submitted to the CPUC, the project 
proponent, the NWIC and the consulting Tribe. 

Re-internment without Further Disturbance: The preferred treatment 
method for exhumed Native American human remains is reburial in an 
area not subject to further disturbance. Tribal representatives will rebury 
the Native American human remains and associated funerary objects 
with the appropriate dignity, either; in accordance with the 
recommendations of the MLD if available or in the project vicinity at a 
location agreed upon between the Tribe, where the reburial would be 
accessible to Tribal members in perpetuity and would not be subject to 
further disturbance. The discovery and reburial are to be kept 
confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance. 

Dispute Resolution: In the case of disagreement between Tribes about 
treatment of human remains, the CPUC will make a determination and 
document the rationale for the determination. 

T-2-5 The Yocha Dehe provides recommended mitigation measure language regarding 
non-disclosure of reburial locations.  

The request to maintain confidentiality of reburial of human remains and any 
other tribal cultural resource is incorporated into MM CUL-1 as shown in 
response to T-1-1, and into MM CUL-3 as shown in response to T-2-4. 

T-2-6 The Yocha Dehe provides recommended mitigation measure language for the 
treatment of cultural items that are encountered.  

The language regarding treatment of tribal cultural resources is incorporated into 
MM CUL-1 as shown in response to T-1-1 to reflect the intention that tribal 
cultural resources are resources that belong to the Tribes. 

T-2-7 The Yocha Dehe provides recommended mitigation measure language for 
inadvertent discoveries.  

The approach to address inadvertent discoveries included in APM CUL-2 and 
MM CUL-2 is consistent with the requested language in the comment. No project 
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activities would occur on federal or tribal lands. No changes to the EIR are 
needed. 

T-2-8 The Yocha Dehe provides a description of work for Tribal monitors of grading 
and ground disturbing operations at the development site.  

Language from the treatment protocol has been incorporated into MM CUL-3 as 
provided in T-2-4 above.  

T-2-9 The comment requests that Yocha Dehe be provided the location of any curated 
materials if curation is required. 

 Based on consultation with Native Americans and coordination with LSPGC 
other methods of treatment have been defined and curation is not proposed for 
any tribal cultural resources.     
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3.1.3 Letter AS-1: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Response to Letter AS-1: Erin Chappell, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
AS-1-1 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) comment addresses 

active bird nest sites, unauthorized take of birds, and analysis of potential 
impacts to fully protected species. CDFW points out that there are five fully 
protected species with potential to occur within or adjacent to the project area - 
salt marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris; SMHM), California black 
rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), California least tern (Sternula antillarum 
browni), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) – 
and requests that the EIR analyze potential adverse impacts to these species and 
include in the analysis how appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures will reduce indirect impacts to these species. CDFW also states that 
project activities described in the EIR should be designed to completely avoid 
impacts to these species. 

Direct and indirect impacts to these species are analyzed for the Proposed Project 
in Section 4.4.5 of the EIR under Impact BIO-1D (beginning on page 4.4-94) for 
the avian species and Impact BIO-1F (beginning on page 4.4-109) for salt marsh 
harvest mouse. The EIR includes mitigation measures to avoid take of fully 
protected species. MM BIO-7 would protect nesting birds from construction 
disturbance during nesting season. MM BIO-7 contains additional, specific 
measures to avoid impacts to California black rail, i.e., a 1,000-foot no-
disturbance buffer. MM BIO-11 contains measures to avoid impacts to any 
golden eagles nesting within the site during construction, including 
implementation of nest surveys and appropriate avoidance buffers if 
construction is to occur during nesting season. There is no nesting habitat for 
California least tern or white-tailed kite within the initial survey area; therefore, 
there is no need for additional mitigation measures to protect these species. MM 
BIO-12 also requires transmission lines to be designed in accordance with APLIC 
guidelines, which provide design features that minimize or avoid avian 
interaction and conflict with transmission infrastructure.  

Impacts to salt marsh harvest mouse would be avoided with implementation of 
MM BIO-17, which requires pre-construction surveys, exclusion fencing, and 
vegetation clearing prior to work. While MM BIO-17 defines procedures to avoid 
take of salt marsh harvest mouse, the measure incorrectly included language 
about an incidental take permit. The text of MM BIO-17 is revised as follows in 
response to CDFW requests and to remove reference to an incidental take permit 
or the option to relocate salt marsh harvest mouse:  

MM BIO-1517: Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Avoidance 
A CPUC-approved biologist, with knowledge and experience with salt 
marsh harvest mouse habitat requirements, shall conduct pre-activity 
surveys for salt marsh harvest mouse and identify and mark suitable salt 
marsh harvest mouse marsh habitat prior to project initiation. The 
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biologist will search suitable habitat for signs of harvest mice, such as 
nests. 

Ground disturbance in occupied salt marsh harvest mouse habitat 
(including, but not limited to pickleweed, and emergent salt marsh 
vegetation) shall be avoided to the extent feasible. Where salt marsh 
harvest mouse habitat cannot be avoided, if no salt marsh harvest mice 
are found, vegetation will be removed from the ground disturbance work 
area plus a 10-foot buffer around the area, as well as any access routes 
within salt marsh harvest mouse habitat, utilizing mechanized hand tools 
or by another method approved by the USFWS and CDFW. Vegetation 
height shall be maintained at or below 52 inches above ground. 
Vegetation removal in salt marsh harvest mouse habitat will be 
conducted under the supervision of the CPUC-approved biologist. 

Salt marsh harvest mouse marsh habitat that must be accessed to 
complete project construction will be protected through use of low 
ground pressure (LGP) equipment, wooden or PVC marsh mats, or other 
method approved by USFWS and CDFW following vegetation removal 
(as described above).   

All construction equipment and materials shall be staged away from salt 
marsh harvest mouse habitats when not in use. 

A CPUC-approved biologist with previous salt marsh harvest mouse 
monitoring and/or surveying experience for salt marsh harvest mouse 
will be on site during construction activities occurring in or within 500 
feet of suitable salt marsh harvest mouse habitat. The approved biologist 
has the authority to stop project activities if any of the requirements 
associated with the measure are not being fulfilled. If a mouse of any 
species is observed within the project area, work within the vicinity shall 
be halted immediately by the Qualified Biologist and the mouse shall be 
allowed to leave the work area before work resumes. If salt marsh harvest 
mouse is observed in the work area, construction activities will cease 
within 200 feet of the salt marsh harvest mouse. The individual shall be 
allowed to leave the area before work is resumed. If the individual does 
not move on its own volition, the approved biologist shall contact USFWS 
(and CDFW if appropriate) for further guidance on how to proceed. Salt 
marsh harvest mouse may not be handled or captured. An incidental take 
permit shall be required prior to any relocation of salt marsh harvest 
mouse.  

If an injured or dead salt marsh harvest mouse is discovered onsite, 
CDFW will be notified immediately. 
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AS-1-2 CDFW’s comment addresses take permits required for any activities that would 
include take of special status species. CDFW states that CESA- or NPPA-listed 
species with potential for take from the project activities require an Incidental 
Take Permit (ITP) issued by CDFW and that any project modifications or 
mitigation measures must be incorporated into the EIR analysis, discussion, and 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program. CDFW also recommends early 
consultation with CDFW in the event an ITP is needed. 

The EIR analyzes potential impacts from the project on special-status species, 
which include CESA- and NPPA-listed species. The definition for special-status 
species considered in the Draft EIR is on page 4.4-2. It specifically states that 
CESA-listed species are included in the analysis and also states that plants 
considered to be rare, threatened, or endangered in California according to the 
California Native Plant Society’s California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) with a CRPR 
of 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, as well as certain rank 3 or 4 species with local 
significance. These CRPR ranks are encompassing of plants on the NPPA list. 
The current list of NPPA-listed plants is available on the CDFW website 
(https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=109390&inline) and the 
current list of CRPR-listed plants can be obtained by running a search for all 
CRPR ranks through the California Native Plant Society Rare Plant Inventory 
(https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/result?frm=T&crpr=1A:1B:2A:2B:3:4). A 
comparison of these lists reveals that all NPPA-listed plants also have a CRPR 
rank. Therefore, the EIR analyzes the species of concern in the comment, and the 
analysis includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts on these species. 

The CPUC acknowledges that the applicant will need to obtain permits in the 
event of unavoidable take of any CESA-listed species. CDFW’s regulatory 
authority and actions that would require an ITP under CESA or require CDFW 
approval under NPPA are described on pages 4.4-57 and 4.4-58 of the Draft EIR. 
The need for acquisition of an ITP for CESA- and NPPA-listed plant species prior 
to salvage or relocation is also defined in MM BIO-1. MM BIO-1 states the 
following: “If the special-status plant species cannot be avoided, LSPGC/PG&E 
shall notify CPUC in writing, and LSPGC/PG&E shall submit a Salvage and 
Replanting Plan to CPUC and CDFW for approval as described below. No State 
or federally listed plant species shall be salvaged or relocated without obtaining 
permit authorization from CDFW and/or USFWS, as required. LSPGC/PG&E 
shall provide the CPUC with any permits and authorizations obtained from 
USFWS and CDFW.” Therefore, for the EIR correctly defines requirements to 
address CESA- and NPPA-listed plants. It also defines the CDFW notification 
procedures.  

The need for acquisition of ITPs for CESA-listed animal species analyzed by the 
EIR is similarly addressed by the discussion of CESA on page 4.4-57 and further 
included in the text of MM BIO-4, MM BIO-9, MM BIO-14, MM BIO-16, and MM 

https://rareplants.cnps.org/Search/result?frm=T&crpr=1A:1B:2A:2B:3:4
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BIO-18. MM BIO-4 states, “In the event that there is a burrow within the work 
area that is occupied by California tiger salamander or California red-legged 
frog, no activity shall be allowed to commence within 250 feet of the occupied 
burrow until an incidental take permit has been obtained in compliance with the 
California Endangered Species Act or federal Endangered Species Act, as 
applicable.” MM BIO-8 states, “In any cases where active burrows could not be 
adequately avoided…, LSPGC/PG&E would obtain an incidental take permit in 
order to passively relocate the owls, as described below and per the conditions of 
any required CESA incidental take permit.” MM BIO-13 states, “LSPGC may 
relocate Crotch’s bumble bees out of the work area only if a CESA incidental take 
permit has been obtained and any relocation follows the terms of the incidental 
take permit.” MM BIO-14 states PG&E shall obtain an incidental take permit. 
MM BIO-16 states, “Prior to sealing an active San Joaquin kit fox den, an 
incidental take permit for San Joaquin kit fox must first be obtained from USFWS 
and CDFW.” MM BIO-18 states, “PG&E shall obtain any required permits prior 
to implementing any [San Joaquin kit fox] den exclusions.”  

As described in the Draft EIR, the CPUC recognizes CDFW’s authorities under 
CESA and NPPA and the mitigation measures were defined in consideration of 
that regulatory authority. Therefore, no changes are required in the EIR to 
address the comment. 

AS-1-3 CDFW’s comment addresses requirements for activities that may affect riparian 
habitat. CDFW states that an LSA Notification is required to be submitted to 
CDFW for certain listed impacts to water bodies, such as lakes, streams, and 
rivers, as well as floodplains and riparian habitat.  

The CPUC recognizes CDFW’s authority under Fish and Game Code section 
1600 et. Seq. Refer to page 4.4-59 of the Draft EIR.  

The CPUC recognizes that CDFW would be a responsible agency for any LSA 
Agreement required for the project. 

AS-1-4 CDFW’s comment addresses the analysis of permanent impacts to biological 
resources from long-term operations and specifically addresses impacts on sand 
and gravel mining leases and the potential need for concrete mattresses.  

The impact on gravel mining leases is addressed in the EIR in Section 4.12 
Minerals. As discussed in Section 4.12, the Proposed Project would reduce the 
area of access to gravel and sand mining due to potential for such activities to 
damage a cable if they occurred in the area of the proposed cable. The CPUC 
developed an alternative (Alternative 5) that would relocate a segment of the 
cable to reduce impacts on the areas available for gravel mining. As analyzed in 
the EIR, Alternative 5 would result in greater impacts on biological resources as 
it would require site preparation a year prior to cable installation and would 
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therefore increase the duration of preparation and cable installation activities in 
the channel to two years. Because the submarine cables cross in a perpendicular 
orientation to the gravel mining area, it is infeasible to completely relocate the 
cables outside of the gravel mining area. While Alternative 5 would reduce the 
area of overlap with gravel mining, it would not avoid the loss of access to gravel 
mining areas. 

Pages 4.4-120 through 4.4-124 of the Draft EIR discuss direct impacts to sensitive 
fish species and their habitat, including benthic habitat, from Proposed Project 
activities, including hydroplow use and laying cables. The Project Description 
and analysis of impacts in the EIR, specifically on Page 4-121 provides an 
analysis of the maximum potential for concrete mattresses to be installed as part 
of the project. The analysis states, “The installation of up to 27 concrete 
mattresses would result in up to 4,320 square feet (less than 0.1 acre) of 
permanent impact to the river bottom, through introduction of permanent 
concrete fill materials. That permanent impact on habitat for special-status fish 
species would be significant. MM BIO-20 requires LSPGC to provide 
compensatory mitigation for permanent disturbance to special-status fish habitat, 
following a Benthic Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (refer to Section 
4.4.14 for the complete text of this MM). With implementation of MM BIO-20, 
permanent impact on habitat from special-status fish would be less than 
significant.” MM BIO-20 specifically requires LSPGC to follow a Benthic Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which would require compensatory mitigation 
at a ratio of 1:1 or greater for permanent disturbance, as well as long-term 
management (minimum five years or until success criteria are met) and 
monitoring commitments in mitigation areas. 

Because impacts to sensitive fish species and their habitats have been analyzed in 
the EIR and MM BIO-20 would address compensatory mitigation at the 
appropriate levels to offset impacts, should concrete mattresses be used, no 
further mitigation measures are required. 

AS-1-5 CDFW highlights the location of the project as it relates to salt marsh harvest 
mouse habitat and the location of the substation specifically in the Delta Plan and 
Suisun Marsh Protection Plan upland habitat areas. CDFW recommends 
relocation of the substation north of Talbert Lane (Alternative 1 analyzed in the 
EIR) to reduce impacts.  

The EIR acknowledges the impacts related to the design of the Proposed Project 
and identifies Alternative 1 as the environmentally superior alternative 
consistent with the analysis and recommendation in this comment. Refer to 
Chapter 6.6, page 6-32 of the Draft EIR. Alternative 1 relocates the Collinsville 
Substation north of Talbert Lane outside of the identified upland habitat area and 
avoids the use of LSTs in the wind farm, thus avoiding the impacts described by 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
3-59 

the comment. The analysis in the EIR is consistent with the suggestions in the 
comment. No changes are needed in the EIR to address this comment. 

AS-1-6 CDFW suggests that habitat surveys completed for the project are insufficient for 
analyzing the impact on special-status species. CDFW states that protocol-level 
surveys have not been conducted across the entire project site to demonstrate the 
presence/absence of special status species and, therefore, project impacts cannot 
be adequately assessed and effective avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures cannot be developed. CDFW recommends the following measures be 
implemented to reduce impacts: (1) fully floristic botanical surveys should be 
conducted prior to construction and the results of the surveys included in the 
EIR along with appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, 
(2) species-specific wildlife surveys should be conducted following CDFW 
protocols. 

Fully floristic botanical surveys were in fact conducted for the Proposed Project. 
The floristic surveys were conducted during the appropriate blooming season for 
each species and document presence or absence of special-status plants (refer to 
Appendix F.2 for the Biological Resources Technical Report, within which the 
botanical survey reports are attached as Attachments C and D).  

Protocol-level wildlife surveys are not required for all special-status wildlife 
species with potential to occur in the project site because the EIR analysis 
conservatively considered special-status wildlife species to be potentially present 
wherever suitable habitat is present. This approach addresses the fact that 
species can relocate from year to year. The EIR analysis includes mitigation 
measures that reduce impacts during construction to less than significant for any 
special-status wildlife species with potential to occur onsite, regardless of 
whether this species was observed onsite. These measures include: MM BIO-2, 
MM BIO-3, MM BIO-4, MM BIO-5, MM BIO-6, MM BIO-7, MM BIO-8, MM BIO-
9, MM BIO-10, MM BIO-11, MM BIO-12, MM BIO-13, MM BIO-14, MM BIO-15, 
MM BIO-16, MM BIO-17, MM BIO-18, MM BIO-18, and MM BIO-20. Two of 
these measures contain provisions to avoid impacting special-status wildlife 
habitat to the extent possible: MM BIO-4 (vernal pool/amphibian habitat) and 
MM BIO-17 (salt marsh harvest mouse habitat). LSPGC submitted a spring 
burrowing owl survey to the CPUC after publication of the Draft EIR. That 
survey report determined burrowing owls were absent from the Proposed 
Project area (refer to Appendix F.10 for the Breeding Season Burrowing Owl 
Survey Report). While that survey provides more detailed information, the 
assumptions about potential for future presence in the area and mitigation of the 
species remain.  

No changes are required in the EIR to address the comment.  
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AS-1-7 CDFW suggests that the impacts of the project to sensitive natural communities 
have not been clearly quantified within the Draft EIR. CDFW makes the 
following four claims about the Draft EIR and states that, because of these claims, 
there is no clear understanding of the extent of project impacts on and 
appropriate mitigation measures to protect sensitive natural communities 
(including riparian and wetland habitats) and, therefore, it cannot be concluded 
that project activities have been mitigated to a level that is less-than-significant. 

1. The EIR does not specifically quantify project impacts (in acres) to 
sensitive natural communities or disclose how these impacts 
would be quantified. 

2. The mitigation measures for sensitive natural communities are 
unclear. 

3. No compensatory mitigation is proposed in the event that 
avoidance of sensitive natural communities cannot be achieved. 

4. The EIR defers mitigation for sensitive natural communities 
because a revegetation, restoration, and monitoring plan has not 
yet been prepared, and no compensatory mitigation has been 
proposed to offset permanent impacts to sensitive natural 
communities. 

Additionally, the comment states that the proposed buffer size of 5 to 25 feet for 
avoidance of impacts to sensitive natural communities is inadequate to reduce 
direct and indirect impacts below significant levels. 

CDFW makes the following recommendations to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level: (1) the Draft EIR should include an evaluation of sensitive 
natural communities, (2) an LSA notification should be provided to CDFW for 
project activities affecting perennial, ephemeral, or intermittent lakes or streams 
and associated floodplains and riparian habitat, (3) a buffer of 50 feet should be 
implemented to avoid impacts to riparian zones or other sensitive natural 
communities, and (4) if avoidance is not possible, impacted areas should be 
restored or compensated for at a minimum 1:1 (for temporary impacts) or 3:1 (for 
permanent impacts) mitigation to impact ratio for acres of impacts.  

The claims made by CDFW about the Draft EIR are inaccurate. The following 
points address each of the claims, with each number corresponding to the claim 
number above: 

1. The Draft EIR specifies the acres of impacts to sensitive natural 
communities in Table 4.4-9 on pages 4.4-75 and 4.4-76. The table 
quantifies the impacts by Proposed Project component and by 
type of disturbance (temporary or permanent). 
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2-4.   The mitigation measure for sensitive natural communities, MM 
BIO-21, clearly defines the procedure for determining the amount 
of sensitive natural communities impacted by the project, that 
avoidance of sensitive natural communities will be prioritized, 
and if avoidance is unavailable, the amount and type of mitigation 
that would be provided, as follows:  

“Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey all 
final work areas and identify the extent of sensitive natural 
plant communities, as described in MM BIO-2 in the Pre-
Construction Report. If sensitive natural plant communities 
are found in work areas and overland access routes, work 
areas and overland access routes shall be repositioned where 
possible to avoid adverse impacts to the sensitive natural plant 
communities. 
“If sensitive natural plant communities cannot be avoided 
within permanent impact areas, LSPGC/PG&E shall provide 
compensation lands containing the sensitive natural 
community at a 1:1 ratio (acres of restoration per acres of 
disturbance) for the amount of land containing the sensitive 
natural community affected by the project. Occupied habitat 
will be calculated on the project site and on the compensation 
lands as including each sensitive natural community. If 
compensation is required as a means of mitigating sensitive 
natural community impacts, it may be accomplished by 
purchasing credit in an established mitigation bank, acquiring 
conservation easements, or direct purchase and preservation 
of compensation lands.” 

Furthermore, MM BIO-2 (which is referred to in MM BIO-21) clearly specifies the 
performance standards for the Revegetation, Restoration, and Monitoring Plan 
that it requires. The following portions of the MM BIO-2 text illustrate this:  

• “All temporarily disturbed areas shall be restored to near pre-
construction conditions to ensure permanent impacts do not occur 
in areas of temporary impacts as a result of the project. Pre-
construction conditions, including vegetation cover estimates and 
percentage of Cal-IPC list invasive weeds (plants rated as “High” 
and “Moderate”), shall be documented for each project work area 
as described below in the Pre-Construction Report. The goal of the 
restoration shall be that habitat functions and values and species 
composition of the restored vegetation are comparable to those of 
nearby comparable vegetation within 3 years.” 
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• “The plan shall identify corrective actions to implement (e.g., 
removal of invasive weeds, supplemental planting, etc.) if the 
performance standards defined in this measure are not achieved. 
Work sites that have been proven to meet the performance 
standard defined in this measure shall not require further 
monitoring and reporting.” 

• “Performance standards: Habitat restoration shall match the pre-
impact vegetation community composition/cover of the affected 
sensitive vegetation communities with 10 percent variability. Non-
native or other vegetation communities shall have at least 70 
percent of the pre-impact total vegetative cover and shall be 
revegetated with vegetation community composition matching 
surrounding unaffected areas with an allowed variance of 10 
percent. Invasive species cover shall not exceed pre-project 
coverage.” 

A draft of the Revegetation, Restoration, and Monitoring Plan is not required to 
meet CEQA obligations at this time. MM BIO-21 and MM BIO-2 clearly lay out 
the mitigation and compensation requirements for sensitive natural 
communities, which meets CEQA requirements. Further, MM BIO-21 and MM 
BIO-2 include specific performance standards, restoration success criteria, and 
agency approval requirements, thereby avoiding improper deferral of mitigation 
under CEQA. 

As shown above, the claims made by the comment about Draft EIR inadequacies 
concerning sensitive natural communities are inaccurate and no changes to the 
EIR are required to address these parts of the comment.  

The following points respond to each of the comment’s recommendations to 
reduce impacts: 

1. The Draft EIR contains an evaluation of sensitive natural 
communities beginning on page 4.4-126. 

2. MM HYD-1 of the Draft EIR, which is now MM BIO-22 in the 
revised Draft EIR, defines avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation of aquatic resources and requires LSA notification 
consistent with State law. MM BIO-22 states: “Where avoidance of 
the resource is not feasible, the responsible party (LSPGC or 
PG&E) shall obtain any permits required under State (Porter 
Cologne Water Quality Control Act and Fish and Game Code) and 
federal law (Clean Water Act) from the State Water Resources 
Control Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for discharge of dredged or fill 
materials within the waters of the State or U.S. wetlands.” Refer to 
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the response to comment L-1-61 for the full text of MM BIO-22 
(which is modified from MM HYD-1). 

3. It is unclear how CDFW came to the conclusion that a buffer of 2 
to 25 feet was proposed for avoidance of impacts to sensitive 
natural communities as this was not stated in the Draft EIR. 
However, in response to CDFW’s recommendation to require a 
buffer of a minimum of 50 feet to avoid impacts to sensitive 
natural communities, this is not a CEQA requirement as impacts 
on the habitat can be avoided so long as activities do not occur in 
the habitat. Avoidance of the habitat with monitoring as defined 
in the APMs and MMs included in the EIR would avoid impacts 
on sensitive habitats. 

4. As stated previously, MM BIO-21 does define a compensation 
ratio for permanently impacted areas of 1:1 for acres of impact. 
This is lower than the 3:1 ratio recommended by CDFW, but it 
meets CEQA requirements for mitigation. CDFW may impose a 
higher mitigation ratio in any permit issued by CDFW. CDFW 
imposing a higher mitigation ratio would not be in conflict with 
MM BIO-21. 

Because of the reasons described above, no changes to the EIR are required to 
address the comment. 

AS-1-8 CDFW suggests that MM BIO-8 would not be sufficient to mitigate effects to 
burrowing owl impacted by the project and provides language for suggested 
mitigation to reduce impacts on burrowing owl. CDFW specifically states that 
MM BIO-8 is not sufficient to reduce potential impacts to burrowing owl to less-
than-significant levels because the proposed 1,500-foot avoidance buffer for 
helicopter work is insufficient to avoid indirect impacts from helicopter noise 
and burrowing owls wintering, foraging, or nesting on or within 500 meters 
(1,640 feet) of the project site could be significantly impacted by the helicopter 
work. CDFW implies that the avoidance buffer for indirect impacts resulting 
from helicopter noise should be 500 meters (1,640 feet). 

CDFW recommends the following to reduce impacts on burrowing owl to a less 
than significant level:  

1. Define setback (avoidance buffer) distances consistently with the 
CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl (2012), including defining 
distances in meters,  

2. Clarify in the EIR that no passive relocation of burrowing owls 
will be permitted during breeding season unless a qualified 
biologist verifies that an occupied burrow is not occupied by a 
mated pair and/or a juvenile that is dependent on the parents,  
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3. Specify in the EIR how long monitoring of exclusion buffers and 
replacement burrow sites will occur, 

4. Specify in the EIR that if artificial burrows are used as a mitigation 
measure, the burrows will be monitored and maintained at least 
once a year in perpetuity, and  

5. Include in the EIR a proposal of compensatory mitigation for 
habitat replacement if the other methods of mitigation are not 
possible. 

To address the comment, the text of MM BIO-8 is revised as follows to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate impacts on burrowing owl: 

1. Avoidance buffers are now defined in both feet and meters (pages 
4.4-211 and 4.4-212) and the avoidance buffer distances have been 
brought in line with the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
guidance, including changing the distance for helicopter work to 
1,640 feet (500 meters) on the same pages. These changes are 
shown in the modified text of MM BIO-8 below. 

2. The sentence on page 4.4-212 has been edited to add text about no 
passive relocation of burrowing owls unless a qualified biologist 
verifies that an occupied burrow is not occupied by a juvenile that 
is dependent on the parents. This change is shown in the modified 
text of MM BIO-8 below. 

3. The sentence on page 4.4-212 has been edited to add text about the 
duration of monitoring of active burrow buffers. This change is 
shown in the modified text of MM BIO-8 below. 

4. It is infeasible to monitor artificial burrows in perpetuity as the 
equipment will be remotely operated and the project area will not 
be subject to ongoing disturbance, but the measure has been 
modified on page 4.4-213 to say that monitoring will persist 
throughout construction. This change is shown in the modified 
text of MM BIO-8 below. MM BIO-8 also requires monitoring to 
occur for the duration necessary to ensure the effectiveness of 
avoidance buffers and relocation measures.   

5. An additional paragraph has been added to the end of the 
measure on page 4.4-213 to require compensatory mitigation for 
habitat replacement if the other methods of mitigation are not 
possible. This change is shown in the modified text of MM BIO-8 
below.  

The complete revised version of MM BIO-8 is included below. 

MM BIO-8: Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment and Surveys: A qualified biologist 
shall conduct a habitat assessment and surveys, if warranted based on the 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
3-65 

habitat assessment, following the Department of Fish and Game Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012) methodology 
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols#377281284-birds) 
and prepare a report documenting the survey results. The qualified 
biologist shall have a minimum of two years of experience implementing 
the above methodology resulting in burrowing owl detections. Based on 
the habitat assessment, if suitable burrows or burrow surrogates are 
present, surveys for nesting burrowing owl shall be conducted if project 
construction starts during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), 
and surveys for wintering burrowing owl shall be conducted if the 
construction starts during the wintering season (September 1 to January 
31).  

If construction begins prior to June 16 (the earliest date that breeding 
season surveys could be completed), complete breeding season surveys in 
accordance with the CDFW survey protocol may not be conducted as 
following the survey timing requirements in the protocol would not be 
possible during that time period. Instead, an abbreviated protocol may be 
followed (i.e., fewer survey visits) at the discretion and in the best 
judgement of the qualified biologist. If construction begins after June 16, 
the full breeding season survey will be conducted in accordance with the 
survey protocol. Similarly, if construction is to begin during the non-
breeding season (between September 1 and January 31), an abbreviated 
protocol (i.e., fewer survey visits) may be followed at the discretion and 
in the best judgement of the qualified biologist.  

The habitat assessment and surveys shall encompass the project site and a 
sufficient buffer zone to detect owls nearby that may be impacted, which 
is up to 500 meters (1,640 feet) around the project site pursuant to the 
above methodology, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. 
Habitat assessments and surveys shall occur each year of project 
construction, as conditions may change annually and suitable refugia for 
burrowing owl, such as small mammal burrows, can be created within a 
few hours or days. 

If the habitat assessment does not identify burrows and additional 
surveys are not conducted, an additional habitat assessment shall be 
conducted within 14 days prior to construction. If new burrows are 
present, surveys shall be conducted as described above. 

Burrowing owl avoidance. The buffer for active burrowing owl nesting 
sites shall be in accordance with CDFW guidelines (CDFG 2012) and shall 
be as follows: 

• From April 1-August 15, buffers shall be 200 meters (656 300 
feet) for low levels of disturbance (i.e., vehicles, worker 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
3-66 

presence), and 500 meters (1,640 500 feet) for moderate to 
high levels of disturbance (i.e., demolition, grading, tree 
felling, helicopter use) 

• From August 16-October 15, buffers shall be 200 meters (656 
600 feet) for low and moderate levels of disturbance (i.e., 
vehicles, worker presence, tree felling, grading), and 500 
meters (1,500 1,640 feet) for high levels of disturbance (i.e., 
helicopter use) 

• From October 16-March 31, buffers shall be 50 meters (164 
150 feet) for low levels of disturbance (i.e., vehicles, worker 
presence), 100 meters (328 300 feet) for moderate levels of 
disturbance (i.e., grading, tree felling), and 500 meters (1,500 
1,640 feet) for high levels of disturbance (i.e., helicopter use) 

If active burrowing owl burrows are located within project work areas, 
they shall be avoided to the greatest extent possible through work 
exclusion buffers as described above. Monitoring of active burrowing owl 
nests shall occur in all buffer areas as defined above throughout the 
period in which the buffer is needed to avoid impacts, and other methods 
to reduce disturbance (such as visual or sound barriers) shall be 
employed depending on the type and level of work being conducted to 
prevent the need for relocation. Other measures shall include eliminating 
actions that reduce burrowing surrogates (e.g., ground squirrels).  

In any cases where active burrows could not be adequately avoided 
through exclusion buffers, as determined by a qualified biologist, and 
project activities could result in substantial indirect disturbance, direct 
physical disturbance, or destruction of burrows that are located within 
certain project work areas (e.g., facility footprints, areas that require 
grading), LSPGC/PG&E would obtain an incidental take permit in order 
to passively relocate the owls, as described below and per the conditions 
of any required CESA incidental take permit. Passive relocation shall only 
be considered if work cannot take place due to an active nest, such as 
grading over burrows. No passive relocation of burrowing owls shall be 
permitted during breeding season unless a qualified biologist verifies 
through noninvasive methods that an occupied burrow is not occupied 
by a mated pair and/or a juvenile that is dependent on the parents, and 
only upon authorization by CDFW. Any passive burrowing owl 
relocation shall address: 

• Replacement burrows: For each burrowing owl that will be 
passively relocated, if fewer than two suitable unoccupied 
burrows are available within 600 feet of the affected project 
work site, then LSPGC/PG&E shall construct at least two 
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replacement burrows within 600 feet of the affected project 
work site, or in suitable locations within 0.25 mile when 
suitable locations within 600 feet are not available. Burrow 
replacement sites shall be in areas of suitable habitat for 
burrowing owl nesting, and subject to minimal human 
disturbance and access. The Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan 
shall be prepared that would describe measures to ensure 
that burrow installation or improvements will not affect 
sensitive species habitat or any burrowing owls already 
present in the relocation area. The Burrowing Owl Exclusion 
Plan shall provide guidelines for creation or enhancement of 
at least two natural or artificial burrows for each active 
burrow within the project disturbance area, including a 
discussion of timing of burrow improvements, specific 
location of burrow installation, and burrow design. Design 
of the artificial burrows shall be consistent with CDFW 
guidelines (CDFG, 2012; or more current guidance as it 
becomes available) and the Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan 
shall be approved by the CPUC and CDFW. 

• Methods: An occupied burrow may not be disturbed during 
the nesting season (generally, but not limited to, February 1 
to August 31), unless a qualified biologist determines, by 
non-invasive methods, that it is not occupied by a mated 
pair. Passive relocation will include installation of one-way 
doors on burrow entrances that will let owls out of the 
burrow but will not let them back in. Once owls have been 
passively relocated, burrows will be carefully excavated by 
hand and collapsed by, or under the direct supervision, of a 
qualified biologist. 

• Monitoring and reporting: LSPGC/PG&E shall monitor the 
replacement burrow site(s) and provide monitoring reports 
consistent with CDFW guidance (CDFG 2012). The objective 
shall be to manage the relocation area for the benefit of 
burrowing owls, with the specific goal of maintaining the 
functionality of the burrows for a minimum of two years. 
Monitoring will be conducted after the burrowing owl 
passive relocation process is complete, up until the onset of 
ground disturbance due to construction to ensure that owls 
do not re-establish themselves. The artificial burrows or 
enhanced replacement burrows will be monitored for a 
period that will be defined in the site-specific relocation plan 
to determine if they are being used by owls throughout 
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construction. Monitoring reports shall be available to the 
CPUC. 

Cap Pipes and Hoses: To prevent burrowing owl from sheltering or 
nesting in exposed material; all construction pipes, culverts, hoses or 
similar materials greater than two inches in diameter stored at the project 
site shall be capped or covered before the end of each work day and shall 
be inspected thoroughly for wildlife before the pipe or similar structure is 
buried, capped, used, or moved. 

Obtain ITP if Take Avoidance is Not Feasible: If other methods of 
mitigation avoidance of burrowing owl take is not feasible are not 
possible to offset take, then then LSPGC shall obtain an ITP in compliance 
with CESA The CDFW may also require compensatory mitigation 
through on-site habitat restoration or purchase of credits at an 
appropriate mitigation bank. 

AS-1-9 CDFW suggests that MM BIO-17 would not be sufficient to mitigate effects to 
salt marsh harvest mouse impacted by the project and provides recommended 
language to reduce impacts on salt marsh harvest mouse. Modifications have 
been made to MM BIO-17 to incorporate the recommended language for 
monitoring within 500 feet of salt marsh harvest mouse in this comment. The text 
regarding vegetation removal was clarified as recommended by CDFW to 
explain that it only applies where salt marsh harvest mouse habitat cannot be 
avoided. The full text of the revised measure may be viewed in the response to 
comment AS-1-1. 

AS-1-10 CDFW requests clarification on which PG&E project activities would be covered 
under the Bay Area Operations and Maintenance Incidental Take Permit. CDFW 
also requests that the EIR include discussion of PG&E’s Bay Area Operations and 
Maintenance Incidental Take Permit (Bay Area ITP) to indicate which project 
activities are covered by the Bay Area O&M ITP, if applicable. 

The following description of the Bay Area ITP is added to Section 4.4.2 on page 
4.4-54 of the revised Draft EIR in response to this comment: 

CDFW Incidental Take Permit 

PG&E Bay Area Operations and Maintenance Incidental Take Permit 
The PG&E Bay Area Operations and Maintenance Incidental Take Permit 
(Bay Area ITP) authorizes take of and provides measures to avoid and 
mitigate impacts on covered species during operations and maintenance 
of PG&E gas and electrical transmission and distribution facilities within 
the Bay Area ITP plan area (CDFW 2022). The Bay Area ITP also covers 
minor new construction activities, which include gas pressure limiting 
station construction, minor substation expansion, and underground line 
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construction. Although the Proposed Project area is located within the 
boundaries of the Bay Area ITP, construction of the 500 kV 
interconnection lines, 12 kV distribution line, and communication yard 
within the Collinsville Substation are not covered activities because they 
do not fit the scope of minor new construction activities as defined in the 
ITP. 

The discussion of Avoidance and Minimization Measures in Section 4.4.4, 
Approach to Impact Analysis (revised Draft EIR page 4.4-74), has been 
edited to incorporate the Bay Area ITP as follows: 

PG&E HCP and ITP Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

This EIR incorporates by reference the avoidance and minimization 
measures (AMMs) in Chapter 5.5.1.2 of PG&Es Bay Area HCP (ICF 2017) 
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program incorporated into 
PG&E’s Bay Area ITP (CDFW 2022). These AMMs include specific plant 
and wildlife species impact avoidance and minimization measures as 
well as general measures such as personnel training. The complete list of 
measures may be found in Table 5-1 of the Bay Area HCP and 
Attachment 2 of the Bay Area ITP. The HCP and ITP measures would 
apply to all PG&E operation and maintenance activities, but and the 
transposition structure installation activities conducted under would only 
be covered by the HCP. 

The Impact Analysis in Section 4.4.5, has been edited in the following 
places to incorporate the Bay Area ITP and indicate when take coverage is 
applicable: 

On revised Draft EIR page 4.4-88: 

Operation and maintenance activities for the PG&E project components 
would be integrated into PG&E’s existing operation and maintenance 
program for the existing transmission lines in the area. California tiger 
salamander and California red-legged frog are covered by PG&E’s Bay 
Area HCP (ICF 2017). California tiger salamander is also covered by 
PG&E’s Bay Area ITP (CDFW 2022). Although western spadefoot is not 
covered by the Bay Area HCP or Bay Area ITP, the HCP includes 
implementation of numerous AMMs that would reduce impacts on 
special-status amphibians, including AMM FP-10, which requires 
workers to minimize the activity footprint and amount of time spent at 
work stations to reduce the potential for take of species, and AMM Hot 
Zone-6, which limits activities to foot access only when working off of 
established roadways unless a biological monitor delineates off-road 
access routes that avoid sensitive biological resources; both measures 
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would reduce the potential for wildlife mortality from vehicle strikes as 
well as impacts to amphibian habitat (ICF 2017).  

On Revised Draft EIR page 4.4-93: 

Additionally, Alameda whipsnake is covered by PG&E’s Bay Area HCP 
(ICF 2017) and Bay Area ITP (CDFW 2022), which ensures any impact on 
Alameda whipsnake from operation and maintenance of the PG&E 
project components would be less than significant. 

The references section has been updated on revised Draft EIR page 4.4-
223 to add an entry for the Bay Area ITP, as follows: 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2022. Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company Bay Area Operations and Maintenance Project Incidental 
Take Permit.  

AS-1-11 CDFW requests clarification of which activities would require coverage under 
the Bay Area Operations and Maintenance Incidental Take Permit (Bay Area ITP) 
and recommends that PG&E is included in applicable CDFW permits as a co-
signer.  

The Bay Area ITP only covers operations and maintenance (O&M) activities and 
specified minor new construction activities. The minor new construction 
activities covered by the Bay Area ITP include: gas pressure limiting station 
construction, minor substation expansion, and underground line construction. 
The construction activities required to construct the PG&E transposition sites, 
500 kV interconnection lines, and 12 kV distribution line do not fall under the 
scope of these covered minor new construction activities. Therefore, the Bay Area 
ITP does not cover construction of any PG&E project components. 

Because the Bay Area ITP does not cover construction of the PG&E project 
components, the Bay Area ITP measures have not been included in the analysis 
of impacts for construction activities within the EIR (refer to subsections 
analyzing construction impacts within Section 4.4.5, Impact Analysis – Proposed 
Project, of the Draft EIR). Thus, the EIR is clear that take coverage of special-
status species during construction is not being sought from the Bay Area ITP. 
Additionally, as described in the response to comment AS-1-10, additions have 
been provided to the text of the revised Draft EIR that clarify which species the 
Bay Area ITP does not cover during operations and maintenance of the project. 
PG&E is responsible for securing the appropriate take authorizations, as needed, 
and working with the appropriate agencies to secure take coverage during 
construction and during operations and maintenance for species that are not 
covered by the Bay Area ITP. The EIR also discusses the separate ITPs that will 
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be obtained by PG&E. See also response to comment P-1-4 regarding PG&E ITPs 
for this project. 

The Bay Area ITP does provide take coverage during operations and 
maintenance of the project for two special-status species considered in the EIR: 
California tiger salamander and Alameda whipsnake. This has been clarified 
through additions to the text of the revised Draft EIR as described in the 
response to comment AS-1-10. 

AS-1-12 CDFW requests clarification on how the mitigation measures would be affected 
by the conditions of approval stated in the Bay Area ITP. CDFW also suggests 
that the EIR should clarify which entity is responsible for which project activities 
and the permit source under which each entity has take authority. 

As described in the response to comment AS-1-11, the construction activities 
required to construct the PG&E transposition sites, 500 kV interconnection lines, 
and 12 kV distribution line are not covered by PG&E’s Bay Area ITP. Because 
construction of the PG&E project components is not covered by the Bay Area 
ITP, the mitigation measures applied to PG&E for construction of the project 
remain applicable and do not conflict with the terms of the Bay Area ITP. The 
mitigation measures required under CEQA would be implemented in addition to 
any applicable ITP conditions. 

One mitigation measure, MM BIO-12, which requires application of Avian Power 
Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) guidelines to the design of overhead 
transmission lines, is applied to PG&E for operations and maintenance of the 
project. This mitigation measure is necessary to reduce operations and 
maintenance impacts on avian species to less than significant because the Bay 
Area ITP does not require adherence to APLIC guidelines. This measure would 
not conflict with implementation of the Bay Area ITP. 

As described in the responses to comments AS-1-10 and AS-1-11, the Draft EIR 
analysis has been updated to indicate which activities are covered by the Bay 
Area ITP. In addition, the Draft EIR was explicit in its analysis of impacts by 
entity. For each impact statement, the Draft EIR provides separate analysis of 
impacts that apply to LSPGC and PG&E with separate headings for each entity. 
The Draft EIR is clear on which permitting entity is responsible for which project 
activities. Each entity is responsible for obtaining their own permits to construct 
and operate their facilities in compliance with applicable laws. 

AS-1-13 CDFW requests that field survey data be presented to the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB). This comment is noted. The applicant conducted 
field surveys and is responsible for completing the CNDDB field survey form in 
accordance with CDFW guidance. 
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AS-1-14 CDFW requests that the Draft EIR be revised to analyze alternatives that reduce 
the environmental impacts of the project. CDFW also requests recirculation of the 
Draft EIR for public review.  

As addressed in the response to comments above, the minor revisions to the  EIR 
would not constitute “significant new information” that would require 
recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The 
responses above provide minor clarifications and identify where the requested 
information was contained within the Draft EIR. The minor modifications to the 
mitigation measures that are incorporated in the response to comments do not 
require recirculation because the modifications to the mitigation measures would 
not result in new significant impacts. No new information is presented in these 
comments and all species and habitats addressed in the comments were 
addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analyzed six different alternatives to 
reduce environmental impacts, including biological impacts, and the analysis of 
alternatives was well documented in the Draft EIR. 
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3.1.4 Letter AS-2: State Lands Commission
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Response to Letter AS-2: California State Lands Commission 
AS-2-1 The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) notes that the project area falls 

on land under their jurisdiction and is subject to leasing requirements, with the 
exception of lands granted to the City of Pittsburg. CSLC requests that the City of 
Pittsburg be contacted to address any approvals that may be required by the 
City.  

This comment is addressed in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, under the 
subheading City of Pittsburg Granted Tidelands, Submerged Lands, and Beds of 
Navigable Lakes and Waterways. As discussed under impact LU-2, LSPGC 
would obtain a Land Lease Agreement from the City of Pittsburg to construct, 
operate, and maintain portions of the proposed submarine segment of the 230 kV 
transmission line that are within areas of the Delta that have been granted to the 
City of Pittsburg and LSPGC would be subject to the conditions of the Land 
Lease Agreement with the City, including any terms related to minimizing 
environmental impacts. 

AS-2-2 CSLC recommends the ongoing coordination between LSPGC and Suisun 
Associates at all phases of the project and that LSPGC keep CSLC staff updated 
on the status of its coordination. The comment is noted. 

AS-2-3 CSLC requests revisions to the text of the Draft EIR on page 2-51 to remove the 
following text: "…with these agreements in place, Suisun Associates' activities in 
the vicinity of the cables would be prohibited, protecting them from incidental 
impacts." CSLC requests this revision on the basis that CSLC does not possess 
unilateral authority to alter or limit Suisun Associates current entitlements.” The 
comment notes that CSLC leasing practices operate under the principle of non-
exclusivity and that CSLC does not have authority to alter or limit Suisun 
Associates’ current entitlements.  

The text of page 2-51 of the EIR is revised in response to this comment as follows: 

LSPGC would obtain a lease agreement and a lease encumbrance 
permit/agreement from the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) for 
encumbering on the existing mining lease. With these agreements in 
place, Suisun Associates’ activities in the vicinity of the cables would be 
prohibited, protecting them from incidental impacts. 

AS-2-4 CSLC requests that the Project Description clarify that the cable would be 
composed of four separate cables and the excavation for cable installation would 
occur separately for each cable. 
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 The Draft EIR Project Description describes the method for installation of each 
cable and shows the location of each separate cable. However, to provide 
additional clarify in response to this comment, the following revisions to the 
Draft EIR text are included on page 2-50. 

The submarine cables would be installed by using a hydroplow that is 
pulled along the riverbed behind a barge. The hydroplow would consist 
of a water jet and a long blade mounted to either a sled- or track-mounted 
submerged vehicle. The blade would contain water nozzles on the 
leading edge that mobilize the sediment using high-pressure water. The 
Each submarine cable (four total) would be fed from the barge down to 
the seabed through the blade and would exit at the foot of the blade to be 
laid directly into the river bottom sediments. This process would be 
repeated a total of four times, once for each cable.  

AS-2-5 CSLC requests that the home port location for project work barges and vessels be 
identified in the Project Description.  

The following text has been added to page 2-51 of the revised Draft EIR Project 
Description, below the heading “Submarine Cable Installation.”  

 LSPGC anticipates that companies involved with submarine cable 
installation would have accessible assets situated in the San Francisco Bay 
Area, approximately 45 miles from the project site. The barges are 
expected to be stationed in Richmond, approximately 42 miles from the 
project site, while the tug and crew boats would be based in San 
Francisco, also approximately 45 miles from the project site. 

AS-2-6 CSLC states that any future abandonment of transmission line cables would need 
to be approved by the CSLC. CSLC also requests that the EIR be revised to note 
that excavation and cable installation activities for cable replacement would be 
subject to additional environmental review.  

The analysis in the Draft EIR provides CPUC CEQA review for future cable 
repair/replacement activities assuming that the cable replacement activities fall 
within the scope of the environmental impacts addressed for that activity in the 
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is clear that any future cable repair and associated 
abandonment in place or removal of damaged cable segments would require 
separate authorization. The need for separate authorization for that activity is 
specifically discussed throughout the analysis of Biological Resources, for 
example, on pages 4.4-83 [“Cable replacement activities would require separate 
authorization.”], 4.4-87 [same], 4.4-92 [same], 4.4-99 [same], 4.4-106 [same], 4.4-
113 [same], and 4.4-136 [same]. The need for separate authorization is addressed 
in Biological Resources as the separate authorizations are related to biological 
resources. If and when future authorization is needed, the agency responsible for 
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such authorization would be required to evaluate the appropriate level of 
environmental review, if any, consistent with Public Resources Code section 
21166 and CEQA Guidelines section 15162. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

AS-2-7 CSLC notes that the CPUC rejected conceptual alternatives, including installing 
the 230 kV submarine segment cables using either (a) full horizontal directional 
drilling (HDD) methods or (b) partial HDD methods, as described in 
Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix C of the Draft EIR). CSLC requests 
additional information to support the CPUC’s determination that the full HDD 
installation alternative is infeasible and the partial HDD alternative would not 
avoid any significant impacts of the Proposed Project. CSLC also questions the 
rationale for rejecting the full HDD method related to workspace limitations and 
requests additional information regarding drilling technology limitations for 
boring.  

The full length of the Delta crossing along the proposed 230 kV submarine 
segment route is approximately 4.5 miles. According to information provided by 
LSPGC in response to Data Request 16, the longest continuous horizontal 
directional drill (HDD) completed to date is approximately 5,200 meters (~17,000 
feet) and involved installation of a 20-inch diameter steel pipeline for aviation 
fuel transport. That installation represents the current upper bound of 
demonstrated HDD capability for large-diameter steel pipelines under controlled 
conditions. The Collinsville project would require installation of high-voltage 
transmission cables through a PVC lined borehole. High-voltage cables are more 
sensitive to tensile stress, sidewall pressure, and minimum bend radius 
limitations during pullback than a steel pipeline. In addition, the referenced 
5,200-meter HDD installation was buried at a depth of 100 meters to avoid frac-
outs and maintain pore stability. Burial at such a depth would affect the cable 
performance and a shallower depth is required to dissipate heat. As there is no 
evidence of an HDD installation reaching 4.5 miles, and the high-voltage cable 
presents additional technical challenges for HDD installation, full HDD 
installation would not be feasible for the proposed submarine cables. 

According to information provided by LSPGC in response to Data Request 16, a 
partial HDD installation would be technically feasible with limitations. Based on 
the information provided by LSPGC, the proposed submarine cables could be 
installed using HDD methods up to a maximum of approximately 1,500 feet 
from each shoreline for a total distance of approximately 3,000 feet. The distance 
of 1,500 feet was defined in consultation with an experienced trenchless 
construction contractor. A distance of 1,500 feet represents the maximum 
preferred and lowest-risk configuration distance to manage the annular 
pressures within the bore to reduce the likelihood of frac-outs and the 
contingency response in the event of a frac-out is managed. Extending the 
drilling distance would increase drilling fluid pressure, which would reduce the 
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safe pressure window between bore collapse and hydraulic fracture. As shown in 
Figure 3-1 below, these distances only cover a portion of the 4.5-mile Delta 
crossing. The 1,500-foot distance limitation would not be sufficient to avoid the 
proposed trenching methods within the sand and gravel mining lease area (refer 
to Figure 3-1 in this response). HDD methods would require additional 
workspaces beyond those identified for the Proposed Project (refer to Figure 3-1) 
and the risk of a potential frac-out that could impact the environment. Further, 
according to LSPGC, the required depths of the HDD would introduce 
additional cables required in order to meet specified cable ratings resulting in 
additional impacts and time constraints.  

This information provided above supports the CPUC’s decision to reject the full 
HDD alternative on the basis of feasibility and the partial HDD alternative on the 
basis that it would not avoid significant impacts, such as the impacts identified to 
the sand and gravel mining lease area.  

The Alternatives Screening Report in the revised Draft EIR (Appendix C) was 
updated to include Figure 3-1. In addition, the description of the two HDD 
alternatives and the rationale for rejecting them was updated for clarity.  
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Figure 3-1 Estimated Maximum HDD Distance from Delta Shoreline 
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AS-2-8 CSLC notes that APM REC-1: Access Restrictions in the Delta includes 
requirements for noticing and coordination but does not include requirements 
that restrict public access, despite the title of the measure. CSLC requests 
additional information regarding the buffer areas around work vessels to 
address public safety concerns associated with in-water work activities and 
suggests impacts on recreation and transportation associated with restricting 
access should be considered. 

 LSPGC anticipates that at fixed points, such as the open trenching locations at 
the shoreline, buoys or similar technology would be used to clearly define that 
work was occurring near the shoreline. This technology would be near the in-
water silt fencing. These buoys would act as a delineation of a work area and 
direct vessels to avoid the area. For unfixed working locations, such as the 
hydroplow installation, this work would be treated as all vessel traffic would be 
treated. The barge would constantly be moving, and thus buoys or navigation 
markers would not necessarily be effective. Vessel traffic and buffers to vessels 
would be discussed and determined with USCG, Vessel Traffic Service, and the 
Harbor Master. 

 Page 4.16-15 of the Draft EIR includes the following statement discussing 
recreational access restrictions. This text has been revised in the Draft EIR as 
follows to include additional details discussed above: 

“The proposed LSPGC 230 kV submarine segment cables would be 
installed from a barge moving along the cable route through the Delta 
and would take approximately 4 to 5 months to complete. The barge 
would not reduce or prevent access to the Delta as the barge would be 
similar to other vessels moving through the waterway. The final barge 
size would depend on equipment availability and would be determined 
at the time of construction; however, the barge size is estimated to be 
approximately 260 feet by 72 feet. In addition, a temporary in-water work 
area on the north shore of approximately 0.3 acres and on the south shore 
of approximately 0.4 acres would be required to bring the submarine 
cables onshore. The total approximately 0.7-acre work area would be 
unavailable to other recreational uses for the 4 to 5 months of 
construction. Public access would be restricted surrounding in-water 
construction when required to ensure public and worker safety, as 
necessary. For fixed work areas near the shoreline, buoys or similar 
technology would be used to clearly define the construction area that 
should be avoided by vessels. For unfixed work areas (e.g., submarine 
cable installation using the hydroplow), the barge would be moving and 
the use of buoys are not anticipated.  
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To reduce the potential impacts associated with access restrictions to the 
Delta, LSPGC would implement APM REC-1, which requires LSPGC to 
coordinate with the U.S. Coast Guard’s (USCG’s) San Francisco 
Waterways Branch, the San Francisco Vessel Traffic Center (VTC), and 
the City of Pittsburg’s harbor master prior to any temporary access 
restrictions to ensure that Delta users are aware of upcoming restrictions. 
In addition, LSPGC has proposed APM REC-1 would require a Local 
Notice to Mariners 15 days prior to the start of each phase of in-water 
construction activities. Because the area of reduced access due to the 
barge and in-water work would be limited to approximately 0.7 acre of 
the entire Delta which spans 738,000 acres and LSPGC would implement 
APM REC-1 to avoid conflicts with recreational users, the impact on 
access to recreational access in the Delta would be less than significant.” 

 On page 4.17-40 of the Draft EIR has been revised with similar information as 
follows: 

  Water Traffic 
The 230 kV transmission line submarine segment, including the northern 
and southern transition approaches, would be installed over an 
approximately 6-month period with work occurring continuously 24 
hours per day and 7 days per week. A barge, tugboat, and associated 
equipment watercraft for in-water work is anticipated to be in the Delta 
for approximately 3 months. Public access would be restricted 
surrounding in-water construction when required to ensure public and 
worker safety, as necessary. For fixed work areas near the shoreline, 
buoys or similar technology would be used to clearly define the 
construction area that should be avoided by vessels. For unfixed work 
areas (e.g., submarine cable installation using the hydroplow), the barge 
would be moving and the use of buoys are not anticipated.  

LSPGC would implement APM REC-1 to ensure that vessel traffic 
necessary to install the 230 kV transmission line submarine segment 
would be coordinated with the appropriate agency staff and to ensure 
coordination between LSPGC construction crews and the USCG San 
Francisco Waterways Branch, the San Francisco VTC, and the City of 
Pittsburg’s harbor master prior to any temporary in-water so Delta users 
are aware of access restrictions. In addition, a Local Notice to Mariners 
would be submitted to USCG District 11 at least 15 days prior to the start 
of each phase of in-water construction per regulatory requirements. 
Although the CCTA’s 2017 Countywide Transportation Plan and the 
STA’s Solano County Comprehensive Transportation do not include 
policies or ordinances regarding vessel traffic in the Delta, 
implementation of APM REC-1 would reduce the potential for conflicts 
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with commercial and recreation vessel traffic that intersect with LSPGC 
in-water work period. In light of these APMs REC-1 and due to the short 
duration of work and coordination with regulatory agencies, the impact 
on vessel traffic would be less than significant. No mitigation required. 

Page 4.17-53 of the Draft EIR was also revised as follows: 

 Vessel Traffic 
USACE maintains two navigational channels crossed by the proposed 230 
kV transmission line submarine segment—San Joaquin Ship Channel and 
the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel. These channels are maintained 
at a depth of 30 and 35 feet, respectively. The existing channel depth in 
these locations ranges between 35 and 90 feet. Because the cables would 
typically be buried 6 to 15 feet below the existing sediment surface, the 
cables would be below any planned dredging within these channels.  

The submarine segment, including the northern and southern transition 
approaches, would be installed over an approximately 6-month period 
with work occurring continuously 24 hours per day and 7 days per week. 
A barge, tugboat, and associated equipment watercraft for in-water work 
is anticipated to be in the Delta for approximately 3 months. Public access 
would be restricted surrounding in-water construction when required to 
ensure public and worker safety, as necessary. For fixed work areas near 
the shoreline, buoys or similar technology would be used to clearly define 
the construction area that should be avoided by vessels. For unfixed work 
areas (e.g., submarine cable installation using the hydroplow), the barge 
would be moving and the use of buoys are not anticipated. The 
continuous presence of the vessels in the Delta at different locations along 
the 4.5-mile alignment over 3 months could create hazardous conditions 
for other Delta users resulting in a significant impact.  

LSPGC would implement APM REC-1 to ensure all vessel traffic 
necessary to install the 230 kV transmission line submarine segment 
would be coordinated with the appropriate agency staff and that 
coordination between LSPGC construction crews and the USCG’s San 
Francisco Waterways Branch, the San Francisco VTC, and the City of 
Pittsburg’s harbor master prior to any temporary in-water access 
restrictions to ensure that Delta users are aware of upcoming restrictions. 
In addition, a Local Notice to Mariners would be submitted to the USCG 
District 11 at least 15 days prior to the start of each phase of in-water 
construction per regulatory requirements and APM REC-1. Due to 
coordination of vessel traffic with the appropriate agencies, notification of 
in-water work with the appropriate agencies for dissemination to Delta 
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users, and the limited duration of in-water work, the impact on the safety 
of vessel traffic would be less than significant. 

APM REC-1 has been revised as follows to include these details and procedures 
for restricting public access within the Delta: 

APM REC-1: Access Restrictions in the Delta. Construction crews would 
coordinate with the USCG’s San Francisco Waterways Branch, the San 
Francisco VTC, and the City of Pittsburg’s harbor master prior to any 
temporary in-water access restrictions to ensure that Delta users are 
aware of upcoming restrictions. In addition, a Local Notice to Mariners 
would be submitted to the USCG’s District 11 at least 15 days prior to the 
start of each phase of in-water construction.  

Public access would be restricted surrounding in-water construction 
when required to ensure public and worker safety, as necessary. The 
distance and methods for restricting public access would be determined 
based on the specific work activity requirements, and determined in 
coordination with USCG, Vessel Traffic Service, the Harbor Master, and 
other applicable agencies, as required.  

AS-2-9 CSLC recommends using CalEnviroScreen to identify any environmental 
burdens disproportionately affecting communities near the project, and if 
applicable, add this information to the EIR. 

CalEnviroScreen is a screening methodology that can be used to help identify 
California communities that are disproportionately burdened by multiple 
sources of pollution. The proposed Collinsville Substation is located in census 
tract 609523500, which has a CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Percentile of 781F

2 (OEHHA, 
n.d.). The key pollution factors for that community are pesticides, groundwater 
threats, hazardous waste, impaired waters, and solid waste. The Proposed 
Project would not contribute to those pollution factors. While the Proposed 
Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on ozone during 
submarine cable installation, there are no communities located in proximity to 
the channel where the submarine cable would be installed. The portion of the 
project in Pittsburg is located in census tract 601330900, which has a 
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Percentile of 83 (OEHHA, n.d.). The key pollution factors for 
that community include cleanup sites, groundwater threats, hazardous waste, 
impaired waters, and solid waste. The Proposed Project would not contribute to 

 
2 “The overall CalEnviroScreen score is calculated by multiplying the Pollution Burden and Population 
Characteristics scores. The maximum CalEnviroScreen Score is 100. The census tracts are ordered from 
highest to lowest, based on their overall score. A percentile for the overall score is then calculated 
from the ordered values…a census tract’s overall CalEnviroScreen percentile equals the percentage of all 
ordered CalEnviroScreen scores that fall below the score for that area.”(August 2021) 
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those pollution factors. As discussed on pages 4.3-46 through 4.3-49 of the 
revised Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would not generate air quality pollutants 
that would exceed any health hazard index. No additional analysis is required in 
the EIR.  
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3.1.5 Letter AL-1: Solano County
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Response to Letter AL-1: James Bezek, Solano County Department of Resource 
Management 
AL-1-1 Solano County states the County’s support of the Proposed Project over 

Alternative 1 due to economic development potential and infrastructure 
flexibility associated with the flatter Proposed Project substation site. The 
comment also discusses that the Proposed Project substation location aligns with 
regional and local planning efforts, including the designation of the area for 
infrastructure and water-dependent industrial development.  

The consideration of alternatives to the Proposed Project was conducted by the 
CPUC in compliance with CEQA, which requires that, “An EIR shall describe a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” The alternatives 
evaluation in the EIR reflects the basic project objectives, which were defined to 
meet the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) functional 
specifications and need for the project as defined in its Transmission Plans. The 
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR meet the CAISO functional specifications 
and basic project objectives. Substation support for economic development in 
Solano County is speculative and not directly related to the basic project 
objectives of meeting CAISO functional specifications. The comment asserts the 
site is designated as Water Dependent Industrial land (referring to the 2008 
Solano County General Plan); however, no areas designated as Water Dependent 
Industrial Use occur within the Proposed Project areas shown in Figure 4.11-1. 
The Proposed Project substation, Alternative 1 substation, and Alternative 2 
substation are all located in areas designated for agricultural use. There is no 
difference in land use designations between the Proposed Project or alternative 
substation sites within the County General Plan. 

AL-1-2 Solano County discusses that if the Proposed Project substation location were 
selected, a Marsh Development would be required from the County. The 
comment evaluates the consistency of the Proposed Project with the Suisun 
Marsh Local Protection Program policies for informational purposes. The 
comment also notes that Alternative 1 is located outside of the Suisun Marsh 
Management Area.  

Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that development of the Collinsville 
substation at the Proposed Project site would require a Marsh Development 
Permit from Solano County. The County’s consistency analysis is noted. The 
County’s comment that Alternative 1 is not located within the Suisun Marsh 
Management Area is consistent with the analysis in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. 
No change to the EIR is required.  
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AL-1-3 Solano County states that the economic implications of the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 are not clearly differentiated and analyzed.  

CEQA requires a lead agency to define and evaluate the physical effects of a 
project on the environment and does not require evaluation of economic impacts. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states, “Economic or social effects of a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”  

The analysis of growth inducing effects in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR is 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e), which states an EIR must 
"Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment....that could cause significant 
environmental effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which may 
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the 
environment, either individually or cumulatively."  

Solano County requests consideration for enabling future interconnections and 
co-located infrastructure. There are no current proposals for future 
interconnections other than the Humboldt 500 kV Substation, with 500/115 kV 
Transformer, and a 500 kV line to Collinsville, which is considered as a 
cumulative project and addressed in the cumulative impact analysis in the EIR. 
Future development of other energy projects is speculative and is not a project 
objective. Indeed, Solano County’s letter suggests it prefers the original proposed 
site because it believes that site will induce more growth. Although there is 
substantial evidence in the record that the original location will not induce 
growth, inducement of unplanned grow would be an impact rather than 
evidence the location is environmentally superior to other locations. Both the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 were analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 of the 
Draft EIR. Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR includes a comparison of alternatives based 
on environmental impacts consistent with CEQA criteria. 

AL-1-4 Solano County raises the topic of future development potential of the area 
surrounding Alternative 1 as compared to the Proposed Project and expresses a 
desire that the selection of alternatives consider economic development for the 
County, including the siting of separate future battery energy storage projects 
around the substation.  

Refer to response to comment AL-1-3. Economic effects of a project are not 
physical effects on the environment and are outside of the context of CEQA. No 
change to the EIR is required.  

AL-1-5 Solano County discusses Suisun Marsh Protection Plan policies and states that 
the area of the Proposed Project substation should be reserved for water-related 
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industry use and Alternative 1 is not located in an area designated for water-
dependent industrial use.  

The comment is noted. Also see response to comment AL-1-1. 

AL-1-6 Solano County requests that the EIR growth inducing impact section address 
differences in economic development potential between the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1.  

The analysis in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR is appropriate under CEQA. Refer to 
response to comment AL-1-3. No change to the EIR is required.  

AL-1-7 Solano County suggests edits to Section 5.2 of the EIR to address the difference 
between Alternative 1’s ability to support future electrical grid expansion and 
economic development.  

While the differences between the two substation sites are noted, the analysis in 
Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR is appropriate under CEQA. Refer to responses to 
comments AL-1-1 and AL-1-3. No revisions to the EIR are needed. 

AL-1-8 Solano County requests the addition of a subsection within the Land Use and 
Planning section addressing the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act requirements 
and consistency with local planning frameworks.  

Policy SM.P.25(B) is already addressed in Section 4.11.2, Land Use and Planning 
on page 4.11-37, and pages 4.11-55 through 4.11-58, of the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR includes discussion of the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act of 1974 and 1977, 
including the creation of the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan as part of these acts 
and discussion of the Primary and Secondary Management Areas requirements. 
Policies SM.P.50 through SM.P.55 are specific to the Water Dependent Industrial 
Land Use designation and therefore are not included in the Draft EIR analysis as 
this is not applicable to the Proposed Project. Conflicts with the Suisun Marsh 
Protection Plan policies and the requirements for a Marsh Development Permit 
included in the Draft EIR, please refer to response AL-1-2. 

AL-1-9 Solano County requests further clarification of the absence of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance within any the 
Proposed Project area or any of the alternative substation sites. 

 The Draft EIR states that there is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance within areas that would be developed by the 
Proposed Project on page 4.2-17. Table ES-2 in the Executive Summary also states 
there is no impact on these resources. Section 4.2 also addresses the absence of 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance for 
each of the alternatives. No change to the EIR is required.  
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AL-1-10 Solano County requests that Chapter 6 include a discussion of the economic 
development potential and planning framework consistency for the alternatives.  

Economic impacts are not a physical impact on the environment, and it would be 
speculative to assume what physical changes might arise from economic changes 
that could result from either the Proposed Project or the alternatives. It is 
therefore not appropriate to address economic development within the 
comparison of alternatives. The comparison of alternatives addresses 
environmental impacts consistent with CEQA Guidelines. 

AL-1-11 Solano County requests that the CPUC approves the Proposed Project, instead of 
Alternative 1. The comment also requests CPUC coordination with the County 
during project implementation.  

The County’s preference for the Proposed Project will be shared with the CPUC’s 
decisionmakers for their consideration, as will the request for coordination with 
the County. 
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3.1.6 Letter AL-2: SMAQMD
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Response to Letter AL-2: Roberto Ramirez, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District 
AL-2-1 This Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 

discusses APM AIR-1 and requests that it be adopted as a mitigation measure.   

As discussed in the Project Description on page 2-90, “APMs that are not 
superseded will be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan (MMRP) and will become conditions of project approval.” APM AIR-1 is 
thus a required component of the Project and is fully enforceable by the CPUC in 
the same manner that mitigation measures are enforced during construction. Its 
requirement that all construction equipment rated between 100 and 750 
horsepower (hp) use Tier 4 engines is not optional. Creating a parallel mitigation 
measure would be redundant and is not necessary to ensure implementation. 

SMAQMD also recommends revising the language in APM AIR-1 to apply to 
equipment rated at 50 hp to 750 hp rather than 100 hp to 750 hp. However, all 
off-road construction equipment proposed for use within SMAQMD's 
jurisdiction is rated above 100 hp, with the exception of a single 50-horsepower 
dive compressor. This compressor would operate approximately 2 hours per day 
over a 22-day period. Superseding APM AIR-1 with a formal mitigation measure 
to address one piece of equipment with limited use would not result in a 
meaningful emissions benefit and is therefore not warranted. 

AL-2-2 SMAQMD discusses a mitigation fee program for emissions above the 
established threshold.  

 The analysis in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR identified that 
construction-generated emissions of nitrogen oxide (NOx) would exceed 
SMAQMD’s threshold of significance if marine vessels equipped with Tier 4 
engines cannot be secured for project construction activities within the Delta. 
MM AQ-2 is revised as follows in the Draft EIR to address the comment: 

MM AQ-2: Watercraft Emission Reduction 
LSPGC shall use marine vessels (e.g., tug boards and support vessels) 
that meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4 engine 
standards to the extent commercially and regionally available and 
operating in the Bay Area during construction. If marine vessels with 
EPA Tier 4 engines are not available, LSPGC shall submit to the CPUC 
evidence documenting good faith effort to obtain local watercraft with 
EPA Tier 4 engines. Where watercraft with Tier 4 engines are not 
commercially and regionally available, LSPGC shall ensure that all 
marine vessels used during in-water construction activities are powered 
by engines that meet EPA Tier 3 emission standards for marine 
compression-ignition engines, as defined in Title 40 of the Code of 
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Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1042. Additionally, LSPGC shall pay a 
mitigation fee and an administrative fee to SMAQMD to address NOx 
emissions in exceedance of the SMAQMD threshold. The mitigation fee 
shall be calculated based on the SMAQMD off-site mitigation fee 
schedule at the time of fee payment in accordance with the SMAQMD 
“Construction Off-site Mitigation Fees” program. The mitigation and 
administrative fees shall be paid in full at least 30 days prior to 
installation of the submarine cable in SMAQMD jurisdiction. Evidence of 
the mitigation fee payment and supporting calculations shall be 
submitted to the CPUC prior to submarine cable installation.   
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3.1.7 Letter AL-3: SMUD
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Response to Letter AL-3: Blake Heinlein, Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
AL-3-1 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) requests that the proposed PG&E 

microwave tower be constructed using a tubular tower instead of a lattice tower. 
SMUD states they monitor avian impacts related to the operation of their wind 
turbines in the project area and has been working to improve manmade 
structures to reduce avian nesting and perching habitat. SMUD states lattice 
structures provide habitat that leads to increases in avian activity in the area; 
increases in avian strikes because of new lattice structures would cause an 
avoidable environmental impact and should be mitigated through design.  

The CPUC understands “tubular tower” in the context of SMUD’s comment to be 
synonymous with monopole. The Draft EIR Biological Resources section (page 
4.4-103) analyzes impacts on avian species associated with an increase nesting 
and perching on new lattice steel towers (LSTs) within the existing windfarm, 
but the discussion generally focuses on the proposed 500 kV interconnection. The 
CPUC coordinated with PG&E and requested information on the feasibility of 
using a monopole structure for the microwave tower instead of a lattice tower as 
proposed or alternatively using nesting and perching deterrents. According to 
PG&E response to Data Request #14, using monopoles for microwave tower 
structures over 100 feet tall is not recommended as they have greater sway in 
wind conditions resulting in increased outages and have lower loading capacity. 
The microwave tower is expected to be at least 150 feet tall and up to 199 feet tall 
if necessary. A monopole structure of this height would require the installation 
of multiple guy wires to stabilize the structure, and the presence of guy wires 
poses a risk of bird strikes resulting in injury or mortality. For these reasons, the 
CPUC determined that it would not be feasible to construct the microwave tower 
using a monopole. However, PG&E identified feasible methods to minimize 
nesting and perching opportunities on the microwave tower through design 
features or by installing nesting and perching deterrents as provided in response 
to CPUC’s data request #14.  

MM BIO-7 has been revised to incorporate additional nesting and perching 
deterrent requirements that specifically apply to the PG&E microwave tower. 
The revisions to MM BIO-7 are incorporated with other revisions shown in 
response to comment L-1-72. 

In addition, the text on page 4.4-103 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

 PG&E Project Components 
PG&E’s proposed 500 kV interconnection line and microwave tower 
lattice steel towers (LSTs) would be located within the SMUD Solano 
wind farm. LSTs have cross bars and framing that raptors and birds have 
been observed using for perching and nesting (Steenhof et al. 1993). 
Introduction of structures, like LSTs, that support raptor and avian 
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perching and nesting in proximity to the existing wind turbines could 
result in increased avian collisions with the surrounding wind turbines, 
including potential special-status avian species mortality. The wind farm 
itself is already a significant source of avian mortality. Annual avian 
monitoring reports from the wind farm from the 5-year period between 
2020 and 2024 reported a total of 208 avian mortalities and 1 injured bird, 
with an average annual mortality rate of 42 birds (SMUD 2021, 2022, 2023, 
2024, 2025). Notably, there were 44 red-tailed hawk mortalities (with an 
average of 9 per year), 18 American kestrel mortalities (average of 5 per 
year), and 11 golden eagle mortalities (average of 4 per year). Other 
sensitive bird mortalities included Swainson’s hawk (5 mortalities), and 
northern harrier (5 mortalities) (SMUD 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025). 
Increased avian perching and nesting within the wind farm due to the 
perching and nesting opportunities afforded by the LSTs would increase 
the risk of avian injury and mortality from the wind farm, which would 
be a significant impact. It is for this reason that the USFWS Land-Based 
Wind Energy Guidelines (USFWS 2012) has a mitigation measure stating 
that “tubular towers or best available technology to reduce ability of birds 
to perch and to reduce risk of collision [will be used when practical].”   

PG&E would implement MM BIO-7 to minimize the potential for avian 
nesting and perching opportunities on the PG&E microwave tower by 
working with the tower manufacturer to design the structures with round 
member diagonals and horizontal bracing to minimize “flat areas” that 
could be utilized for nest building and perching. If such design features 
are not feasible, PG&E would be required to install permanent nesting 
and perching deterrents (e.g., installing reflectors, spikes, mesh, wire; 
sealing holes; etc.) consistent with the current guidance from the Avian 
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) and the USFWS. The impact 
associated with the microwave tower LST would be less than significant 
with implementation of MM BIO-7. 

It would not be feasible to implement the same design modifications or 
deterrents described in MM BIO-7 for the microwave tower to adequately 
minimize nesting and perching opportunities on the proposed 500 kV 
interconnection LSTs due to transmission line design limitations. Because 
the impact on special-status birds is due to the nature/design of the 
proposed transmission structures within the wind farm, no mitigation is 
feasible to avoid special-status avian perching or nesting on the proposed 
500 kV interconnection LSTs. Therefore, the impact from potential 
increased special-status avian interactions with the wind turbines from 
the use of 500 kV interconnection LSTs within the windfarm would 
remain significant and unavoidable.  
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AL-3-2 SMUD requests ongoing coordination throughout the Project’s design process to 
ensure that no impacts to the existing SMUD 34.5 kV collection system would 
occur. 

 The comment is noted and the requirement to coordinate with SMUD is included 
in MM UT-1 consistent with this request. 

AL-3-3 SMUD requests that Solano Wind Project access roads be restored following 
completion of use, if the Project utilizes the access roads. MM TRA-3 requires 
restoration of roads to pre-project conditions. The language in MM TRA-3 has 
been updated to reflect this comment as follows: 

MM TRA-3: Post-Construction Road Repair 
Prior to construction, LSPGC/PG&E shall conduct a pre‐construction road 
condition assessment along, but not limited to, Collinsville Road, Birds 
Landing Road, Montezuma Hill Road, Stratton Lane, Talbert Lane, 
Halsey Court, Halsey Lane, Herb White Way, Solano Wind Project Access 
Roads, and Marina Boulevard, and entrances and exits to all work 
areas/staging areas. LSPGC/PG&E shall submit the pre‐construction road 
condition assessment to the CPUC and the local jurisdiction (e.g., City of 
Pittsburg, Solano County) prior to construction. If damage to roads 
occurs because of project construction or construction vehicle traffic, 
LSPGC/PG&E shall restore damaged roadways to match pre-construction 
conditions within 10 days of the reported damage to ensure continued 
safety for roadway users during the construction period and within 60 
days after the completion of construction at their own  expense under the 
direction of and to the construction standard of the affected local 
jurisdiction to ensure that impacted roads are adequately repaired.  

The following text on page 4.17-54 of the Draft EIR has been revised to address 
the comment: 

Although construction activities are expected to have a low probability of 
generating hazardous conditions for motorists, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians, the potential for significant impacts remains during peak 
construction activities when higher volumes of construction truck traffic 
would be accessing work areas/staging areas and when large equipment 
would be transported to site. To address this, PG&E would implement 
CM TRA-1, which mandates preparation and execution of a project-
specific traffic control plan prior to initiation of any encroachment or lane 
closure activities. PG&E would obtain all applicable encroachment and 
transportation permits, including those required for oversized vehicle 
movement, from the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to 
commencement of construction (Caltrans 2023a, 2023b). These permits 
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require implementation of agency-approved traffic control measures that 
adhere to the CA MUTCD (Caltrans 2014) to reduce potential 
transportation-related hazards and protect the safety of the traveling 
public, and that result in the restoration of any disturbed right-of-way to 
pre-construction conditions or to the satisfaction of the permitting 
agency. Implementation of CM TRA-1 would ensure that PG&E remains 
in compliance with permit conditions, incorporates traffic control best 
management practices, and mitigates potential conflicts between 
construction activities and existing roadway users. Furthermore, PG&E 
would be required to comply with applicable local and state roadway 
design standards when restoring work areas, thereby minimizing the 
potential for increased hazards associated with design deficiencies or 
incompatible uses. Construction activities associated with the PG&E 
project components near the community of Collinsville would not result 
in a substantial increase in transportation-related hazards due to project 
design features or use incompatibility. Due to the low level of vehicle 
traffic generated on roads for PG&E construction, the impact would be 
less than significant. However, damage to roadways from heavy 
construction equipment could create a road hazard should the damaged 
area not be repaired during construction, which would be a significant 
impact. To reduce this impact, MM TRA-3 requires PG&E to document 
pre- and post-construction conditions of roads on pre-designated routes 
and work areas such as Stratton Lane Talbert Lane, and Solano Wind 
Project Access Roads, and to repair damaged facilities to pre-construction 
conditions or better within 10 days and to their original condition 
following project construction within 60 days. With implementation of 
MM TRA-3, construction of the PG&E project components would not 
increase hazards on existing roadway facilities or introduce incompatible 
uses and would ensure that any disturbed transportation facilities would 
be returned to pre-construction conditions or better. Impacts would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 

The following heading on page 4.17-85 of the revised Draft EIR has been added 
to clarify that MM TRA-3 applies to PG&E.  

 PG&E Project Components 

MM TRA-2 Helicopter Safety (see above) 

MM TRA-3: Post-Construction Road Repair (see above) 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
3-115 

3.2 Organizations and Private Companies 
This section includes comments received from community groups, private companies, and 
private organizations in letters and emails. Comments are delineated with responses to each 
comment. 

3.2.1 Letter P-1: Pacific Gas & Electric 
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Response to Letter P-1: David Thomas, Pacific Gas & Electric 
P-1-1 PG&E requests that Alternatives 4 and Alternative 6a/6b be eliminated from 

further consideration due to conflicts between utility rights-of-way and the 
Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank proposed  by PG&E in the area of 
Alternatives 4 and 6a/6b. PG&E also notes that a small portion of one temporary 
construction access road proposed by LSPGC falls within the mitigation bank 
boundary.  

PG&E's mitigation bank proposal for the property underlying the Alternative 4 
and 6A/6B site is noted. The Alternative Screening Report (ASR) defines the 
criteria used to evaluate alternatives in compliance with CEQA Guidelines. The 
mitigation bank proposal has not yet been approved by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and is not anticipated to be approved prior to 2027. Therefore, 
Alternative 4 and Alternative 6A/6B are considered potentially feasible for 
purposes of evaluation of alternatives under CEQA as described in the ASR. 
However, the CPUC’s decisionmakers will consider this information before 
making a final decision on the feasibility of any alternative. As noted in Chapter 
6 of the EIR, Alternative 4 and Alternative 6A/6B would also have greater 
environmental impacts than the Proposed Project 230 kV overhead segment; the 
Proposed Project 230 kV overhead segment is environmentally superior to 
Alternative 4 and Alternative 6A/6B.  

Based on CPUC’s review of the access roads for the Proposed Project and 
coordination with LSPGC, LSPGC has verified it does not propose any access 
roads on PG&E property. All access roads in the vicinity of PG&E property 
would be north of Stratton Lane. Therefore, no access roads associated with the 
Proposed Project would interfere with the proposed mitigation bank. One 
temporary pull site associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 would be partially 
located on PG&E property south of Stratton Lane; however, based on the 
schedules for project construction and the mitigation bank no conflicts between 
LSPGC construction and the mitigation bank development are expected and 
PG&E has agreed to work with LSPGC regarding use of the property during 
construction.  

P-1-2 PG&E requests that Alternative 3 be eliminated from further consideration due 
to the disadvantages and unknown challenges that construction of non-standard 
monopoles could induce.  

The comment does not introduce new information that changes the CPUC’s 
determination that Alternative 3 is potentially technically feasible and its 
consideration in the EIR. However, the CPUC’s decisionmakers will consider this 
information before making a final decision on the feasibility of any alternative. 
As noted in Chapter 6 of the EIR, Alternatives 1 and 2 are environmentally 
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superior to Alternative 3 as the 500 kV interconnection line would be much 
shorter and would not require TSPs.  

P-1-3 PG&E expresses a desire to be bound exclusively by the construction measures 
(CMs) it proposed as part of its interconnection project construction, rather than 
any mitigation measures identified in the EIR to supersede, expand on, or add 
detail to the CMs. As described in the Draft EIR, the CPUC considered CMs 
identified by PG&E as part of the project. Where those measures did not reduce 
impacts to less than significant, the CPUC identified mitigation measures that 
could reduce adverse impacts, where feasible. This approach is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(1), which states, “An EIR shall describe feasible 
measures which could minimize significant impacts…(A) The discussion of 
mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed 
by project proponents to be included in the project and other measures proposed 
by the lead, responsible or trustee agency or other persons which are not 
included but the lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to reduce 
adverse impacts if required as conditions of approving the project. This 
discussion shall identify mitigation measures for each significant environmental 
effect identified in the EIR.”  

P-1-4 PG&E states that the biological and hydrological resource mitigation measures 
are written in a way that may be redundant or difficult to implement. The 
comment suggests that the requirements of the mitigation measures applied to 
PG&E would be redundant or conflict with agency issued permit requirements 
and suggests instead adding a new construction measure that would require 
PG&E to obtain incidental take permits (ITP) from CDFW for Crotch’s 
bumblebee, burrowing owl, and California tiger salamander. 

Since PG&E has proposed to obtain ITPs for Crotch’s bumble bee, burrowing 
owl, and California tiger salamander, the following new mitigation measures 
have been added to apply specifically to PG&E in Section 4.4 Biological 
Resources: 

MM BIO-9: Burrowing Owl Permit. PG&E shall obtain an incidental take 
permit for anticipated impacts to burrowing owl and/or its habitat prior 
to conducting any ground disturbing activities. PG&E will comply with 
all permit measures as directed by CDFW. Those measures will include 
provisions for habitat assessment and surveys, avoidance, passive 
relocation, monitoring, reporting, and compensatory mitigation as 
necessary and appropriate or otherwise as determined by CDFW. 
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MM BIO-14: Crotch’s Bumble Bee. PG&E shall obtain an incidental take 
permit for anticipated impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee and/or its habitat 
prior to conducting any ground disturbing activities. PG&E will comply 
with all permit measures as directed by CDFW. Those measures will 
include provisions for habitat assessment, surveys, avoidance, relocation, 
and monitoring as necessary and appropriate or otherwise as determined 
by CDFW. 

  The text on page 4.4-99 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

To reduce the impact, MM BIO-7 requires pre-construction surveys for 
nesting birds and specifies requirements for exclusion zones, buffer 
reductions, monitoring and reporting. Additionally, MM BIO-89 defines 
additional specific requirements for burrowing owl avoidance or passive 
relocation in the event of an incidental take permit requires PG&E to 
obtain an incidental take permit from CDFW for incidental take of 
burrowing owl and comply with the provisions for avoidance and 
mitigation of impacts to burrowing owl as required by CDFW in the 
permit measures.  

The text on page 4.4-106 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Impacts on Crotch’s bumble bee, western bumble bee, and monarch 
butterfly would be significant as described previously for LSPGC project 
components. MM BIO-1214 would reduce impacts on Crotch’s bumble 
bee and western bumble bee at the transposition site work areas requires 
PG&E to obtain an incidental take permit from CDFW for incidental take 
of Crotch’s bumble bee and comply with the provisions for avoidance 
and mitigation of impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee required by CDFW in 
the permit measures.  

P-1-5 PG&E suggests that biological mitigation measures applied to PG&E in this EIR 
should be replaced with equivalent measures from PG&E’s Bay Area ITP EIR, 
certified by PG&E in June 2022, and that the structure replacements and 
construction activities are the same types of activities examined in the Bay Area 
ITP EIR.  

Based on review of the Bay Area ITP, the structure replacements and 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project are not the same 
types of activities examined in the Bay Area ITP EIR. The Bay Area ITP only 
covers operations and maintenance (O&M) activities and specified minor new 
construction activities. The minor new construction activities covered by the Bay 
Area ITP include: gas pressure limiting station construction, minor substation 
expansion, and underground line construction. The construction activities 
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required to construct the transposition sites, 500 kV interconnection lines, and 12 
kV distribution line do not fall under the scope of these covered minor new 
construction activities. Therefore, the Bay Area ITP and EIR measures would not 
cover construction of the PG&E project components for this project, and PG&E’s 
request to eliminate or replace mitigation measures applied to PG&E in this EIR 
cannot be accommodated. No changes are needed in the EIR to address this 
comment. 

P-1-6 PG&E states they do not agree that Alameda Whipsnake is present or could be 
impacted by PG&E’s construction activities, and that the mitigation measures 
addressing Alameda Whipsnake should be eliminated from the EIR.  

Qualified biologists have surveyed PG&E work areas and determined that 
suitable grassland habitat occurs within transposition sites and that transposition 
site D is within the species’ geographic range. This is documented in Table 6 of 
the Terrestrial Biological Resources Technical Report Addendum, which is 
Attachment A of the Biological Resources Technical Report, which is attached to 
the EIR as Appendix F.2. Additionally, there have been recent documented 
occurrences of Alameda whipsnake between 1 and 5 miles of the transposition 
site D survey area. Therefore, the PG&E’s claims that Alameda whipsnake could 
not be present and could not be impacted, and that there is no suitable habitat 
available in the work areas, are not substantiated. The suitability of habitat 
within the transposition sites and the recent documented occurrences near 
transposition site D is discussed on page 4.4-44 of the Draft EIR within Table 4.4-
4. Therefore, the mitigation measure cannot be eliminated. No changes are 
needed in the EIR to address this comment. 

P-1-7 PG&E requests the elimination of MM HYD-1, as PG&E has confirmed that all 
work on PG&E’s interconnection facilities would be accomplished without 
impacting federal or state waters. In addition, PG&E notes that required 
coordination with the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) or the 
local water board would supersede requirements defined in MM HYD-1. To 
date, PG&E has not provided substantial evidence (e.g., a copy of the completed 
Aquatic Resources Delineation Report) that would rule out the potential for 
impacts on federal or state waters addressed by the measure. Therefore, MM 
HYD-1 cannot be eliminated. No changes are needed in the EIR to address this 
comment.  

P-1-8 PG&E states that PG&E has provided a list of alternate construction measures 
(provided as Attachment of PG&E’s comment letter) that they propose to replace 
their mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. Refer to the CPUC’s 
responses to comments P-1-3, P-1-4, and P-1-5 regarding this matter. 
Additionally, the construction measures PG&E proposed are taken from 
applicant proposed measures (APMs) within their Bay Area ITP, and these 
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measures are focused only on operation and maintenance or minor new 
construction activities. These measures are often not applicable to the Project or 
the area in which the project is sited or they are insufficient to replace the 
mitigation measures included in the EIR. No changes are needed in the EIR to 
address this comment. 

P-1-9 PG&E acknowledges CM CUL-3 was superseded by MM CUL-2 in the Draft EIR 
and agrees to incorporate it into its construction measures. Mitigation measures 
that supersede proposed construction measures in the EIR will be retained as 
mitigation measures. Refer to the CPUC’s response to comment P-1-3.  

P-1-10 PG&E proposes adding the following sentence to the end of the second bullet 
concerning paleontological monitoring: “Additionally, if installation or ground 
disturbance will be completed via drilling or other method that precludes visual 
observation of landforms and soils, no monitoring is necessary given that those 
methods preclude the ability of a paleontological monitor to observe 
stratigraphy, geology and soils.”  

MM GEO-1 currently includes the following sentence which allows a 
paleontologist to reduce or discontinue monitoring based on observations: 
“…The project paleontologist may reduce or discontinue monitoring if field 
observations indicate that geologic conditions no longer warrant full-time 
monitoring…” The ability for a paleontologist to reduce or discontinue 
monitoring in circumstances that do not warrant full time monitoring is 
consistent with PG&E’s request. Therefore, no changes will be made to MM 
GEO-1. 

P-1-11 PG&E proposes the addition of language to MM TRA-2 regarding helicopter 
contractor coordination with the FAA.  

The text of MM TRA-2 has been revised for clarity as follows:  

“Prior to construction, helicopter contractors shall coordinate helicopter 
activities for the project with the regional FAA office as required and 
obtain any required approvals to operate helicopters…” 

P-1-12 PG&E proposes the addition of language to MM UT-2 regarding induction 
interference to enable flexibility to adjust to any updated standards for 
mitigation of induction interference.  

The text of MM UT-2 (now MM UT-4) has been revised for clarity as follows:  

“…If the tuned model indicates the AC current density exceed the 
threshold of 30 A/m², PG&E shall install appropriate mitigation such as 
buried zinc-ribbon grounding parallel to the pipeline with bonds at 
regular intervals and place high-resistivity crushed rock at any above-
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grade appurtenances (e.g., the insulating flange) where touch potential 
could occur…” 

P-1-13 PG&E suggests that the details provided in MM FIRE-1 are not all appropriate 
for a project-specific plan and proposes substantial revisions to MM FIRE-1 
regarding the preparation and implementation of a Project Specific Safety Plan, 
including referring to the measure as a construction measure (e.g., CM FIRE-1).  

The CPUC does not accept the proposed revisions because the language 
suggested by PG&E does not include specific requirements identified as 
necessary in the EIR impact analysis or address the potential gaps between 
PG&E’s company-wide Wildfire Mitigation Plan and the unique project specific 
impacts that must be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. No changes are needed in the 
EIR to address this comment. 

Also refer to response to comment L-1-100. 
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3.2.2 Letter L-1: LS Power Grid California, LLC 
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Response to Letter L-1: Dustin Joseph, LS Power Grid California, LLC 
L-1-1 LSPGC states that Contra Costa County should be included in the executive 

summary’s list of counties that the Proposed Project is located in. 

 Page ES-1 of the Executive Summary section is revised to address this comment 
as follows: 

LS Power Grid California, LLC (LSPGC), filed an application for a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) from California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) on July 30, 2024, to construct and 
operate the Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project in Solano, 
Sacramento, Contra Costa and Alameda counties (Proposed Project). 

L-1-2 LSPGC states that the executive summary’s list of significant and unavoidable 
impacts on resources should include mineral resources as identified in the Draft 
EIR as having a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Page ES-2 of the Executive Summary is revised to address this comment as 
follows: 

Based on the analysis in the Draft EIR and the substantial evidence 
supporting the analysis, it has been determined that the Proposed Project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, greenhouse gases, land 
use, mineral resources, noise, and tribal cultural resources. 

L-1-3 LSPGC requests the insertion of mineral resources before the mention of noise in 
the executive summary’s list of resource topics that the Proposed Project would 
have a significant and unavoidable impact on.  

The comment is addressed in response to comment L-1-2. 

L-1-4 LSPGC requests the addition of “CAISO” before “2021-2022 Transmission Plan” 
and “2024-2025 Transmission Plan” in the executive summary list of basic project 
objectives.  

The preceding bullet in this list references CAISO and its transmission plans. 
Therefore, it is obvious that the Transmission Plans are CAISO Transmission 
Plans and no changes have been made to the EIR to address this comment. 

L-1-5 LSPGC requests the addition of “NI”, for no impact, to the list of abbreviations in 
the Executive Summary below Table ES-2.  

Page ES-29 of the Executive Summary is revised as follows to address this 
comment.   

NI = no impact 
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LTS = less than significant 

LTSM = less than significant with mitigation 

NA = not applicable  

S = significant 

SU = significant and unavoidable 

L-1-6 LSPGC requests the replacement of “San Francisco Bay Area” with “Greater Bay 
Area” for consistency with the language in the CAISO Transmission Plan. Page 
ES-32 of the Executive Summary is revised as follows to address this comment:   

The No Project Alternative is considered the environmentally superior 
alternative for CEQA purposes because it would avoid most of the 
Proposed Project significant and unavoidable impacts but would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts from conflicts with state policy and 
plans for integration of renewable energy because the No Project 
Alternative would impair the ability to deliver renewable energy into the 
San Francisco Greater Bay Area. 

L-1-7 LSPGC requests the insertion of “superior” in the second sentence of the second 
paragraph of Section ES.6 of the Executive Summary.  

Page ES-32 of the Executive Summary is revised as follows to address this 
comment: 

Alternative 1 is environmentally superior to the Proposed Project in the 
Proposed Project in the comparable area of analysis and would avoid 
significant and unavoidable impacts on biological resources (Impact BIO-
1D), energy (Impact EN-2), and greenhouse gases (Impact GHG-2) due to 
installation of much shorter 500 kV interconnection lines on TSPs only. 

L-1-8 LSPGC requests edits to Figure ES-1 to classify specific structures along the 
transmission line route as part of the Proposed Project.  

However, Figure ES-1 correctly shows where Alternative 1 would combine with 
the Proposed Project to create the Environmentally Superior Alternative. No 
change to the EIR is required. 

L-1-9 LSPGC requests revisions of the last sentence of the second paragraph of Section 
1.1.  

The sentence has been updated as follows:  

The CAISO 2024-2025 Transmission Plan reaffirmed the need for the 
Proposed Project and found the Proposed Project would also help to 
integrate wind energy from out of state as well as support increased load 
in the Bay Area (CAISO 2025). 
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L-1-10 LSPGC requests revisions to page 1-2 to indicate that the transposition structures 
are separate from the 500 kV interconnection.  

The second bullet on page 1-2 was revised as follows to address the comment, 
and the last bullet on page 1-3, which describes separate transposition structures 
was retained:  

Constructing two self-supporting segments of new 500 kV conductor and 
structures roughly parallel along the approximately 1.2-mile 
interconnection route (or "loop") between the proposed LSPGC 
Collinsville Substation and Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E) 
existing Vaca Dixon-Tesla 500 kV Transmission Line, resulting in the 
addition of approximately 2.5 miles of new 500 kV transmission lines. 
PG&E would install and/or modify transposition structures at four 
locations along PG&E’s existing Vaca-Dixon-Tesla 500 kV Transmission 
Line=. 

L-1-11 LSPGC requests the addition of “Paleontological Resources” to the Geology and 
Soils bullet in Section 1.2.2. The text is revised on page 1-6 as follows: 

  Geology, and Soils, and Paleontological Resources. 

L-1-12 LSPGC requests the deletion of the reference to initial buildout in Section 2.3.1.  

The references to initial buildout have been removed on page 2-7 and page 2-15 
as follows:  

LSPGC Collinsville Substation (Initial Buildout) 
The initial buildout of the proposed LSPGC Collinsville Substation would 
be a breaker-and-a-half (BAAH) configuration with two 500/230 kV 
transformer banks, two 230 kV bays with six circuit breakers, and two 500 
kV bays with six circuit breakers. 

While LSPGC is not currently planning future modifications to the 
Proposed Project components described under the initial buildout, the 
substation parcel includes sufficient space to accommodate future 
expansion of the substation, if needed. Any future modification of the 
proposed Collinsville Substation would be determined by CAISO 
planning or as needed by interconnection agreements and would be 
subject to separate CPUC review in accordance with GO 131-E. 

L-1-13 LSPGC requests the revision of “16.1-ohm series capacitor” to “16.15-ohm series 
capacitor” in the first paragraph of Section 2.3.1. The text is revised on page 2-7 
as follows: 
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A 3,000 A, 16.15-ohm series capacitor would be installed at the proposed 
LSPGC Collinsville Substation, on PG&E’s existing Vaca Dixon-Telsa 500 
kV transmission line. 

L-1-14 LSPGC requests the revision of the stated number of substation enclosures in the 
last paragraph on page 2-8. The text is revised on page 2-8 as follows:  

The substation would also include four two enclosures, as summarized in 
Table 2-1. The GIS and control enclosures will be combined into a single 
enclosure for each voltage. Personnel would be able to enter the GIS and 
control enclosures for construction and maintenance purposes.  

L-1-15 LSPGC requests the revision of paragraph 2 on page 2-23 to clarify the name of 
the New York/Suisun Bay Ship Channel.  

The text is revised to reflect the “New York Slough/Suisun Bay Ship Channel" 
which is consistent with the analysis presented in Section 4.11, Land Use and 
Planning, of the Draft EIR. The text on page 2-23 is revised as follows:  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) maintains two navigational 
channels crossed by the proposed submarine segment, including the San 
Joaquin Ship Channel New York/Suisun Bay Ship Channel (near 
Pittsburg) and the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel (near 
Collinsville). 

L-1-16 LSPGC requests removal of the requirement for 6 foot or greater target depths 
for the cable near shoreline based on a clarification regarding USACE required 
target depths for the submarine cables.  

The 6-foot depth value originated in the information provided in the PEA Project 
Description from July 2024. During the CPUC’s coordination with USACE, 
USACE clarified the depth requirement is "…a minimum depth of 15 feet in the 
navigation channels and 10 feet outside of the navigation channel, but less than 
10 feet is acceptable in some areas (i.e., shallow areas)..." (correspondence with 
Jessica Vargas on May 30, 2025). The text on page 2-23 is revised as follows: 

The submarine cables would be buried approximately 6 to 15 feet below 
the sediment surface of the Delta waterway, or as specified by 
engineering and/or permitting agency requirements, to protect them from 
mechanical damage. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
maintains two navigational channels crossed by the proposed submarine 
segment, including the including the San Joaquin Ship Channel New 
York/Suisun Bay Ship Channel (near Pittsburg) and the Sacramento Deep 
Water Ship Channel (near Collinsville).These The navigation channels are 
maintained at a depth of 30 and 35 feet, respectively. The USACE’s 
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anticipated minimum burial depths are 15 feet or greater within 
navigational channels and 10 feet or greater outside navigational 
channels; however, less than 10 feet is acceptable in some areas (i.e., 
shallow areas near the shores).7 The existing channel depths along the 
submarine segment crossing locations range between 35 and 90 feet to the 
riverbed; therefore, the installation of submarine segment cables in the 
sediment of the riverbed at a depth of 6 feet or greater at these depths 
would be below the maintained navigational channel depths.  

LSPGC would install the submarine segment cables in the sediment of the 
riverbed consistent with the USACE requirements which include 
achieving minimum burial depths that vary based on location and 
utilizing cable protection methods where necessary. The USACE’s 
anticipated minimum burial depths are 15 feet or greater within 
navigational channels, 10 feet or greater outside navigational channels, 
and 6 feet or greater in other areas (i.e., shallow areas near the shores.) 

 7 Minimum burial depths of the submarine cable were provided by the 
USACE during correspondence and meetings with the CPUC project 
team in April 2025. 

L-1-17 LSPGC requests updates to Table 2-2 to match the descriptions in the text.  

Page 2-16 of the Project Description was revised to address the three references to 
structure dimensions in the comment as follows.  

Approximately two TSP structures would have a vertical double-circuit 
orientation. The two dead-end structures and the overhead riser 
structures would each utilize a vertical single-circuit configuration. In 
locations where the line angle is relatively straight, the proposed TSPs 
would be directly buried, with the bottom of each pole supported by 
approximately 6 inches of gravel at the base of the hole and then 
backfilled with concrete. Where the line angle changes or additional 
support is required, tThe proposed TSPs would be mounted on drilled 
pier foundations, typically between 15 and up to approximately 50 feet 
deep. The overhead riser structures would be mounted on drilled pier 
foundations approximately 55 feet deep. 

L-1-18 LSPGC requests the row in Table 2-4 of the Project Description which describes 
'Other types of new permanent access roads' be removed as there are no other 
new permanent access roads under the Proposed Project beyond the proposed 
new driveway for the Collinsville Substation.  

The fourth row of Table 2-4 is revised as follows: 
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 Other types of new permanent access roads NA 20 feet NA 

L-1-19 LSPGC requests Section 2.5.2 of the Project Description be revised to state there 
are seven staging areas in total, consistent with the information presented in 
Table 2-5. The text has been revised to address this comment. 

L-1-20 LSPGC requests the stated volume of generated waste for 230 kV transmission 
line (425 cubic yards) should be revised to 440 cubic yards so that the total 
volume equates.  

This text on page 2-57 is revised as follows: 

Of the LSPGC waste volume allocation, LSPGC’s substation construction 
would account for approximately 80 percent (approximately 1,700 cubic 
yards) of the waste volume and the 230 kV transmission line would 
account for approximately 20 percent (approximately 440 425 cubic 
yards). 

L-1-21 LSPGC requests that Section 2.7.5 of the Project Description be revised to clarify 
that the 30 days of night work applies to the above grade construction.  

The existing text adequately distinguishes between that night work proposed for 
terrestrial construction and submarine segment construction. Therefore, no 
changes to the EIR are necessary. 

L-1-22 LSPGC requests the following sentence in Section 2.12 of the Project Description 
be removed: “…This PEA was prepared as part of an application to obtain a 
CPCN for the Proposed Project…” LSPGC is correct that this was remnant text 
associated with the 2024 PEA and it has been removed from the revised Draft 
EIR on page 2-83 as follows: 

The CPUC is the lead stage agency for the Proposed Project. LSPGC 
would comply with CPUC GO 131, which contains the permitting 
requirements for construction of the Proposed Project. This PEA was 
prepared as part of an application to obtain a CPCN for the Proposed 
Project. Although PG&E is not an applicant in LSPGC’s application for a 
CPCN, PG&E’s scope of work is needed to interconnect the Proposed 
Project to PG&E’s electrical grid.  

L-1-23 LSPGC requests that Alternative 4 and Alternative 6a/6b be deemed not feasible 
in Table 3.3-2 due to incompatibility of use for the identified parcel within these 
alternatives.  

See response to PG&E’s comment P-1-1. 
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L-1-24 LSPGC states they have conducted a preliminary review of the Alternative 1 site 
and the 230kV transmission line needed for interconnection at that location; 
however, a complete feasibility study has not been conducted. LSPGC describes 
additional studies and design and engineering requirements that would be 
required like those they have already completed for the Proposed Project site. 
LSPGC states access limitations to the Alternative 1 site will prevent them from 
being able to begin the required site analysis for the studies and engineering, 
making it difficult to predict the project schedule. LSPGC also suggests such 
delays would result in delays to the construction start date identified for 
Alternative 1 (May 2026) and CAISO’s required in-service date (June 2028).  

The schedule information for Alternative 1 in Table 3.4-3 was developed based 
on information provided by LSPGC in response to CPUC’s data requests. The 
description of the alternatives already includes details about potential delays due 
to design and engineering requirements. The potential delay for engineering 
does not make the alternative infeasible under CEQA. Therefore, no changes 
were made to the EIR.  

L-1-25 LSPGC notes that Section 3.4.5, under the Alternative 5 construction details 
description, mistakenly refers to Alternative 4.  

The text on page 3-23 is revised as follows:  

Within the Alternative 4 5 alignment there are two underwater ridges 
that have a steep (near vertical) incline/decline. 

L-1-26 The comment recommends adding a discussion of Alameda County as it relates 
to the existing Tesla Substation in the introduction of environmental impact 
analysis (Section 4.0). The comment suggests this would effectively address the 
selective inclusion of the discussion of Alameda County regulations and 
conditions within resource sections.  

The text of page 4.0-0 is revised to clarify the activities within Alameda County 
and the relevancy of Alameda County regulations as follows: 

Regulatory Setting provides an overview of relevant federal, 
State, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances that are 
applicable to the project and impact analysis. The only project 
feature within Alameda County is PG&E’s existing Tesla 
Substation. A discussion of the regulatory background related to 
Alameda County has only been included in resource sections 
where there is potential for an impact to occur. The proposed 
substation modifications would occur within the previously 
developed substation footprint and the substation modifications 
would be consistent with existing substation equipment. The 
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activities within the substation would be similar to ongoing 
operations and maintenance activities. 

L-1-27 The comment requests the addition of the proposed PG&E Montezuma Island 
Mitigation Bank to Table 4.01-1, and the cumulative project analysis presented in 
the Revised Draft EIR.  

The Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank has been added to Table 4.01-1 and 
Figure 4.0-1 was revised as follows:
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# Project name 
Proximity to the nearest Project 

component 
Description Activity location Lead agency Status Timeframe 

Construction 
timing overlap? 

22 Montezuma Island 
Mitigation Bank 

The proposed mitigation bank is located 
on PG&E-owned property direction 
adjacent to the proposed Collinsville 
Substation site and 230 kV overhead 
segment. Alternatives 4 and 6a/6b would 
transect the proposed mitigation bank 
and PG&E property. 

The proposed mitigation bank would establish a 141-
acre mitigation bank southwest of the Montezuma 
Hills approximately 1 mile east of the town of 
Collinsville. The project would occur in two phases, 
however Phase 2 has yet to be proposed. If 
approved, the project would establish a site where 
wetland and other aquatic habitat restoration, 
creation, enhancement, and/or preservation 
generates regulatory mitigation credits that can be 
purchased to offset permitted impacts to similar 
resources elsewhere by PG&E or another party.  

The proposed habitat restoration and creation 
include inundating a PG&E-owned parcel and 
creating a conservation easement. As part of the 
project design, PG&E would excavate up to 300,000 
cubic yards of soil to lower elevations that will 
facilitate tidal influence and periodic inundation. The 
mitigation bank proposes to offer 24.62 tidal marsh 
establishment credits, 3.71 alkali wetland 
enhancement credits, 2.39 open water establishment 
credits, and 3.00 sea level rise transition zone 
establishment credits. Credits generated at the bank 
may be utilized as compensatory mitigation for 
certain PG&E projects but would primarily be 
marketed and sold to third parties. 

Solano and 
Sacramento Counties, 
CA 

USACE Proposed  According to USACE 
the soonest the 
project could be 
approved in June 
2027.2F

3 Accordingly to 
PG&E the project is 
expected to go into 
construction Q1 or 
Q2 of 2027.3F

4 

Potentially 

 

 
3 Personal correspondence with Zachary Fancher, USACE Senior Project Manager (January 13, 2026) 
4 PG&E Response #1 to CPUC Data Request #15 (January 23, 2026) 
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The Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank would potentially involve construction 
and generate air emissions at the same time as the Proposed Project. The 
cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.3, Air Quality determined that 
cumulative air quality emissions in BAAQMD would be significant and the 
project contribution to those emissions would be considerable and unavoidable. 
No revisions are required in Section 4.3. 

The Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank would have a net benefit on species and 
habitat by enhancing vegetation, wetland, and wildlife habitats. The mitigation 
bank would thus not contribute to a cumulative adverse impact in combination 
with the Proposed Project.  

The Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank would involve ground disturbance that 
could damage cultural resources, similar to the Proposed Project. The cumulative 
impact analysis in Section 4.5 determined the project contribution to a 
cumulative impact would be considerable and unavoidable. The text on page 4.5-
37 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to address the Montezuma Island 
Mitigation Bank: 

As discussed in Impacts CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3, the Proposed Project 
would have a significant and unavoidable impact on historic or 
archaeological resources and human remains due to the high potential for 
historic Native American village site and burials to occur along the 
northern bank of the Sacramento River. The California Forever potential 
ship building project and Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank are is also 
located on the north bank of the Sacramento River east of near the 
Proposed Project in an area that has very high sensitivity for buried 
archaeological resources including precontact villages or burials. The 
cumulative impact of the Proposed Project, and shipbuilding project, and 
Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank would be significant.     

The Montezuma Island Mitigation bank construction could overlap with the 
Proposed Project construction and would involve equipment that generate noise. 
The text of page 4.13-44 is revised as follows: 

Projects located within 1 mile of the Proposed Project site within Solano 
County are as follows: 

• Humboldt 500 kV Substation, with 500/115 kV Transformer, 
and a 500 kV line to Collinsville: This project would include a 
new 500 kV transmission line to the proposed Collinsville 
Substation and would be located within 0.5 mile of the Proposed 
Project site. 

• Potential Future California Forever Shipbuilding Project: The 
exact location of the project is not currently known, but could 
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include activities along the shoreline of the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin River approximately 1 mile east of the Proposed Project. 

• Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank: The mitigation bank 
would be located directly south of the proposed LSPGC 
substation and west of the 230 kV overhead segment.  

The text on page 4.13-45 is revised as follows: 

Construction of the Proposed Project would not overlap with 
construction of the Humboldt 500 kV Transmission Line to Collinsville or 
potential future California Forever Shipbuilding Project. Construction of 
the Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank has the potential to overlap with 
construction at the Collinsville Substation or 230 kV overhead segment. 
While the mitigation bank would require earthwork to create the 
proposed wetlands, the earthwork activities are anticipated to be along 
the shoreline and at a distance of over 1,000 feet from the proposed 
Collinsville Substation or 230 kV overhead segment. Therefore, the 
Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank construction and Proposed Project 
construction noise would not result in a cumulative increase in noise that 
would be greater than the Proposed Project alone given the much greater 
intensity of Proposed Project construction activities than the Montezuma 
Island Mitigation Bank. The Proposed Project noise impacts are 
addressed in Section 4.13.4.  

The Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank would involve ground disturbance that 
could damage tribal cultural resources, similar to the Proposed Project. The 
cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.18 determined the project contribution to 
a cumulative impact would be considerable and unavoidable. The text on page 
4.18-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to address the Montezuma Island 
Mitigation Bank: 

As discussed in Impact TCR-1, based on AB 52 consultation, there is the 
potential for tribal cultural resources to occur along the north bank of the 
Sacramento River. The California Forever potential future shipbuilding 
project and Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank also occurs in areas along 
the north bank of the Sacramento River that have a similar sensitivity for 
the presence of tribal cultural resource. If tribal cultural resources occur in 
the Proposed Project site and the California Forever shipbuilding area 
and/or Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank disturbance area, the 
cumulative impact on tribal cultural resources would be significant. 

The Montezuma Island Mitigation Bank is not anticipated to result in cumulative 
impacts in combination with the Proposed Project on other environmental 
resource topics.  
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L-1-28 LSPGC requests a note in Section 4.0-3 to clarify that not all of the cumulative 
projects in Table 4.0-1 are included in Figure 4.0-1 due to a lack of available 
location data. Section 4.0-3 has been revised as follows: 

 
Table 4.0-1 lists ongoing construction projects and potential future 
projects planned for construction in the general vicinity of the Proposed 
Project and alternatives. The locations of the cumulative projects are 
shown in Figure 4.0-1. Projects without sufficient location data were not 
mapped and include California Forever Shipbuilding Project and Valley 
Link Rail Project. While no applications has have been filed for the 
California Forever developments Shipbuilding Project, the projects has 
been considered to the extent information is available on public websites 
or news articles about the potential for future development in the area. 

L-1-29 LSPGC requests the addition of a label for Photo Location 6/KOP 2 within Figure 
4.1-1 of Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  

Figure 4.1-1 has been revised to show KOP 2 as follows: 
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L-1-30 LSPGC requested revisions to Table 4.1-7 of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, to remove the 
statement “perceived natural landscape” in relation to the visual impact 
experienced at KOP 1 after implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Table 4.1-7 explains why the statement is used. The table states, "While the 
existing view contains energy infrastructure, it is harmonious and rhythmic, 
while the proposed infrastructure would be dominant and visually discordant, 
creating an inharmonious landscape reducing the quality of the view." This view 
can be seen in Appendix D, Figure D-1, which shows the existing energy 
infrastructure on rolling hills with a largely grassland, perceived natural, 
landscape. No changes were made to the EIR. 

L-1-31 LSPGC requests removal of the term “overhead segment” on page 4.1-29 
regarding discussion of PG&E Project Components. 

The text on page 4.1-29 is revised as follows:  

Construction of the substation, including the PG&E Telecommunication 
Yard and construction of the overhead segment, would involve 
vegetation clearing, grading, and other excavation to install the Proposed 
Project components. 

L-1-32 LSPGC requested a correction to the sentence on page 4.1-34 in Section 4.1.4 to 
clarify the proposed structures at the PG&E transposition sites.  

The text on page 4.1-34 was revised as follows: 

At transposition sites A, B, and D, one new three-pole TSP structure 
would be installed between existing LSTs. 

L-1-33 LSPGC points out that Section 4.1.5, Impact Analysis - Cumulative, states that 
"Of the 21 projects listed in this table, three exhibit visual characteristics that 
could be cumulatively considerable in combination with the Proposed Project…" 
However, the analysis only discusses two cumulative projects.  

The text on page 4.1-39 has been revised as follows: 

Of the 21 projects listed in this table, three two exhibit visual 
characteristics that could be cummulatively considerable in combination 
with the Proposed Project. These projects are as follows:  

◦ Pittsburg Landing AT&T Rooftop Wireless Facility 
L-1-34 LSPGC requests the revision to the impact analysis on page 4.1-47 of Section 4.1, 

Aesthetics.  

The text on page 4.1-47 is revised in response to this comment as follows:  
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Existing visual character and quality as seen from KOP 5 and KOP 6  
would be permanently reduced by introducing additional man-made 
structures to an relatively undeveloped area. 

L-1-35 LSPGC requests revisions to impact analysis for Alternative 2 to describe what is 
shown in the visual simulations in Appendix D.  

The following sentence on page 4.1-47 has been revised as follows to address the 
comment:  

As shown in the visual simulations for the Proposed Project at KOP 4, 6, 
7, and 8 (Refer to Appendix D), the Alternative 2 substation components 
would be visible from Talbert Lane, Birds Landing Road, Montezuma 
Hills Road, and the Pittsburg Marina, however views from the Pittsburg 
Marina (KOP 4) are largely obscured due to the Montezuma Hills. 

L-1-36 LSPGC requests revisions to the analysis of Alternative 4 under Impact AES-3 of 
Section 4.1.9 to reflect Alternative 4 as having greater visual impacts in 
comparison to the Proposed Project.  

As discussed in the EIR, Alternative 4 would involve minor changes to the 
location of the LSPGC 230 kV overhead segment and would require four pier-
mounted or direct bury 230-kV TSPs for the overhead segment and two pier-
mounted TSP overhead riser structures at the transition to the submarine 
segment. The 230 kV TSPs and riser structures would be equivalent to those used 
for the Proposed Project. The analysis accurately describes Alternative 4 as 
having similar visual impacts to the Proposed Project due to the equivalent 
appearance of structures and the adjacent location. No revisions to the EIR are 
needed. 

L-1-37 LSPGC suggests that the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use and therefore would not create a potentially 
significant impact on agriculture. LSPGC requests changing the Impact AG-2 
impact determination to less than significant and removing MM AG-1 on the 
basis of utility uses being allowed in zones ASM-160 and A-160 after obtaining a 
use permit.  

 As stated on page 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR, the proposed LSPGC Collinsville 
Substation property is located on lands zoned as Suisun Marsh Agriculture 
(ASM-160) (south of Stratton Lane) and Exclusive Agriculture (A-160) (north of 
Stratton Lane), which is acknowledged by the commenter. Chapter 28 of the 
Solano County Code  allows utility infrastructure in zones ASM-160 and A-160 
with approval of a conditional use permit process. The LSPGC Collinsville 
Substation is not permitted by right within either ASM-160 or A-160, and 
because LSPGC will not obtain a conditional use permit since the CPUC has 
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preempted local land use authority for the project under General Order 131-D, 
the project is not by its nature consistent with the agricultural uses of zone ASM-
160 or A-160.  

It is also noted that the Solano County Agricultural Mitigation Program 
stipulates that communication and infrastructure uses, including use permits for 
communication and infrastructure uses on lands within any agricultural zoning 
district, as defined and set forth in Chapter 28 of the Solano County Code, are 
required to implement mitigation consistent with the Solano County Agricultural 
Mitigation Program requirements. MM AG-1 was designed, in part, according to 
the Solano County Agricultural Mitigation Program requirements for application 
in areas zoned for agricultural use.  

Additionally, MM AG-1 was also designed to consider the Delta Protection 
Commission scoping comments, dated January 13, 2025, and included in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR, which requested, “…if the land under and near the 
lines are subject to changes in land use such as new restrictions on what land 
uses may occur, we encourage you to allow agricultural land uses to continue. If 
agricultural land uses cannot continue, we encourage you to adopt appropriate 
mitigation to preserve equivalent or greater acreage of land than the land that is 
lost. While the upland areas where the project will occur are in the Secondary 
Zone, agricultural land uses in those areas support the overall sustainability of 
Delta agriculture.” 

Therefore, implementation of MM AG-1 is required to reduce the impact from 
development of the project in areas zoned for agricultural use to less than 
significant.  

Page 4.2-20 of the Draft EIR is revised for clarity as follows: 

While the Proposed Project would not be subject to local regulations, the 
proposed Collinsville Substation site is within the Delta Plan Secondary Zone 
(refer to Figure 4.11-5 in Section 4.11 Land Use and Planning)  zoned as Suisun 
Marsh Agriculture (ASM-160) (south of Stratton Lane) and Exclusive Agriculture 
(A-160) (north of Stratton Lane). 

L-1-38 LSPGC states that MM AG-1 does not apply to Impact AG-5 and the "less than 
significant with mitigation" conclusion is incorrect.  

 As discussed in Impact AG-5, the analysis is focused on impacts to active 
agricultural operations. Page 4.2-22 states “The Proposed Project would not 
result in additional direct or indirect changes in the existing environment that 
would result in the conversion of FMMP-designated Farmland to non-
agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, the discussion for 
Impact AG-5 is focused on potential impacts to active agricultural operations 
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that occur within or adjacent to the Proposed Project areas.” The analysis of 
impacts on agricultural operations is accurate based on the Proposed Project 
location and active agricultural operations in the area. No change to the EIR 
analysis is required. 

L-1-39 LSPGC states that the second paragraph on page 4.2-23 was included under the 
incorrect subheading.  

 Upon review, the text should have been deleted and was included in error. The 
text on page 4.2-23 is revised as follows: 

Operation of the LSPGC 230 kV transmission line would result in 
permanent impacts where approximately three structures would be 
installed in areas within or adjacent to agricultural operations along the 
overhead segment. Operation and maintenance of the proposed 230 kV 
transmission line would not result in substantial effects on existing 
agricultural operations because the areas affected by transmission 
structures would be small and spread out, and overhead transmission 
would not prevent the agricultural operations from continuing. Impacts 
associated with the 230 kV transmission line would be less than 
significant. 

L-1-40 LSPGC states that Alternative 1 would not create significant impacts to lands 
enrolled in Williamson Act contracts, therefore the impact determinations listed 
under Impact AG-2 and Impact AG-5 should be revised to less than significant. 
LSPGC pointed out that Section 51238(a) of the Williamson Act allows for the 
erection, construction, alteration, and maintenance of gas, electric, water, or 
communication facilities.  

 LSPGC’s comment does not address the fact that the Alternative 1 substation 
would permanently convert areas that are zoned for agricultural use to a 
substation. See response to comment L-1-37. The impact is appropriately 
addressed in the impact analysis. No modification to the EIR is needed. 

L-1-41 LSPGC states that Alternative 2 would not create significant impacts to lands 
enrolled in Williamson Act contracts, therefore the impact determinations listed 
under Impact AG-2 and Impact AG-5 should be revised to less than significant. 
LSPGC pointed out that Section 51238(a) of the Williamson Act allows for the 
erection, construction, alteration, and maintenance of gas, electric, water, or 
communication facilities.  

 LSPGC’s comment does not address the fact that the Alternative 2 substation 
would permanently convert areas that are zoned for agricultural use to a 
substation. See response to comment L-1-37. The impact is appropriately 
addressed in the impact analysis. No modification to the EIR is needed. 
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L-1-42 LSPGC requests that the first paragraph on page 4.3-57 of Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, be revised to say "Alternative 2" rather than "Alternative 1."  

The text of the EIR is revised as follows in response to this comment: 

Alternative 2 1 would require more grading than the Proposed Project for 
preparation of the Collinsville Substation site. 

L-1-43 LSPGC requests revisions to MM AQ-2.  

MM AQ-2 has been revised in response to this comment. See response to 
comment AL-1-2. 

L-1-44 LSPGC reiterates comment L-1-23, which requests Alternative 4 and Alternative 
6a/6b be deemed not feasible. 

Refer to response to comment L-1-23 and response to PG&E’s comment P-1-1. 

L-1-45 LSPGC requests the deletion of Mendocino National Forest on page 4.4-1, citing 
lack of proximity to the Proposed Project.  

The comment about Mendocino National Forest is a comment from scoping and 
does not affect the EIR analysis. The scoping comment should be left in its 
original form. No change is needed in the EIR to address this comment. 

L-1-46 LSPGC states that all species with the potential to occur in the Proposed Project 
area have been surveyed during their appropriate bloom period. Therefore, 
discussion on page 4.4-12 regarding plant surveys should be revised to reflect 
this.  

The CPUC team reviewed the Botanical Resources Report Addendum 
(November 2024) and confirmed that all species were surveyed within their 
bloom period. Therefore, the proposed changes in the comment are accepted.  

The text on page 4.4-12 is revised as follows:  

For plants, recent occurrences have been recorded within 0.25 mile, but 
the species was not observed during floristic surveys or was surveyed 
outside of the species’ known bloom period. 

L-1-47 LSPGC states that three special status species were determined to be present and 
requests revisions to the text on page 4.4-13.  

The EIR has been edited on page 4.4-13 as follows to address this comment: 

Special-status terrestrial wildlife species were identified by the state and 
federal databases as occurring or potentially occurring within or in the 
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vicinity of the biological study area. One Three species was were 
determined to be present in the biological study area during field 
surveys. Special-status wildlife species that were determined to be 
present as well as those with potential to occur in the biological study 
area are documented in Table 4.4-4. Species determined to have no 
potential to occur are not included in Table 4.4-4. 

L-1-48 LSPGC states that the occurrence potential determination for burrowing owl in 
Table 4.4-4 should be revised to low nesting potential, considering the results of 
the 2025 burrowing owl habitat assessment and protocol-level breeding seasons 
surveys.  

The 2025 burrowing owl survey report is provided in the Revised Draft EIR in 
Appendix F.10. Based on the results of the burrowing owl breeding season 
protocol-level surveys in the report provided by LSPGC, it is reasonable to 
downgrade the burrowing owl’s potential for nesting in the initial survey area to 
“low.” The surveys found no evidence of burrowing owl nesting or breeding 
activity onsite and determined that the breeding habitat onsite is still of marginal 
quality. It is important to note that habitat conditions and burrowing owl use 
patterns could change relatively quickly, i.e., from year to year. If the activity of 
burrowing mammals, such as ground squirrels, that create burrows suitable for 
burrowing owl were to increase, it could create new nesting opportunities that 
burrowing owls could be quick to take advantage of due to their highly mobile 
nature. The burrowing owl report did in fact report an increase in ground 
squirrel activity in one part of the Project site, and this could lead to future 
burrowing owl use. Therefore, the same APMs and MMs protecting burrowing 
owl would apply to the Project even with the lowering of the potential to occur 
from “moderate” to “low.”  

Table 4.4-4 on page 4.4-29 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
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Common Name  
(Scientific Name) 

Listing 
Statusa 

Habitat And Life History Potential To Occur In The Biological Study Area 

Birds 

burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia 
ssp. hypugaea) 

SC; SSC 

This species can be found in a variety of open 
habitat types, including grassland, savanna, desert 
scrub, agricultural, and urban areas. Breeding 
occurs from March through October, and nesting 
takes place within abandoned burrows dug by 
burrowing mammals. This species preys on large 
insects and small mammals. 

Moderate Low (nesting). High (foraging/migration). 
Grassland habitat suitable for foraging is found in the initial 
survey area north of the Delta; however, burrows suitable 
for species occupation and breeding were not observed 
during the field surveys. Migrating individuals have been 
reported to occur within the initial survey area during winter 
months. CNDDB occurrences north of the Delta were 
recorded during both the breeding and non-breeding 
seasons. Nesting habitat is limited and marginal given the 
ongoing agricultural activity north of the Delta, but ground 
squirrels may recolonize and provide suitable burrow 
habitat if the fields are left fallow or grazed. This species 
was not observed during the field surveys. 

Transposition sites: High (nesting) High (foraging). 

Suitable grassland and agricultural habitat is present within 
the transposition site survey area. This species has been 
recently documented between 0.25 and 1 mile of the 
transposition site survey area. 
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L-1-49 LSPGC requests a global check for the correct usage of the stated definitions for 
BCC species.  

The CPUC acknowledges the inconsistency in the definition of “high” potential 
to occur in the Draft EIR and the determinations for the BCC birds. The reason 
there are no occurrences for the BCC birds is not because there are  no 
occurrences of these species, rather, these species are not included in the CNDDB 
database because they are not State or federally listed. Therefore, the absence of 
occurrence data in the CNDDB, which was used to determine occurrences 
in/near the Project site, cannot be used to rule out the possibility of occurrences 
of BCC bird species.  

A qualified biologist reviewed these species’ life histories and the habitat 
available in the Project site and determined that “high” was a more suitable 
potential to occur determination than “moderate” in many cases. In order to 
rectify the discrepancy between the potential to occur definitions and the 
determinations for these species, the definition of “high” potential to occur has 
been changed to address BCC species. The text of the EIR is revised on page 4.4-
12 as follows: 

High. Suitable habitat for the species is present within the biological 
study area and recent (within the last 30 years) occurrences have been 
reported within 1 mile of the biological study area. Alternatively, 
marginal habitat is present, and recent occurrences have been recorded 
within 0.25 mile of the biological study area. For plants, recent 
occurrences have been recorded within 0.25 mile, but the species was not 
observed during floristic surveys or was surveyed outside of the species’ 
known bloom period. For non-State or -federally listed wildlife species 
that would not be included in the CNDDB and therefore would have no 
occurrence data, such as BCC species, the presence of suitable habitat 
alone is sufficient for a “high” potential to occur determination if the 
habitat is within the geographic and elevational ranges of the species and 
no other factor would preclude the species from using the habitat. 

L-1-50 LSPGC requests the potential to occur level for vernal pool fairy shrimp listed in 
Table 4.4-4 be changed from moderate to low, citing the lack of suitable vernal 
pool habitat in the survey area.  

Vernal pool fairy shrimp was originally determined to have a moderate potential 
to occur in the initial survey area because the original Biological Resources 
Technical Reports were inconclusive about the potential for vernal pools onsite. 
However, since the time of those reports, examination of the aquatic and floristic 
field data confirmed the lack of vernal pools within the initial survey area. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Assessment, published in June 2025, 
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states that, “fully floristic plant surveys conducted in May 2023, July 2023, and 
April 2024 by Insignia biologists showed no signs of vernal pool habitat within 
the surveyed areas in the action area. The 2024 field surveys were conducted 
during the typical blooming period for plants associated with vernal pools, the 
ideal season to search for evidence of vernal pools.” With this information, it is 
appropriate to change the potential to occur determination from moderate to 
low. The determination has been changed in the text of the EIR on page 4.4-42 as 
follows: 

ModerateLow. No suitable vernal pool habitat was observed during the 
field survey and botanical survey data confirmed the absence of vernal 
pool-associated plant species that would indicate the presence of vernal 
pools. It is possible that suitable vernal pool habitat for this species may 
develop during the rainy season and outside of this report’s initial survey 
window. This species has been documented between 1 and 5 miles from 
the initial survey area based on CNDDB records, but it was not observed 
during the field survey.  

L-1-51 LSPGC requests the potential to occur level for vernal pool tadpole shrimp in 
Table 4.4-4 be changed from moderate to low, citing the lack of suitable vernal 
pool habitat in the survey area.  

For the same reasons discussed in response to comment L-1-50, i.e., due to lack of 
vernal pools in the area, the determination is revised on page 4.4-42 and 4.4-43 as 
follows: 

Moderate Low. No suitable vernal pool habitat was observed during the 
field survey and botanical survey data confirmed the absence of vernal 
pool-associated plant species that would indicate the presence of vernal 
pools. It is possible that suitable vernal pool habitat for this species may 
develop during the rainy season and outside of this report’s initial survey 
window. This species has been documented between 1 and 5 miles from 
the initial survey area based on CNDDB records, but it was not observed 
during the field survey.  

L-1-52 LSPGC suggests clarifying which measures would be applied to operation and 
maintenance activities in paragraph 1 on page 4.4-74.  

The text on page 4.4-74 of the Draft EIR has been edited as follows in response to 
this comment: 

This EIR incorporates by reference the applicable avoidance and 
minimization measures (AMMs) in Chapter 5.5.1.2 of PG&Es Bay Area 
HCP (ICF 2017). These AMMs include specific plant and wildlife species 
impact avoidance and minimization measures as well as general 
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measures such as personnel training. The complete list of measures may 
be found in Table 5-1 of the Bay Area HCP. The measures would apply to 
all PG&E operation and maintenance activities and the transposition 
structure installation activities conducted under the HCP. 

L-1-53 LSPGC suggests revising MM BIO-1 to remove discussion of operation and 
maintenance, citing infeasibility of scheduling around seasonal surveys. LSPGC 
further requests removal of the requirement for special-status plant surveys prior 
to conducting work activities in natural areas (i.e., areas not within existing 
roadways or permanent project facilities) during operation and maintenance of 
the Project in MM BIO-1.  

MM BIO-1 is only applied to non-routine maintenance for cable replacement. The 
CPUC notes that cable replacement would require separate authorization and is 
not a routine operation and maintenance activity. In the event of cable 
replacement along the shoreline in areas that contain special status plants, a new 
trench would be constructed to install the replacement cable. Trenching in an 
area containing special status plants is a significant impact and requires 
mitigation. MM BIO-1 is not applied to any routine operation and maintenance 
activities.   

L-1-54 LSPGC requests the acknowledgement of APM BIO-2, which would create a 
project-specific restoration plan, within paragraph 2 of page 4.4-81.  

APM BIO-2 lacked detailed information about the proposed restoration plan or 
performance standards and thus was deferral of mitigation. Therefore, MM BIO-
2 supersedes APM BIO-2. MM BIO-2 includes performance standards as required 
under CEQA. No changes are needed in the EIR to address this comment. 

L-1-55 LSPGC requests the addition of “potential” before “impacts” on page 4.4-94 in 
the last sentence of paragraph 3.  

The text of the Draft EIR on page 4.4-94 has been edited as follows: 

However, California black rail, Ridgway’s rail, burrowing owl, golden 
eagle, Swainson’s hawk, and western snowy plover are discussed in 
greater detail below due to potential impacts specific to these species. 

L-1-56 LSPGC requests edits to paragraph 2 on page 4.4-96 of the Draft EIR to include 
discussion of the protocol-level breeding season surveys conducted in 2025. 
LSPGC states that the bio section makes no mention of the protocol-level 
breeding season surveys conducted in 2025 for this species and requests an 
addition to the text for burrowing owl on page 4.4-96 of the Draft EIR.  

The Draft EIR did not mention the protocol-level breeding surveys because that 
survey report was not provided to the CPUC prior to Draft EIR publication. The 
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protocol-level breeding season survey for burrowing owl is included as 
Appendix F.10 of the Revised Draft EIR). The text on page 4.4-96 has been 
modified to incorporate the findings of the burrowing owl breeding season 
report.  

The text of the Draft EIR on page 4.4-96 is revised as follows: 

Burrowing owl: The habitat within the LSPGC project component area 
has low suitability for burrowing owl due to the absence of suitable 
burrows throughout the majority of the Proposed Project site (Oates 
2024a; Insignia 2025e); however, during protocol-level breeding surveys 
for burrowing owl in 2025, ground squirrels were observed establishing 
burrows in one area along a fence just south of Talbert Lane (Insignia 
2025e), and it is possible that burrows could establish prior to 
construction and burrowing owl could occupy habitat within or near the 
Proposed Project area (Oates 2024a). At the time of the protocol-level 
breeding surveys, no burrowing owls or potential burrowing owl 
burrows or other burrowing owl sign were observed in the Proposed 
Project site (Insignia 2025e).  

The burrowing owl breeding season survey report citation is added to the 
reference list on page 4.4-225 as follows: 

Insignia Environmental. 2025e. Collinsville 500/230 Kilovolt Substation 
Project Breeding Season Burrowing Owl Survey Report. 

L-1-57 LSPGC suggests revising paragraph 4 on page 4.4-96 to clarify the nature of 
Swainson’s hawk observations made during field surveys.  

The Biological Resources Technical Report confirmed that a Swainson’s hawk 
was observed flying, not nesting, during field surveys. The nesting observations 
are from CNDDB documentation, as stated on page 4.4-36 and 4.4-37 of the Draft 
EIR.  

The text of the revised Draft EIR on page 4.4-96 is revised as follows: 

Swainson’s hawk: During field surveys, Swainson’s hawks were 
observed north of the Delta flying overhead, foraging, and nesting. 
Additionally, there are multiple CNDDB records of the species nesting 
between 1 and 5 miles from the initial survey area. 

L-1-58 LSPGC requests the description of the impact in paragraph 2 on page 4.4-97 be 
revised to less than significant for clarity.  

The text is changed on page 4.4-97 for clarity as follows: 
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No trees are proposed for removal during construction of the Proposed 
Project and so there would be no significant the impacts on 
nesting habitat would be less than significant. 

L-1-59 LSPGC requests clarification of the use of fish screens to provide context for their 
discussion in paragraph 3 on page 4.4-119.  

The text on page 4.4-119 is revised to reflect that APM BIO-19 does not apply to 
marine mammals: 

Because of the limited in-water work window (APM BIO-18) and 
implementation of APMs BIO-2019 through BIO-22, which would require 
intake screens to minimize fish entrainment, implement invasive species 
management measures, screen and test aquatic sediment, and implement 
an aquatic spill prevention and control plan, impacts from sediment or 
hazardous materials to special-status marine mammals would be less 
than significant.” 

L-1-60  LSPGC requests the removal of a statement within paragraph 2 on page 4.4-125 
that considers the impact of inadvertent transportation of an invasive species 
after completion of construction of the Proposed Project.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15358(a)(2) requires consideration of indirect effects 
“which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.”  The potential to transport invasive 
aquatic species is a reasonably foreseeable indirect effect as there is known 
occurrence of invasive aquatic species in the Delta and the invasive aquatic 
species entered the area as a result of other similar activities carrying the species 
into the area. The Invasive Marine Species Control Plan described in MM BIO-19 
would prevent the spread of invasive species, either to the project site prior to 
construction or from the project site following construction. The analysis 
language in the referenced section explains how the indirect effects could occur, 
why mitigation is needed, and how MM BIO-19 would reduce the effect. No 
change to the EIR is required. 

L-1-61 LSPGC requests the removal of MM HYD-1 in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 
applied to the Proposed Project because LSPGC claims the mitigation measure is 
specifically intended to mitigate impacts associated with the alternatives.  

To reduce confusion between measures applied to the alternatives and the 
Proposed Project, MM BIO-22 was developed from MM HYD-1 to address 
wetlands specifically and not other aquatic resources. Based on the analysis in 
the EIR, MM BIO-22 is required “Because the Proposed Project does not contain 
specifications for restoration of wetlands, the impacts would be significant.”  
MM HYD-1 remains in the hydrology section to address impacts on hydrologic 
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resources associated with the alternatives. The new MM BIO-22 developed from 
the existing MM HYD-1 is provided as follows: 

MM HYD-1BIO-22: Aquatic Resource Wetland Delineation, Avoidance, 
Minimization, and Mitigation 

Prior to construction, LSPGC and PG&E shall submit to the CPUC an 
Aquatic Resources Delineation Report that documents the limits of 
waters of the State and waters of the U.S. wetlands subject to State or 
federal jurisdiction within the project the limits of the alternative work 
areas. Drainages shall be delineated in accordance with A Field Guide to 
the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid 
West Region of the Western United States: A Delineation Manual (2008) 
and w Wetlands shall be delineated in accordance with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (1987) and Arid West 
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual (Version 2.0) (2008). 

Where waters of the State or waters of the U.S. jurisdictional wetlands are 
located within the alternative project work areas, an Aquatic Resource 
Avoidance and Minimization Plan shall be prepared. The Aquatic 
Resource Avoidance and Minimization Plan shall document strategies for 
avoidance and minimization of impacts on waters of the State and waters 
of the U.S. wetlands wherever feasible. Avoidance strategies would 
include relocating poles and associated work areas where feasible to 
provide a minimum buffer of 10 feet from the outer limits of the aquatic 
resource wetland and installing fencing to avoid project activities from 
encroaching on the aquatic resource wetland. Where avoidance isn’t 
feasible, minimization strategies could include using matting or 
alternative construction techniques to minimize damage to the resource 
and avoiding grading within the resource limits.  

Where avoidance of the resource is not feasible, the responsible party 
(LSPGC or PG&E) shall obtain any permits required under State (Porter 
Cologne Water Quality Control Act and Fish and Game Code) and 
federal law (Clean Water Act) from the State Water Resources Control 
Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers for discharge of dredged or fill materials within the waters 
of the State or U.S. wetlands. In addition, the responsible party shall 
provide compensatory mitigation for impacts on the aquatic resource 
wetland through preservation, enhancement, or creation of aquatic 
resources wetlands in kind (same type of aquatic resource). The 
mitigation ratio shall be at a minimum ratio of 1:1 and may be greater 
depending on the type of mitigation proposed (creation, 
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enhancement/restoration, or preservation), value of the impacted 
resource, and value of the mitigation resource. For any unavoidable 
impacts on aquatic resources wetlands, the responsible party shall submit 
an aquatic resource mitigation plan to the CPUC for review and approval 
no less than 30 days prior to construction within the aquatic resource 
wetland. The aquatic resource mitigation plan shall meet the standards 
for compensatory mitigation as defined in the State Policy for Water 
Quality Control: State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharges 
of Dredged or Fill Material to Waters of the State (2021). The responsible 
party shall submit evidence of successful mitigation to the CPUC through 
either record of purchase of mitigation lands at a mitigation bank or 
through an in-lieu fee program, or monitoring documenting that the 
compensatory mitigation has successfully compensated for the functions 
and values of the impacted resource per the approved mitigation plan. 

Additionally, the prior name of the measure has been revised where referenced 
in the Biology section in the revised Draft EIR.  

L-1-62 LSPGC suggests that analysis discussing the potential future replacement of the 
submarine segment should not be included in paragraph 4 on page 4.4-136, citing 
lack of relevancy to the rest of the section.  

This text is deleted from the section discussing the overhead segment as the cable 
replacement activity would be associated with the submarine segment in the 
following paragraph and is already analyzed in the paragraph that follows. The 
text of the EIR is revised as follows. 

While routine maintenance activities would have a less than significant 
impact on avian nursery sites, non-routine cable replacement/repair 
activities could require trenching to replace a defective cable. Cable 
replacement would require separate authorization. If the trenching is 
required in areas containing nesting habitat, the impact on avian nursery 
sites would be equivalent to construction and would be significant. MM 
BIO-7 defines requirements for pre-activity nesting bird surveys in 
suitable habitat and requires nest avoidance buffers and monitoring 
where nests are found. The impact on nursery sites during cable 
replacement maintenance activities would be less than significant with 
mitigation.  

The content of this text was added to the discussion of the submarine segment on 
page 4.4-137, as follows. 

The portion of the 230 kV submarine segment cables located on land 
north of the Delta could be located within avian nesting habitat. While 
routine maintenance activities would have a less than significant impact 
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on avian nursery sites, non-routine cable replacement/repair activities 
could require trenching to replace a defective cable. Cable replacement 
would require separate authorization. If the trenching is required in areas 
containing nesting habitat, the impact on avian nursery sites would be 
equivalent to construction and would be significant. MM BIO-7 defines 
requirements for pre-activity nesting bird surveys in suitable habitat and 
requires nest avoidance buffers and monitoring where nests are found. 
The impact on nursery sites during cable replacement maintenance 
activities would be less than significant with mitigation. 

L-1-63 LSPGC suggests that the impact on special-status birds would be greater for 
Alternative 6a/6b than for the Proposed Project.  

Refer to Table 6.4.6 on page 6-22 of the revised Draft EIR. Alternative 6a/6b is 
ranked as having the greatest impacts on biological resources when compared to 
the Proposed Project and Alternative 4. The EIR analysis is consistent with this 
request. 

L-1-64 LSPGC requests edits to MM BIO-1 citing restoration constraints for Mason’s 
lilaeopsis and delta mudwort due to their small size and creeping and growth 
habits.  

The text of MM BIO-1 is revised as follows to reflect the approach to 
recolonization of these species: 

MM BIO-1: Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts on Special-Status 
Plants 
Pre-construction surveys: Where surveys have not been completed 
within 5 years prior to construction or vegetation disturbance, 
LSPGC/PG&E shall obtain CPUC approval of a qualified botanist to 
perform pre-construction surveys for state or federally listed plant species 
and those with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B that 
have the potential to occur in the project area during construction during 
operation and maintenance. These surveys shall be performed utilizing 
CNPS or other accepted botanical survey protocol. Special-status plant 
surveys shall be conducted during the appropriate blooming period for 
each species. Surveys shall occur prior to construction and operation and 
maintenance activities for all work areas occurring off existing access 
roads in natural areas, including overland travel routes, and areas of 
existing roads that require modifications. The surveys shall include a 
floristic inventory and focused search for special-status plants with 
potential to occur in project areas where suitable habitat is present.  

The survey results shall be summarized in a report and provided to the 
CPUC no less than 30 days prior to commencement of construction. The 
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survey report shall identify the botanists’ names and qualifications, and a 
description of the survey dates, methods, and a description of the survey 
efforts, including a list of the species that were searched for, results of the 
plant inventory evaluation, and suitable habitat that was encountered. 
The report shall include maps (1: 3,000 scale) that identify final project 
work areas and access routes and the extent of focused plant surveys that 
cover project areas located in occupied habitat. Maps in the report shall 
identify point locations for individual plants and boundaries for plant 
populations. The report shall include specific recommendations for 
avoiding the special-status plants. 

Avoidance measures: LSPGC/PG&E shall mark all populations of 
special-status plants within the work area and a 25-foot buffer site as 
environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) on maps that are provided to 
contractors working near environmentally sensitive areas. All 
populations within 25 feet of a project work area and 20 feet of an access 
road shall be staked and flagged or fenced for avoidance by a qualified 
biologist or botanist prior to construction and shall be monitored by a 
qualified biologist or botanist during construction to ensure proper 
avoidance of the species. The project work areas shall be adjusted as 
needed to avoid any populations of special-status plants that occur within 
the work area to the extent feasible. All stakes and flagging shall be 
removed no later than 30 days after construction is complete in the area. 
Information about special-status plants and avoidance requirements shall 
be included in the Workers Environmental Awareness Training Program 
(APM BIO-3 and CM BIO-3). In the event of a discovery of previously 
undocumented species, the boundary of the occurrence will be flagged, 
avoided, and monitored as discussed above and the CPUC, CDFW, 
and/or USFWS will be notified if the species is state or federally listed. 

If the special-status plant species cannot be avoided, LSPGC/PG&E shall 
notify CPUC in writing, and LSPGC/PG&E shall submit a Salvage and 
Replanting Plan to CPUC and CDFW for approval as described below. 
No State or federally listed plant species shall be salvaged or relocated 
without obtaining permit authorization from CDFW and/or USFWS, as 
required. LSPGC/PG&E shall provide the CPUC with any permits and 
authorizations obtained from USFWS and CDFW. LSPGC shall relocate 
the species to areas within the easement that are outside of the long-term 
maintenance areas. If the species occurs in an area that is subject to 
temporary impacts, the species shall be included in the restoration of the 
site.  

Salvage and replanting plan: For impacts on state or federally listed or 
CRPR 1 or 2 plants that cannot be avoided, the qualified botanist shall 
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prepare and implement a Salvage and Replanting Plan. The Salvage and 
Replanting Plan would specify, at a minimum, the following:  

• Location of the mitigation site(s) (extent of the plants within 
and adjacent to project areas and site conditions that support 
recolonization). 

• Procedures for procuring plants, if appropriate, such as 
transplanting or collecting seed from plants to be impacted, 
including storage locations and methods to preserve the 
plants. If collecting seed or transplanting plants is not 
appropriate, the plan shall document justification and 
propose alternative strategies (e.g., preserving topsoil or 
protecting adjacent populations to facilitate passive 
revegetation). 

• Procedures for propagating collected seed materials or 
topsoil storage and redistribution methods., including 
storage methods.  

• Quantity and species of plants to be planted or transplanted, 
if applicable.  

• Planting procedures, including the use of soil preparation 
and irrigation, if applicable.  

• Schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the 
mitigation site for a minimum 3-year period.  

• Reporting procedures, including the contents of annual 
progress reports.  

• List of criteria tailored to species-specific attributes (e.g., 
growth, plant cover, spatial extent, survivorship) by which 
to measure success of the plantings.  

• Contingency measures to implement if the plantings are not 
successful (i.e., weed removal, supplemental plantings, etc.).  

LSPGC/PG&E shall submit the Salvage and Replanting Plan to the CPUC 
for review and approval no less than 30 days prior to impacting or 
collecting special-status plants. At a minimum, the transplanted/created 
population(s) shall have approximately the same characteristics as the 
impacted population (within 10-percent density, total population 
number, and non-native/invasive). Seasonal population changes may be 
taken into account by identifying and documenting the characteristics of 
an appropriate representative reference site prior to impacting a 
population. Salvage of plants (seed) and replanting shall occur prior to 
impacts on the impacted plant communities. Reference sites that will be 
used must be identified and described in the Salvage and Replanting 
Plan.  
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If CPUC or CDFW determines that the Salvage and Replanting Plan is not 
likely to be successful (due to the species’ life form, habitat requirements, 
or other factors), then LSPGC/PG&E shall provide compensation lands 
consisting of habitat occupied by the impacted CRPR 1 or 2, 3, or 4 ranked 
plant occurrences at a 1:1 ratio of acreage for any occupied habitat 
affected by the project. Occupied habitat will be calculated on the project 
site and on the compensation lands as including each special-status plant 
occurrence. If compensation is required as a means of mitigating special-
status plant impacts, it may be accomplished by purchasing credit in an 
established mitigation bank, acquiring conservation easements, or direct 
purchase and preservation of compensation lands. Compensation for 
these impacts may be “nested” or “layered” with compensation for 
habitat loss, which describes the practice of utilizing compensation lands 
for multiple different mitigation requirements (e.g., special-status plant 
habitat and special-status wildlife habitat) (Gardner and Fox 2013). 

Annual reporting: Annual salvage and replanting monitoring reports 
shall be submitted to CPUC for a period of 3 years after transplanting to 
ensure success of the transplanted populations. Where transplantation 
has not been successful under the criteria set forth in the performance 
standards below, compensation shall be provided on an acreage basis at a 
1:1 ratio to offset the loss of transplanted special-status plant populations. 
Annual reports shall include, details of plants or propagules salvaged, 
stored, and transplanted (salvage and transplanting locations, species, 
number, size, condition, etc.); adaptive management efforts implemented 
(date, location, type of treatment, results, etc.); and evaluation of success 
of transplantation. Salvage status and success will be described in the 
annual report. 

Performance Standards: Where impacts on special-status plants are 
unavoidable, the transplanted/created population(s) must have 
approximately the same characteristics as the impacted population 
(within 10-percent density, total population number, and non-
native/invasive species).  

L-1-65 LSPGC requests removal of CRPR 3 and 4 plants from MM BIO-1.  

Consistent with the analysis in the EIR, MM BIO-1 is intended to mitigate 
impacts on special status plant species where impacts were determined to be 
significant. The EIR determined that the Proposed Project would have a 
potentially significant impact on plants ranked CRPR 1 and CRPR 2. The text of 
MM BIO-1 is revised as shown in L-1-64. 
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L-1-66 LSPGC states MM BIO-2, as written, is inconsistent and requests that the 
measure be revised to require an annual survey during the growing period as 
dictated by climate conditions. The comment requests changing “blooming 
period” to “growing period”.  

The text of MM BIO-2 is revised as shown in response to comment L-1-67 as the 
growing period is more applicable to monitoring for restoration. 

L-1-67 LSPGC requests revisions to the timing of restoration versus the timing of 
meeting restoration criteria in MM BIO-2. 

The text of MM BIO-2 is revised to clarify the intent of the measures as follows:. 

MM BIO-2: Habitat Restoration 
LSPGC/PG&E shall prepare and implement a Revegetation, Restoration, 
and Monitoring Plan that addresses procedures for revegetation and/or 
restoration. The plan shall also address the requirements for restoration 
in MM BIO-1: Special-Status Plant Populations and MM BIO-21: Sensitive 
Natural Plant Communities. 

The plan shall be developed upon completion of final design and 
submitted to the CPUC for review and approval no less than 60 days 
before commencement of construction.  

All temporarily disturbed areas shall be restored to near pre-construction 
conditions to ensure permanent impacts do not occur in areas of 
temporary impacts as a result of the project. Pre-construction conditions, 
including vegetation cover estimates and percentage of Cal-IPC list 
invasive weeds (plants rated as “High” and “Moderate”), shall be 
documented for each project work area as described below in the Pre-
Construction Report. The goal of the restoration shall be that habitat 
functions and values and species composition of the restored vegetation 
are comparable to those of nearby comparable vegetation within 3 years. 

The plan shall identify corrective actions to implement (e.g., removal of 
invasive weeds, supplemental planting, etc.) if the performance standards 
defined in this measure are not achieved. Work sites that have been 
proven to meet the performance standard defined in this measure shall 
not require further monitoring and reporting. 

Monitoring procedures: A qualified biologist or botanist shall monitor 
vegetation resources that are impacted annually until performance 
standards have been met. Monitoring shall be conducted once a year 
during the blooming period growing season to verify species composition 
and cover within all areas of temporary disturbance.  
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Pre-construction report(s): Prior to construction, a qualified biologist or 
botanist shall survey all final work areas and overland access routes to 
identify the vegetation resources that may be impacted, including their 
location, composition, condition, and extent of planned project 
disturbance. Survey efforts may be conducted in conjunction with 
focused surveys required for special-status species, as described in 
applicable APMs and mitigation measures. Anticipated impacts on 
vegetation resources shall be quantified and documented in the report, 
such as special-status plant individuals or the characteristics of 
populations (i.e., estimated size and cover estimates), the types and 
numbers of shrub individuals, and restoration acreages for sensitive 
natural communities. The baseline conditions for adjacent and 
comparable vegetation resources shall also be documented in the report. 
Such areas may be used as a control for post-construction monitoring to 
determine relative restoration performance and account for seasonal 
fluctuations in invasive species composition, general growth rates, and 
overall coverage. 

The report shall include maps (1: 3,000 scale) that identify the types and 
locations of the vegetation resources that may be impacted, the limits of 
the planned work areas, and project access routes. An initial report shall 
be submitted to the CPUC no less than 30 days before construction. 
Separate reports may be submitted for each project segment, if necessary. 
If new impacts or restoration procedures are identified, the plan shall be 
updated and submitted in track changes to the CPUC. 

Post-construction reports: LSPGC/PG&E shall prepare and submit Post-
Construction Reports to the CPUC on an annual basis until construction 
is complete. Post-Construction Reports shall include table summaries of 
actual project impacts, and maps of the areas that identify the limits of 
actual impacts. The summary table shall include the location name/ID for 
each impact area, anticipated impact acreage from the Pre-Construction 
Report, and actual impact acreage during construction. The report shall 
include a brief statement about revegetation, restoration, and monitoring 
procedures that would be implemented where impacts occurred, as 
defined in the approved plan. 

Annual monitoring reports: Once revegetation and restoration begins, 
LSPGC/PG&E shall conduct surveys during the growing season and 
submit Annual Monitoring Reports to the CPUC. The reports shall 
summarize revegetation and restoration efforts for each applicable impact 
area, provide data on how the restoration is performing relative to the 
performance standards, and detail any corrective actions necessary to 
meet performance standards. Once the performance standards have been 
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achieved for each location, monitoring and reporting would no longer be 
required for the location. 

LSPGC/PG&E shall provide written updates to CPUC upon request 
regarding seasonally dependent restoration and corrective actions prior 
to submission of the annual monitoring reports. 

Applicable locations: Areas of temporary impact. 

Performance standards: Habitat restoration shall match the pre-impact 
vegetation community composition/cover of the affected sensitive 
vegetation communities with 10 percent variability. Non-native or other 
vegetation communities shall have at least 70 percent of the pre-impact 
total vegetative cover and shall be revegetated with vegetation 
community composition matching surrounding unaffected areas with an 
allowed variance of 10 percent. Invasive species cover shall not exceed 
pre-project coverage.  

Timing: Restoration of temporary impact areas shall occur be initiated 
within one year following completion of temporary disturbance. 
Monitoring to occur during blooming periods and reporting to occur 
annually and submitted to CPUC within 30 days of monitoring. 

L-1-68 LSPGC requests revisions to MM BIO-3 (Invasive Plant Management) to 
differentiate the responsibility to manage new invasive plant infestations rather 
than existing infestations.  

The text of MM BIO-3 is revised to clarify the intent as follows: 

MM BIO-3: Invasive Plant Management 
Invasive plants include plants that (1) are invasive and rated high or 
moderate for negative ecological impact in the California Invasive Plant 
Inventory Database (Cal-IPC, 2006), or (2) aid and promote the spread of 
wildfires (such as Bromus tectorum [cheatgrass], Brassica tournefortii 
[Sahara mustard], and Bromus madritensis spp. Rubens [red brome]). 
Invasive plants shall be managed throughout project pre-construction, 
construction, and restoration phases.  

Pre-construction invasive plant inventory. LSPGC shall inventory 
invasive plants of concern in areas subject to project-related vegetation 
removal/disturbance, overland travel (drive and crush), and ground-
disturbing activity. The invasive plants inventory area shall also include 
vehicle and equipment access routes and all project staging and storage 
yards. Invasive plants of concern shall be mapped by area of occurrence 
and percent cover.  
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Pre-construction invasive plants treatment. Invasive plant infestations 
identified in the pre-construction invasive plants inventory shall be 
evaluated to identify potential for project-related spread and potential 
benefits (if any) of pre-construction treatment. Pre-construction treatment 
will consider the specific invasive plants, potential seed banks, or other 
issues. Pre-construction treatment shall be conducted under the direction 
of a licensed pest control advisor. 

Prevention. Vehicles and equipment shall be inspected at entry points to 
the project work area and before leaving work sites where invasive plants 
must be contained locally. Construction equipment shall be inspected to 
ensure it is free of any dirt or mud that could contain invasive plant 
seeds, roots, or rhizomes, and the tracks, outriggers, tires, and 
undercarriage will be carefully washed, with special attention being paid 
to axles, frame, cross members, motor mounts, underneath steps, running 
boards, and front bumper/brush guard assemblies. Other construction 
vehicles (e.g., pick-up trucks) that will be frequently entering and exiting 
the site will be inspected and washed on an as-needed basis. Tools such 
as chainsaws, hand clippers, pruners, etc., shall be cleaned of dirt and 
mud before entering project work areas.  

All vehicles shall be washed off-site when possible. If off-site washing is 
infeasible, on-site cleaning stations (including air washing) will be set up 
at specified locations to clean equipment before it enters the work area. 
Wash stations will be located away from native habitat or special-status 
species occurrences. Wastewater from cleaning stations will not be 
allowed to run off the cleaning station site. When vehicles and equipment 
are washed, a daily log must be kept stating the location, date and time, 
types of equipment, methods used, and personnel present. The log shall 
contain the signature of the responsible crewmember. Written or 
electronic logs shall be available to CPUC monitors on request.  

Erosion control materials (e.g., straw bales) must be certified free of 
invasive plant seed (“weed-free”) before they are brought onto the site. 
The IPMP must prohibit on-site storage or disposal of mulch or green 
waste that may contain invasive plant material. Mulch or green waste 
will be removed from the site in a covered vehicle to prevent seed 
dispersal and transported to a licensed landfill or composting facility.  

Monitoring. Surveying and monitoring for invasive plant infestations 
shall occur at least two times per year, to coincide with the early detection 
period for early season and late season invasive plants.  
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Control. New iInvasive plant infestations, or the spread of existing 
infestations beyond their original extent, must be controlled or eradicated 
as soon as possible upon discovery, and before they go to seed, or when 
appropriate with the goal to prevent further spread. All proposed 
invasive plant control methods must minimize disturbance to native 
vegetation, limit ingress and egress to defined routes, and avoid damage 
to any environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) identified within or 
adjacent to the ROW. New infestations by invasive plants of concern will 
be treated at a minimum of once annually until eradication, suppression, 
or containment goals are met. Invasive plant occurrences can be 
considered eradicated when no new seedlings or resprouts are observed 
for three consecutive years, or a single season where new seedlings or 
resprouts are observed in reference populations but not at the control site. 
Invasive plant control efforts may cease when eradication is complete.  

Manual control methods shall include removal of invasive plants or their 
seed heads with hand tools during the appropriate season to prevent 
spread of the seed; seed heads and plants must be disposed of in 
accordance with guidelines from the relevant County Agricultural 
Commissioners, if such guidelines are available.  

The focus of weed abatement will be manual control where reasonable to 
contain weed populations. Chemical control methods shall avoid drift or 
residual toxicity to native vegetation or special-status plants, consistent 
with the National Invasive Species Management Plan (National Invasive 
Species Council 2008). All herbicide applications will follow U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency label instructions and will be in 
accordance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations. Only state-
approved herbicides may be used. Herbicide treatment will be 
implemented by a Licensed Qualified Applicator. Herbicides shall be 
applied in accordance with product labels and applicator licenses. 
Herbicides shall not be applied during or within 24 hours of high 
confidence predicted rain. Only water-safe herbicides shall be used where 
they could run off into downstream areas. Herbicides shall not be applied 
in high wind conditions.  

Reporting schedule and contents. An annual monitoring report 
documenting the invasive plant monitoring results shall be submitted to 
the CPUC annually for three years following construction. 

Performance standards. Invasive plant populations shall be controlled to 
pre-construction levels. 

L-1-69 LSPGC requests revisions to MM BIO-4 (Special-Status Amphibians and Vernal 
Pools) to clarify where burrow surveys should be required.  
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The text on page 4.4-206 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows to clarify where 
burrow surveys would be required:  

MM BIO-4: Special-Status Amphibians and Vernal Pools   
Within 7 days prior to ground disturbance in each work area, a qualified 
biologist shall investigate each work area for the presence of burrows 
suitable for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog 
within suitable habitat (including the known dispersal range from 
suitable habitat) for these species. If burrows suitable for California tiger 
salamander or California red-legged frog are present, the burrows shall 
be investigated by a biologist who holds a valid scientific collection 
permit for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog. In 
the event that there is a burrow within the work area that is occupied by 
California tiger salamander or California red-legged frog, no activity shall 
be allowed to commence within 250 feet of the occupied burrow until an 
incidental take permit has been obtained in compliance with the 
California Endangered Species Act or federal Endangered Species Act, as 
applicable.  

Construction within 250 feet of Vernal Pools: Where construction 
activities are proposed within 250 feet of vernal pools or suitable 
breeding habitat for special-status amphibians (pools with sufficient 
hydroperiod), the project shall be designed to avoid the pool to the extent 
feasible. The limits of the pool shall be staked for avoidance where 
avoidance is feasible. All activities within 250 feet of a vernal pool shall be 
conducted outside of the rainy season (October 15 to April 15) and within 
72 hours following any rain event.  

Construction within 0.25 mile of Special-Status Amphibian Habitat: If 
construction within 0.25 mile of suitable breeding habitat cannot be 
avoided, a survey for California tiger salamander in accordance with 
Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for Determining 
Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander (October 
2003), and a survey for California red-legged frog in accordance with 
Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the California Red-
legged Frog (August 2005) shall be conducted within the season prior to 
construction. Focused surveys for western spadefoot shall be conducted 
in accordance with a USFWS approved method. If California tiger 
salamander, California red-legged frog or western spadefoot are 
determined to be present based on the results of focused surveys, PG&E 
shall obtain an incidental take permit from CDFW or USFWS as 
applicable for construction in proximity to occupied habitat. If the species 
is determined to be absent, construction may proceed with all other 
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measures implemented including biological monitoring as specified in 
MM BIO-5.  

L-1-70 LSPGC requests that the discussion of pre-construction surveys in MM BIO-5 be 
revised to apply only to special-status species with a moderate or higher 
potential to occur.  

The measure addresses pre-construction surveys that are conducted within 14 
days prior to the start of construction and not focused species surveys. The 
measure is intended to generally apply to all special-status species by requiring a 
biologist survey the work area immediately prior to the start of ground 
disturbance in each area. This is a common practice and is feasible. No changes 
to the EIR are needed to address the comment. 

L-1-71 LSPGC requests revisions to MM BIO-5 (Pre-Construction Surveys and 
Biological Monitoring) in paragraph 3 to allow flexibility for construction.  

The measure does not state that all biologically sensitive areas will be avoided; 
rather, it is saying that the biologist will mark the limits of these areas so that 
they can be avoided. MM BIO-5 has been changed to clarify the purpose of the 
marking in the revised Draft EIR. The following is the complete revised text of 
MM BIO-5, which includes additional revisions to address other comments and 
clarifications as applicable. 

MM BIO-5: Pre-Construction Surveys and Biological Monitoring  
Biologist approval and qualifications: A qualified biologist(s) will be 
pre-approved by the CPUC prior to conducting biological surveys and 
monitoring for the project. Qualified biologists are defined as individuals 
with a bachelor’s degree or above in a biological science field and 
demonstrated field experience. Approved and qualified biologists shall 
conduct required surveys and monitoring for special-status species and 
active nests. Qualified avian biologists are defined as individuals with 
demonstrated field expertise in ornithology, in particular, nesting 
behavior and nest detection. Monitoring biologists conducting avian nest 
checks shall have demonstrated experience surveying or monitoring 
nesting birds. Qualified botanists are defined as individuals with 
demonstrated field expertise in botany. Qualified herpetologists are 
defined as individuals with demonstrated experience with California 
reptile and amphibian species. Biologists qualified for construction 
monitoring shall hold at minimum 1 to 2 years of construction-related 
biological monitoring experience. Biologists qualified as a lead biological 
monitor shall have 5 or more years of related experience. 

Pre-construction surveys: A CPUC-approved qualified biologist (i.e., a 
biologist with the requisite education and experience to address special-
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status species and biological resources with potential to occur in the 
project area) shall conduct a pre-construction survey for special-status 
wildlife species known to occur or with the potential to occur in all work 
areas located within suitable habitat for special-status species. In those 
situations where the qualified biologist cannot make a definitive species 
identification, the qualified biologist shall make a determination based on 
the available evidence and professional expertise. The pre-construction 
survey shall be conducted no earlier than 14 days prior to surface 
disturbance in each work area. The results of the pre-construction survey 
will be documented by the qualified biologist in a pre-construction 
survey report(s). The pre-construction survey report(s) shall be submitted 
to the CPUC for review and approval and the results shall be submitted 
to CDFW and USFWS as required by any other regulatory permits or 
approvals. The pre-construction survey report(s) will include the 
following: 

• Special-status species encountered, including potential 
breeding sites such as dens, burrows, nests, or aquatic 
habitat  

• Type, location, and size of project impact areas 
• Date, time, and weather conditions during survey, and 

surrounding land uses  
• Evaluation of type and quality of habitat  
• Map or GIS of biological study area and of work area  

Monitoring: Where pre-construction surveys indicate the presence of 
sensitive species within 200 feet of a work area or sensitive habitats 
within 50 feet of a work area, a CPUC approved biologist(s) shall conduct 
biological monitoring during construction activities in proximity to the 
sensitive species or habitats. Extended monitoring buffers for sensitive 
species may be applied per the conditions of other APMs or mitigation 
measures. Where special-status species (e.g., amphibians, reptiles, birds, 
mammals, reptiles), sensitive natural communities, riparian areas, or 
wetlands may occur, unless otherwise determined absent through pre-
construction surveys, a qualified biological monitor shall monitor 
construction activities to ensure that any unplanned or unpermitted 
impacts to special-status species, sensitive natural communities, riparian 
habitat, and wetlands are avoided.  

Resource delineation for avoidance: Prior to construction or access in 
any work area containing or potentially containing  special-status species 
habitats, sensitive natural communities, riparian areas, or wetlands, the 
biological monitor shall mark or otherwise delineate the limits of special-
status species habitat, sensitive natural communities, riparian areas, and 
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wetlands that are proposed for avoidance in the project design for so that 
work crews are able to see and avoid these areas. avoidance, and wWhere 
necessary, the biological monitor shall post signs at access route entrances 
to inform workers of special access considerations (i.e., seasonal 
restrictions, biological monitor escort, etc.). Resource markings and signs 
shall be maintained and repaired as needed and as directed by the 
biological monitor. All stakes and flagging are removed no later than 30 
days after construction is complete. 

The biological monitor shall have full authority to halt construction, once 
safe to do so, if a sensitive resource/species has or may be impacted. The 
biological monitor may relocate wildlife out of harm’s way, if appropriate 
to protect the species (additional protections or permits would be 
required prior to relocation of any state or federally listed threatened or 
endangered species). The biological monitor shall revisit each active work 
site at least once a week to inspect the work area for the presence of 
biological resources and verify that all avoidance measures (e.g., flagging 
or fencing) are in place. 

L-1-72 LSPGC requests revisions to MM BIO-7 (Nesting Bird Management) in 
paragraph 2 to clarify when pre-activity nest surveys would be conducted. MM 
BIO-7 has been modified to clarify the types of activities requiring pre-activity 
clearance surveys during the breeding season. The following is the complete 
revised text of MM BIO-7, which includes additional revisions to address other 
comments and clarifications as applicable. 

MM BIO-7: Nesting Bird Management 
Avoidance of work during nesting/breeding season. Whenever possible, 
LSPGC/PG&E will avoid vegetation removal, vegetation maintenance 
(including trimming and mowing), and ground disturbing activities 
during the migratory bird nesting/breeding season, which is defined as 
February 1 through September 30 for this area. 

Pre-activity nest surveys. Pre-activity nest surveys will be conducted 
prior to any ground disturbance or vegetation removal construction 
activities within suitable habitat scheduled during the breeding period. 
For this project, the breeding period will be defined as February 1 
through September 30. The avian biologists conducting the surveys shall 
be experienced bird surveyors and familiar with standard nest-locating 
techniques such as those described in (Martin and Geupel 1993). Nest 
surveys will focus on visual searches for nest locations and observations 
of bird activities and movement to detect nesting activity (e.g., carrying 
nest materials or food, territorial displays, courtship behavior). Surveys 
shall be conducted in accordance with the following guidelines:  
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Surveys shall cover all potential nesting habitat within the work areas 
and within 1,000 feet of these areas for California black rail, California 
Ridgway’s rail, and tricolored blackbird, 500 feet of these areas for 
raptors, and 300 feet for non-raptors.  

Pre-activity surveys shall be conducted for each work area, no longer 
than 14 days prior to the start of the activity. On the first day of 
construction at any given site, a qualified Avian Biologist will perform a 
pre-activity “sweep” to identify any bird nests or other resources that 
may have appeared since the 14-day survey.  

LSPGC/PG&E shall provide the CPUC a report describing the findings of 
the pre-activity nest surveys, including the time, date, and duration of the 
survey; identity of the surveyor(s); a list of species observed; and 
electronic data identifying nest locations and the boundaries of buffer 
zones. The electronic data set will be updated following each pre-activity 
nest survey throughout the nesting season.  

Nest Buffers and Acceptable Activities. Nest buffers shall be delineated 
on the work site, to consist of clearly visible marking and signage. Buffer 
locations shall be communicated to the construction contractor and shall 
remain in effect until formally discontinued (when each nest is no longer 
active). Measures to ensure nesting buffers are observed shall include 
direct communication and decision protocol to stop work within buffer 
areas. In some cases, active nests may be found while work is underway. 
Therefore, a protocol shall be implemented for stopping ongoing work 
within the buffer area, securing the work site, and removing personnel 
and equipment from the buffer.  

Buffer distances from active nests shall be implemented to avoid take or 
adverse effects to nests. Buffers shall be based on the specific nature of the 
bird species and conservation status, and other pertinent factors. Buffer 
distances shall be defined specific to each species relative level of 
tolerance of human activity. If no information is available to specify a 
buffer distance for a species, then a 300-foot buffer shall apply as a 
standard buffer distance for migratory birds, and 500 feet of active nests 
of raptors and 1,000 feet of active nests of California black rail, California 
Ridgway’s rail, and tricolored blackbirds. All applicable avoidance 
measures, including buffer distances, must be continued until nest 
monitoring (below) confirms that the nestlings have fledged and 
dispersed, or the nest is no longer active.  

The qualified biologist shall identify acceptable work activities within 
nest buffers (e.g., pedestrian access for inspection or BMP repair) 
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including conditions and restrictions. Monitoring shall be conducted 
during any activities within the buffers. 

Nest Buffer Modification or Reduction. At times, LSPGC/PG&E or its 
contractor may propose buffer distances different from those included in 
this mitigation measure. Buffer adjustments shall be reviewed and 
recommended by a qualified avian biologist, who has been approved by 
CPUC in consultation with the CDFW and USFWS. CPUC shall be 
notified of any planned adjustments to nest buffers. Separate and distinct 
procedures will be provided for special-status birds as defined in MM 
BIO-10, MM BIO-11, and MM BIO-12.   

Nest deterrents. Any proposed measures or deterrents to prevent or 
reduce bird nesting activity on project equipment or facilities, such as 
buoys, visual or auditory hazing devices, bird repellents, securing of 
materials, vehicles, and equipment shall be submitted to the CPUC for 
review and approval at least 30 days prior to use. The proposed timing 
for installation of nest deterrents and field confirmation to prevent effects 
to any active nest; guidance for the contractor to install, maintain, and 
remove nest deterrents according to product specifications; and periodic 
monitoring of nest deterrents to ensure proper installation and 
functioning and prevent injury or entrapment of birds or other animals 
shall be part of the nest deterrent request. In the event that an active nest 
is located on project facilities, materials or equipment, LSPGC/PG&E will 
avoid disturbance or use of the facilities, materials, or equipment (e.g., by 
red-tag) until the nest is no longer active.  

Communication. Nest information and potential adverse impacts to 
nesting birds shall be promptly communicated from nest monitors to 
work activity monitors, so that any needed actions can be taken 
immediately.  

The CPUC and CDFW shall be notified in the event of accidental 
disturbance of nests. Approaches to address the accidental disturbance 
shall be recommended by a qualified avian biologist and proposed to the 
CPUC and CDFW. CPUC shall be notified regarding removal of inactive 
nests, including steps taken to verify that the nest is inactive. 

Monitoring. LSPGC/PG&E shall be responsible for monitoring the 
implementation, conformance, and efficacy of the avoidance measures 
(above). Monitoring shall include tracking any active bird nest within or 
adjacent to project work areas, bird nesting activity, project-related 
disturbance, and outcome of each nest. For nests with reduced buffers, 
LSPGC/PG&E shall monitor each nest until nestlings have fledged and 
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dispersed or until the nest becomes inactive. Nests with default buffers 
do not require further monitoring once construction work is completed in 
the area. New nests discovered after work completion in an area will not 
require monitoring. In addition, monitoring shall include pre-activity 
surveys, daily sweeps of work areas and equipment, and any special 
monitoring requirements for particular activities (e.g., tree trimming, 
vegetation removal) or particular species (e.g., noise monitoring). Nest 
monitoring shall continue throughout the breeding season during each 
year of the project’s construction activities; nests monitored during 
operation and maintenance activities do not require further monitoring 
once the activities are completed.  

Reporting. Throughout the construction phase of the project, nest 
locations, project activities in the vicinity of nests (including helicopter 
routes), and any adjustments to buffer areas shall be updated and 
available to CPUC monitors on a daily basis in the Field Reporting 
Environmental Database (FRED). All buffer reduction notifications and 
prompt notifications of nest-related non-compliance and corrective 
actions will be made via email to CPUC monitors. At the end of each 
year’s nest season, LSPGC/PG&E will submit an annual nesting bird 
report to the CPUC, CDFW, and USFWS.  

L-1-73 LSPGC suggests edits to the Nest Buffers and Acceptable Activities section of 
MM BIO-7 that address protocols for nests discovered during construction.  

The measure as written does not prescribe a set buffer distance for active nests 
found while construction is underway. The measure allows flexibility for the 
qualified biologist to establish an appropriate buffer distance around nests based 
on multiple factors, including whether the nest was established during active 
construction suggesting that the bird was acclimated to the construction activity 
when it chose the nest site. In the paragraph following the one identified by the 
comment, the measure states, “Buffers shall be based on the specific nature of the 
bird species and conservation status, and other pertinent factors. Buffer distances 
shall be defined specific to each species relative level of tolerance of human 
activity.” This language allows the qualified biologist to prescribe a smaller 
distance to a nest established during construction, if appropriate. There is no 
need to add more detailed language to the measure requested by LSPGC because 
the measure already allows for this procedure if the qualified biologist 
determines it is an appropriate course of action. Therefore, no changes are 
needed in the EIR to address this comment. 

L-1-74 LSPGC suggests revising the nest buffer radius presented in MM BIO-7 from 300 
feet to 150 feet for most migratory birds.  
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The sentence preceding the buffer states “Buffer distances shall be defined 
specific to each species relative level of tolerance of human activity.” A 300-foot 
buffer is defined as a standard only for those species where no information is 
available to specify a narrower buffer.  The 300-foot starting point for a buffer is a 
reasonable starting point and the buffer could be reduced to reflect species 
tolerance as stated in the measure. No changes are needed in the EIR to address 
this comment. 

L-1-75 LSPGC states that an additional habitat assessment for burrowing owl described 
in MM BIO-8 is not required and may require access outside of the proposed 
right-of-way.  

Additional habitat assessments and protocol-level presence/absence surveys are 
warranted if construction occurs during the wintering season (September 1 to 
January 31) because a protocol-level survey has not been conducted during this 
season, and also if construction spans multiple years because habitat conditions 
and utilization by burrowing owls can change annually. As stated in the 
measure, “Habitat assessments and surveys shall occur each year of project 
construction, as conditions may change annually and suitable refugia for 
burrowing owl, such as small mammal burrows, can be created within a few 
hours or days.” Therefore, the habitat assessment and breeding-season protocol-
level survey that were already conducted for the project are not sufficient to 
cover all construction periods. These factors are covered by MM BIO-8 as written 
and, as such, the language of the measure needs to remain unchanged. No 
changes are needed in the EIR to address this comment.  

L-1-76 LSPGC requests edits to MM BIO-8 in paragraph 3 on page 4.4-211 to address 
temporal constraints.  

The text of MM BIO-8 is revised to address the timing of construction as 
provided in the response to comment AS-1-8. 

L-1-77 LSPGC requests MM BIO-8 be revised to specify a 150-meter buffer zone. The 
measure states “up to 500 meters,” which allows for smaller buffer sizes.  

If a 150-meter buffer was implemented for a habitat assessment per the protocol, 
it would not conflict with this measure. Therefore, no changes are needed in the 
EIR to address this comment. 

L-1-78 LSPGC states that there are inconsistencies between MM BIO-13 (Crotch’s 
Bumble Bee Avoidance Procedure) and the current CDFW guidance document 
on Crotch’s bumble bee surveys: Survey Considerations for California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023); LSPGC also notes 
there are conflicts within MM BIO-13 related to the collection of bees and surveys 
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using non-take methods. LSPGC request the measure be revised for consistency 
with the referenced CDFW guidelines 

 In LSPGC’s following comment (L-1-79 below), LSPGC also requests to replace 
language in MM BIO-13 (previously MM BIO-12 as part of the Draft EIR) with 
language from a mitigation measure used in a CPUC-prepared IS/MND for the 
Manning 500/230 kV Substation Project IS/MND (June 2025). Upon review of the 
measure included in the Manning 500/230 kV Substation Project IS/MND, the 
CPUC has decided to replace the measure with the comparable measure 
language as it would also address the project impacts on crotch’s bumble bee 

Page 4.4-219 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

MM BIO-12: Crotch’s Bumble Bee Avoidance Procedure 

Crotch’s Bumble Bee Habitat Assessment: A thorough habitat 
assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee shall be conducted within areas that 
may be impacted by project construction and operations(CDFW 2023). 
The assessment shall be conducted by a qualified entomologist 
knowledgeable with the life history and ecological requirements of 
Crotch’s bumble bee, and include all areas of suitable overwintering, 
nesting, and foraging habitats. 

Suitable habitat includes areas of grasslands and upland scrub that 
contain requisite habitat elements such as small mammal burrows and 
forage plants. Potential nest habitat (late February to late October) could 
contain underground abandoned small mammal burrows, perennial 
bunch grasses and/or thatched annual grasses, brush piles, old bird nests, 
dead trees, or hollow logs. Overwintering sites (November through early 
February) utilized by mated queens in self-excavated hibernacula could 
be present in soft, disturbed soil, sand, well drained, or loose soils, under 
leaf litter or other debris with ground cover requisites such as barren 
areas, tree litter, bare patches within short grass in areas lacking dense 
vegetation. 

Crotch’s Bumble Bee Surveys: Pre-construction surveys shall be 
conducted within suitable habitat that may be impacted by project 
construction and/or operations. Pre-construction surveys shall follow the 
guidance outlined in the California Bumble Bee Atlas Habitat Surveys – 
Cali Bumble Bee Atlas – California Bumble Bee Atlas ((CDFW 2023). 

The peak flying time for Crotch’s bumblebee is March to August, but bees 
could be flying any time between February 1 and October 31. Surveys 
between March and June are expected to have highest detection 
probability (CDFW 2023)and are therefore the period recommended for 
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preconstruction surveys. Surveys shall be conducted no more than 30 
days prior to the start of project construction activities, assessing all areas 
of suitable habitat for overwintering, nesting and foraging at, and within 
100 feet of the proposed work area. Surveys should include a minimum 
of three survey efforts, over a three-day period within a temperature 
range of 15C and 30C although bumblebees and can fly and forage at near 
freezing temperatures.  

Goals of the surveys shall be to identify the bee species through non-take 
methods (close lens photography), foraging plants, and potential ground 
nest sites on site. Surveys shall include examining flowering vegetation, 
any potential preferred nectar plants, small mammal burrows, bunch 
grasses, thatch, brush piles, old bird nests, dead trees, or hollow logs. 
Survey results, after the protocol was followed, would be good for one 
year (until the next flying period season) but a pre-activity survey would 
still be needed prior to ground-disturbing activities. 

Pre-activity survey: Nesting surveys shall be conducted with focus on 
detecting active nesting colonies within one week and 24-hours 
immediately prior to ground disturbing activities. If an active Crotch’s 
bumble bee nest is detected, an appropriate no disturbance buffer zone 
(including foraging resources and flight corridors essential for supporting 
the colony) shall be established by a qualified biologist in consultation 
with CDFW around the nest to reduce the risk of disturbance or 
accidental take. Nest avoidance buffers may be removed at the 
completion of the flight season and/or once the qualified biologist deems 
the nesting colony is no longer active and CDFW has provided 
concurrence of that determination. If no nests are found but the species is 
present, a full-time qualified biological monitor shall be present during 
vegetation removal or ground disturbing activities that are scheduled to 
occur during the queen flight period (February through March), colony 
active period (March through September), and/or gyne flight period 
(September through October). LSPGC/PG&E may relocate Crotch’s 
bumble bees out of the work area only if a CESA incidental take permit 
has been obtained and any relocation follows the terms of the incidental 
take permit. 

 MM BIO-13 Crotch’s Bumble Bee Avoidance and Minimization 

• Initial ground-disturbing work (e.g., grading, vegetation 
removal, staging) in grassland habitat or agricultural areas 
that contain grasses or forbs shall take place between August 
15 and March 15, if feasible to avoid impacts on nesting 
Crotch’s bumble bees. 
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• If the above limited operating period is not feasible (i.e., if 
limiting ground disturbance to the period between August 15 
and March 15 would preclude achieving most of all of the 
project objectives) as determined by LSPGC with concurrence 
from the CPUC, a qualified biologist approved by the CPUC, 
familiar with bumble bees of California and experienced 
using survey methods for bumble bees, shall conduct a 
habitat assessment and focused survey for Crotch’s bumble 
bee before the start of any ground disturbing activities in 
grassland habitat or edges of agricultural areas that contain 
grasses or forbs. Surveys shall be performed when Crotch’s 
bumble bee is most likely to be identified, typically from 
April through August (i.e., the colony active period) when 
floral resources and ideal weather conditions are present, and 
shall follow the methods in Survey Considerations for 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate 
Bumble Bee Species and any relevant updates to these 
considerations (CDFW 2023). Surveys shall be conducted 
during the colony active period the same year as the start of 
planned construction activities. 

• LSPGC shall submit a survey report to the CDFW and the 
CPUC within 1 month of survey completion and shall notify 
the CDFW and the CPUC within 24 hours if Crotch’s bumble 
bees are detected. 

• If Crotch’s bumble bees are detected during the focused 
survey, appropriate avoidance measures shall be 
implemented. Avoidance measures shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

- Protective buffers shall be implemented around active 
nesting colonies until these sites are no longer active. A 
qualified biologist, in coordination with the CDFW, shall 
determine the appropriate buffer size to protect nesting 
colonies. 

- If nesting colonies are detected, avoidance areas shall be 
implemented in areas near the colony location that contain 
significant floral resources for the colony, if present. A 
qualified biologist shall determine the appropriate 
avoidance area size to protect foraging resources. 

- If project activities involving temporary disturbance (e.g., 
staging) would occur where a nesting colony was detected 
after the nesting colony is no longer active, the area shall 
be restored to original conditions after the temporary 
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disturbance is complete such that habitat for Crotch’s 
bumble bee would be available. 

• If take of Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be avoided, LSPGC 
shall obtain an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from the CDFW 
and shall implement all avoidance measures included in the 
ITP. The CDFW may also require compensatory mitigation 
through on-site habitat restoration or purchase of credits at 
an appropriate mitigation bank. Avoidance measures 
included in the ITP would reduce the likelihood of take of 
Crotch’s bumble bees such that impacts on the species would 
be fully mitigated. These measures would include but not be 
limited to: 

- Specifications for construction timing and sequencing 
requirements to avoid impacts on nesting Crotch’s bumble 
bees; 

- Pre-construction surveys conducted within 30 days prior 
to the start of ground-disturbing activities; 

- Establishment of seasonal no-disturbance buffers around 
nest sites; 

- Construction monitoring; 
- Restrictions associated with construction practices, 

equipment, or materials that may harm bumble bees (e.g., 
BMPs to minimize the spread of invasive plant species); 
and 

- Provisions to avoid Crotch’s bumble bees or potential 
Crotch’s bumble bees if observed away from a nest during 
project activity (e.g., ceasing of project activities until the 
animal has left the work area). 

Documentation of compliance with this mitigation measure and any 
required coordination with the CDFW or acquisition of an ITP shall be 
provided to the CPUC before commencement of any project construction 
activities. 

The references of Section 4.4 has been updated on page 4.4-223 to include an 
entry for the CDFW Candidate bumble bee guidance, as follows: 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2023. Survey 
Considerations for California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate 
Bumble Bee Species. 
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213150&inline#pa
ge=5.48 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213150&inline#page=5.48
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L-1-79 LSPGC states that there is no overwintering habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee 
onsite and, therefore, there is no need for pre-construction/pre-activity surveys 
during the overwintering period. LSPGC requests to replace the text of MM BIO-
13 (Crotch’s Bumble Bee Avoidance Procedure) with language from a mitigation 
measure used in a CPUC-prepared IS/MND for the Manning 500/230 kV 
Substation Project IS/MND (June 2025). 

 MM BIO-13 has been updated to remove language requiring surveys during the 
Crotch’s bumble bee overwintering period. The complete modified version of 
MM BIO-13 is included in the response to comment L-1-78. 

L-1-80 LSPGC requests that edits to MM BIO-19 be made to clarify when the submittal 
of the Invasive Marine Species Control Plan to USACE, NMSF, and CDFW 
would be required. MM BIO-19 has been revised as follows to address the 
comment: 

MM BIO-17 19: Invasive Marine Species Control Plan  
To reduce the risks of introducing or spreading invasive species during 
in-water work, LSPGC shall develop and implement an Invasive Marine 
Species Control Plan prior to initiating any in-water work for any vessels 
or equipment that are being imported from out of the San Francisco Bay. 
The Invasive Species Control Plan shall include measures designed to 
effectively limit the introduction and spread of invasive marine 
species and implement newly developed guidelines from the Marine 
Invasive Species Program to comply with current regulations to prevent 
the spread of golden mussel and any other target invasive 
species. Prevention measure shall include at a minimum removal of hull 
fouling through regular vessel maintenance, use of antifouling paints, 
frequent hull inspections, and overall general vessel 
maintenance. The Invasive Marine Species Control Plan shall include the 
following:   

• Environmental training for all crew members working in marine 
areas  

• Addressing invasive marine species and actions to be taken to prevent 
release and spread of invasive marine species  

• Training procedures for safe removal and disposal of any invasive 
species found on project equipment  

LSPGC shall submit this plan to CPUC for review and approval at 
least 60 days before the start of marine activities and shall submit the plan 
to USACE, NMFS, and CDFW for review if required by applicable 
regulations and/or permits. Vessels originating outside San Francisco Bay 
shall follow existing compliance measures established by the CSLC as 
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part of the Marine Invasive Species Program, relating to hull fouling and 
ballast water control.  

L-1-81 LSPGC requests edits to MM BIO-20 to include the use of concrete mattresses or 
builders for submarine cable protection to clarify that the compensatory 
mitigation to that activity.  

The EIR applies MM BIO-20 specifically to the activity of concrete mattresses or 
permanent fill. MM BIO-20 has been revised for clarity as follows: 

MM BIO-20 18: Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent Impacts to 
Benthic Habitat  
If the project requires the use of concrete mattresses or builders for 
submarine cable protection (i.e., permanent fill), LSPGC shall implement 
compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts on benthic habitat at a 
ratio of 1:1 or greater, subject to approval by the appropriate resource 
agencies (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, CDFW, and SWRCB). 
Acceptable mitigation options include:  

• Habitat Restoration or Enhancement: Restore degraded benthic 
habitat within the same watershed through actions such as sediment 
removal, substrate stabilization, invasive species control, or re-
establishment of native benthic communities.  

• Habitat Creation: Construct or enhance off-site aquatic habitat 
features designed to support benthic communities, ensuring 
comparable ecological function and long-term viability.  

• In-Lieu Fee or Mitigation Bank Credits: If on-site or off-site restoration 
is not feasible, the applicant shall purchase credits at a Corps-
approved mitigation bank or pay an in-lieu fee to an approved 
conservation program with a demonstrated record of restoring 
aquatic habitat.  

Prior to installing any structures or conducting activities that would 
result in permanent impacts on benthic habitat, the applicant shall 
prepare and submit a Benthic Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for 
review and approval by the lead agency and responsible resource 
agencies. The plan shall identify:  
• The selected mitigation approach and location(s);  
• Ecological function of the proposed mitigation method (i.e., 

must demonstrate equivalent or improved ecological functions to the 
impacted habitat);  

• Implementation schedule;  
• Long-term management and monitoring commitments (minimum of 

five years or until success criteria are met); and  
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• Adaptive management measures to address any deficiencies in 
achieving performance standards.  

The plan shall demonstrate compensation for permanent impacts on 
benthic habitat.  

Performance standards 

• The proposed compensatory mitigation provides restoration or 
replacement of impacted benthic habitat that has equivalent or 
improved ecological functions to the impacted habitat.  

• Benthic habitat replacement shall support the species impacted by the 
Proposed Project permanent impacts (e.g., Delta smelt, longfin smelt) 

L-1-82 LSPGC requests that the reference on page 4.5-2 of Section 4.5, Cultural 
Resources, to microwave tower height be revised from 200 feet to 199 feet 
consistent with the information presented in Section 2, Project Description.  

The text on page 4.5-2 is revised as follows: 

The tallest structure would be the microwave tower up to 199 200 feet 
tall. The horizontal API (approximately 416 acres) extends to the limits of 
the right-of-way, which varies based on the project component as 
provided in Table 2-2 of Section 2: Project Description. 

L-1-83 LSPGC requests clarification regarding the description of a paleo landform in 
paragraph 5 on page 4.5-18. The referenced paragraph in Section 4.5, Cultural 
Resources, has been revised to address the comment as follows: 

Marine Remote Sensing Results 
Analysis of the marine remote sensing data identified 74 magnetic 
anomalies, 15 side-scan sonar contacts, and 21 sub-bottom profile 
reflectors associated with 12 geomorphological features in the form of 
disparate relict channel landforms. Eleven of these sub-bottom profiler 
features were not indicative of intact relict landforms that contained the 
potential to possess cultural material. One paleo landform, however, was 
initially thought to cross seven survey transects within the API. Upon 
further analysis, it would seem this feature is indicative of a braided 
network of dynamic river channels. This being the case, there is a low 
probability for the potential for intact cultural material deposits.  

Three resources referred to as Maritime Targets 1, 2 and 3 are in 
proximity to the proposed submarine cable. Maritime Targets 1 and 2 are 
likely structural components, and Maritime Target 3 is a wooden barge-
like watercraft. Based on the current location of the submarine cables, the 
targets are 187, 146, and 103 feet from the submarine cables, respectively. 
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TheAn underwater paleo landform described above was also located and 
determined to have low sensitivity for cultural deposits (ASM Affiliates 
and Insignia Environmental 2025).  

L-1-84 LSPGC requests revision to paragraph 5 on page 4.5-18 to clarify that no village 
has been identified yet.  

The statement in paragraph 5 on page 4.5-18 of the Draft EIR is accurate. There is 
a known Native American village site along the northern bank of the Sacramento 
River near the Proposed Project; however, it is not known if the village site 
extends into the Proposed Project area or not. The referenced text was revised in 
Section 4.5 for clarity to address the comment, as follows: 

During consultations, the Native American representatives discussed the 
presence of significant tribal cultural resources including a potential 
historic Native American village site along the northern bank of the 
Sacramento River near the Proposed Project; however, it is not known if 
the village site extends into the Proposed Project area. 

L-1-85 LSPGC proposes revisions to APM CUL-3 (Inadvertent Discoveries) to more 
clearly reflect the requests of the Confederated Village of Lisjan Nation and the 
Yocha Dehe Winton Nation regarding the reburial of discovered tribal cultural 
resources that could be discovered.  

LSPGC’s proposed revisions were incorporated into APM CUL-3 with slight 
modifications based on CPUC’s consultations with Native Americans as follows: 

APM CUL-3: Inadvertent Discoveries. In the event that previously 
unidentified cultural resources are uncovered during implementation of 
the Proposed P project, all work within 100 feet of the discovery would be 
halted and redirected to another location. A qualified archaeologist(s) 
would inspect the discovery and determine whether further investigation 
is required. The qualifications of the archaeologist(s) would be approved 
by the CPUC and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If the resource 
is potentially Native American, the consulting Tribe(s) would also be 
given the opportunity to inspect the discovery and determine whether 
further investigation is required. If the discovery can be avoided and no 
further impacts would occur, the resource would be documented on 
California Department of Parks and Recreation cultural resource records, 
and no further effort would be required. If the resource cannot be 
avoided and may be subject to further impact, the significance and NRHP 
and CRHR eligibility of the resource would be evaluated and, in 
consultation with the CPUC and USACE, appropriate treatment 
measures would be determined. If the resource is potentially Native 
American, the significance of the resource as a tribal cultural resource 
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pursuant to CEQA would be determined by the CPUC, with input 
requested from the consulting Tribe(s), and appropriate treatment 
measures would be determined. All work would remain halted until a 
Secretary of the Interior-qualified archaeologist approves the treatment 
measures and, if the resource is a tribal cultural resource, until all 
consulting Tribe(s) are afforded an opportunity to review and comment 
on the treatment measures. Preservation in place would be the preferred 
means to avoid impacts to significant historical resources. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), if it is demonstrated that 
resources cannot feasibly be avoided, and if the unearthed resource is 
prehistoric or Native American in nature, a Native American 
representative, in consultation with the CPUC and USACE, would 
develop additional treatment measures, such as data recovery consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(b)(3)(C-D). Archaeological materials 
recovered during any investigation would be curated at an accredited 
curation facility or transferred to the appropriate tribal 
organization. Archaeological materials recovered during any 
investigation that are tribal cultural resources shall be reburied outside 
areas impacted by the project and stored temporarily during construction 
until reburial is feasible or transferred to the appropriate tribal 
organization. Archaeological materials that are not tribal cultural 
resources will be curated at an accredited curation facility. 

L-1-86 LSPGC suggests that the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion for 
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources be noted as a conservative 
determination.  

LSPGC's ability to potentially rebury artifacts is noted APM CUL-3 is revised as 
noted in response to comment L-1-85 and MM CUL-1 is revised as noted in 
response to comment T-1-1. 

L-1-87 LSPGC requests that all tribal monitoring measures include language consistent 
with that on paragraph 3 on page 4.5-54.  

The requirement for tribal monitoring is as indicated in MM CUL-1 as revised in 
response to comment T-1-1. 

L-1-88 LSPGC states that paragraph 4 on page 4.5-58 should reference MM CUL-5 (RP-
03 and PR-04) instead of MM CUL-4 in its discussion.  

There is no paragraph 4 on page 4.5-58 of the EIR. Page 4.5-58 of the EIR is the 
reference section. This comment appears to be in error.  

L-1-89 LSPGC suggests revisions to MM CUL-1 and provides recommended language 
to be inserted regarding treatment procedures.  
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The referenced text in the measure has been revised to address this comment and 
other comments from Native American tribes. The complete text of MM CUL-1 is 
provided in response to comment T-1-1. 

L-1-90 LSPGC requests clarification of which provisions in MM CUL-5 would be 
applied during wet conditions versus all conditions.  

The following changes have been made to MM CUL-5 (renumbered to MM CUL-
6 in the revised Draft EIR) to clarify the implementation of protection measures:  

MM CUL-56: RP-03 and RP-04 Avoidance (Alternatives 4 and 6a/6b) 

LSPGC shall not conduct any ground disturbing construction activities 
(e.g., grading or excavation) within the limits of RP-03 and RP-04. LSPGC 
shall not travel on the unpaved access road within RP-03 and RP-04 when 
soil conditions are wet (e.g., after rain events) without the use of 
additional protection measures to avoid rutting. Additional measures 
shall be applied as needed to protect avoid disturbance of buried 
sediments such as use of matting or plating. 

L-1-91 LSPGC suggests revisions to MM CUL-6 and provides recommended language 
to be inserted regarding treatment procedures (consistent with comment L-1-89 
above).  

The language in MM CUL-6 (now MM CUL-7) is revised as follows: 

MM CUL-67: Subsurface Resource Testing, Worker Training, 
Monitoring, and Reporting (Alternatives 6a/6b) 
Pre-Construction Testing: Prior to initiating construction, LSPGC shall 
conduct coring within the location of the Alternative 6a/Alternative 6b 
underground duct bank to investigate whether remains of a Native 
American village or habitation occur within the subsurface work areas. 
The coring shall include at least 20 cores to the depth of the proposed 
excavation at each core location. The exact locations of the cores shall be 
defined by a qualified geoarchaeologist with previous experience using 
this method in the San Francisco Bay Area to provide a representative 
sample of the subsurface area of potential impact (API) in consultation 
with the consulting Tribe(s). The coring shall be monitored by a qualified 
geoarchaeologist, and a tribal monitor shall be invited to participate in 
the monitoring. The results of the coring shall be reviewed by a qualified 
geoarchaeologist with previous experience using this method in the San 
Francisco Bay Area and the tribal monitor (Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, 
or Confederated Villages of Lisjan Nation, or Amah Mutsun Tribal Band 
of Mission San Juan Bautista [Tribes]) to determine whether there are 
subsurface tribal cultural resources (e.g., village or other evidence of past 
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human habitation) within the location of the overhead segment and 
onshore submarine segment. If any significant cultural or tribal cultural 
resources, as determined by a qualified archaeologist and/or a tribal 
monitor, are documented within the location of the Alternative 6a/6b 
underground duct bank, the duct bank location shall be adjusted 
horizontally (realigned) to avoid the buried resource to the extent 
feasible.  
Worker Training: All consulting Tribes shall be invited to assist in 
developing the cultural sensitivity and archeological awareness training 
provided to all project workers involved in ground disturbing activities. 
The training shall inform workers to be on the alert for evidence of 
potential archaeological and tribal cultural resources, how to identify the 
evidence of such resources, and of stop work, resource protection, and 
notification requirements in the event of suspected discovery of 
resources. 
Preservation in Place and Treatment: The preferred treatment strategy 
for any cultural or tribal cultural resource shall be avoidance. If a historic 
resource that is not a tribal cultural resource cannot be avoided, 
additional treatment measures, such as curation at an accredited curation 
facility, will be employed to treat the resource. If a tribal cultural resource 
cannot be avoided, treatment may include reburial in the project vicinity 
at a location agreed upon between the Tribe and the proponent, where 
the reburial would be accessible to Tribal members in perpetuity and 
would not be subject to further disturbance or transfer to the appropriate 
tribal organization transfer to the appropriate tribal organization, or 
reburial of the resource outside of the API. Treatment of tribal cultural 
resources will be conducted in consultation with the consulting tribes. 
Treatment of all tribal cultural resources, including ceremonial items and 
archeological items will reflect the religious beliefs, customs, and 
practices of the Tribe(s). LSPGC shall waive any and all claims to 
ownership of Tribal ceremonial and cultural items, including 
archeological items, which may be found on the project site in favor of the 
Tribe(s). If any intermediary is necessary (e.g., an archaeologist retained 
by LSPGC), the intermediary shall not possess Tribal ceremonial and 
cultural items for longer than is reasonably necessary. 
Cultural Resource Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring: 
Archaeological m Monitoring will include monitoring shall be conducted 
by a qualified archaeologist and a tribal monitor during initial 
disturbance of native sediments (e.g., overland travel, grading, and 
excavation) in areas that have moderate and high sensitivity for buried 
cultural resources archaeological and tribal cultural resources. If a tribal 
monitor is unavailable to support the monitoring effort, LSPGC shall 
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provide documentation to the CPUC on outreach efforts to AB 52 
consulting the tTribes (Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, Confederated 
Villages of Lisjan Nation, and Amah Mutsun) regarding cultural resource 
tribal monitoring. Outreach shall include at least three attempts/requests 
for monitoring. 
Reporting:  

• After completion of the coring field work, LSPGC shall 
prepare and submit a confidential report documenting the 
results of the field work to the CPUC for review and approval. 
The report shall include maps, field notes, recordings, 
drawings or sketches, and analysis of any resources 
encountered, as appropriate. 

• LSPGC shall submit a confidential monthly annual reports 
with the construction monitoring results to the CPUC. The 
report shall include maps, field notes, recordings, 
photographs, and analysis of any resources encountered 
during construction. The documentation of any inadvertent 
discoveries per APM CUL-3 shall also be included in the 
annual report. 

Confidentiality: Unless otherwise required by law, the site of any 
reburial of tribal cultural resources or Native American human remains 
shall not be disclosed. The Medical Examiner shall withhold public 
disclosure of information related to such reburial pursuant to the specific 
exemption set forth in California Government Code Section 6254(r). The 
Tribes may require that the location for reburial is recorded with the 
California Historic Resources Inventory System (“CHRIS”) on a form that 
is acceptable to the CHRIS center.  

L-1-92 LSPGC stated that the Energy section of the EIR should be updated to reflect the 
2023 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR).  

The text on page 4.6-5 of the EIR is revised as follows: 

PRC Section 25301(a) requires the CEC to develop an Integrated Energy 
Policy Report (IEPR) at least every 2 years for electricity, natural gas, and 
transportation fuels. The current 2023 IEPR identifies statewide energy 
policy priorities, including decarbonization of buildings and the 
agricultural sector, maintaining electricity reliability under changing 
climate conditions, reducing reliance on fossil gas systems, and 
improving electricity demand forecasting. The current IEPR (2021 edition, 
updated in 2022) calls for the state to assist in the decarbonization of 
buildings and the agricultural sector, ensuring electricity reliability in a 
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changing climate, decarbonizing the state’s gas systems, and improving 
electricity demand forecasting. 

L-1-93 LSPGC suggests that paragraph 1 on page 4.6-14 be updated to reflect that LSTs 
provide additional perching and nesting options because they have multiple 
steel members and not because of crossarms.  

The text on page 4.6-15 is revised for clarity as follows in response to this 
comment: 

The proposed PG&E 500 kV interconnection lines would be installed on a 
combination of 10 LSTs and 4 TSPs. Both LSTs and TSPs include three 
crossarms per circuit; however, LSTs are constructed using multiple 
interconnected steel members, which can provide additional nesting and 
perching opportunities for avian species LSTs have substantially more 
cross-arms compared to TSPs, and the nature of their design creates 
nesting and perching habitat for avian species (Steenhof et al. 1993). 

L-1-94 LSPGC suggests that the impact determination under Impact EN-2 should be 
revised to less than significant, citing failure to acknowledge the objectives of the 
Proposed Project.  

The project's positive benefits for integration of renewable energy resources are 
noted. While the Proposed Project would have an overall positive benefit for 
integration of renewables, the EIR recognizes that the curtailment of wind energy 
would affect SMUD's ability to meet their own plans for integration of renewable 
energy in their plan. While this would not affect statewide goals for policy 
integration, the EIR impact analysis recognizes that curtailment of wind energy 
at the Solano Wind Project due to exceedance of a permit threshold would 
adversely affect SMUD's ability to meet their own plans for renewable energy 
integration. 

L-1-95 LSPGC suggests that the impact determination under Impact GHG-2 should be 
revised to less than significant, citing the net positive effect of the Proposed 
Project on greenhouse gas reduction plans and reliance on speculative analysis.  

See response to comment L-1-194. 

L-1-96 LSPGC suggests that the odds of a blade throw colliding with the 230kV line is 
not a significant impact, as the transmission line is outside of the hazard throw 
zone.  

Please refer to Draft EIR pages 4.9-10 and 4.20-8, and Figure 4.20-3 for the 
definition and size of the wind turbine hazard throw zone considered in the EIR. 
The Proposed Project alignment of the 230kV overhead segment (approximately 
430 feet) considered in the Draft EIR was within the wind turbine hazard throw 
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zone. Following a review of LSPGC’s comment, the CPUC coordinated with 
LSPGC and requested the design adjustments to the Proposed Project (Data 
Request #15) related to this comment on the Draft EIR. LSPGC adjusted the 230 
kV line alignment such that the Proposed Project would avoid locating any 
physical project features within a defined wind turbine hazard throw zone. The 
setting and analysis referencing wind turbine hazard throw zones in Section 4.9, 
Hazards, and Section 4.20, Wildfire, has been updated to reflect the changes to 
the Proposed Project made by LSPGC as follows:  

On page 4.9-10: 

Approximately 430 feet of tThe proposed 230 kV overhead segment is in 
proximity to within a wind turbine hazard throw zone for one wind 
turbine located approximately 600 feet northeast.; however, none of the 
No other Proposed Project components are within a wind turbine hazard 
throw zone, including the existing PG&E 500 kV Vaca Dixon-Tesla 
Transmission Line. 

  On page 4.9-13: 

Approximately 430 feet of the proposed LSPGC 230 kV overhead segment 
is within the 1.1x wind turbine hazard throw zone identified for one wind 
turbine north of Stratton Lane. 

  On page 4.9-62: 

The proposed LSPGC 230 kV overhead transmission line alignment 
(approximately 430 feet) is located in proximity to the hazard throw zone 
of a wind turbine located within the Solano 4 Wind project (refer to 
Figure 4.20-3 in Section 4.20: Wildfire). The hazard throw zone for wind 
turbines is a safety zone that should be avoided for any proposed 
facilities to avoid damage to those facilities and associated environmental 
impacts. As the proposed LSPGC transmission line is located within the 
hazard throw zone for the wind turbine, tThere is a low risk reasonably 
foreseeable potential for the turbine to come in contact with the conductor 
of the 230 kV overhead segment which would potentially start a wildfire 
because it is not within the hazard throw zone. Although the probability 
of a turbine blade or component being thrown is low given modern 
turbine design and compliance with engineering standards, the 
possibility cannot be ruled out. Because the proposed LSPGC 230 kV 
overhead segment would be within the hazard throw zone of an existing 
turbine, this rare but reasonably foreseeable event could result in contact 
with the line, creating an electrical arc and potential ignition of 
vegetation. As such, this condition represents a significant hazard 
irrespective of the low likelihood of occurrence. The impact from location 
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of the 230 kV transmission line within in proximity but outside of the 
hazard throw zone would be less than significant. 

MM FIRE-1 is revised as follows to remove the bullet with requirements related 
to wind turbine hazard throw zones:  

Electrical equipment shall be located outside of existing wind 
turbine hazard throw zones (e.g., 230 kV overhead segment). 

L-1-97 LSPGC has noted that Chapter 12 of the California Fire Code is not applicable to 
the Collinsville Substation as “It shall not apply to equipment associated with the 
generation, control, transformation, transmission, or distribution of energy 
installations that is under the exclusive control of an electric utility or lawfully 
designated agency” (per CFC Section 1201). Instead, the substation battery 
storage would be regulated under the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) 
(Part1, Section 14, 140.F).  

The text referring to the Fire Code has been removed, and the remaining text has 
been edited to rely on NESC regulations. As the analysis now relies on this 
regulation, a summary paragraph of the NESC regulation has been added to the 
Regulatory Setting on page 4.9-20 as follows: 

   National Electrical Safety Code  
The National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) establishes safety 
requirements for the installation, operation, and maintenance of electric 
supply and communication facilities. The NESC is applicable to electric 
utility facilities under the jurisdiction of the CPUC and includes 
provisions addressing substation design, equipment clearances, 
grounding, and storage battery installations. Part 1, Section 14 (§140.F) of 
the NESC provides requirements for stationary storage battery systems, 
including design and safety considerations intended to minimize the risk 
of electrical hazards, chemical releases, and worker exposure.  

  And the Fire Code has been removed on page 4.9-25 as follows: 

   California Fire Code 
The California Fire Code (CCR title 24 part 9) is based on the 
International Fire Code from the International Code Council and contains 
consensus standards related to establishing good practices to safeguard 
the public health, safety, and general welfare from the hazards of fire, 
explosion, or dangerous conditions in new or existing buildings, 
structures, and premises.  

L-1-98 LSPGC has noted that the "NI" significance determination is incorrect for impact 
HAZ-4 in summary table (Table 4.9-3).  
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Table 4.9-3 has been revised to indicate "LTS" rather than "NI" for this 
impact.   

L-1-99 LSPGS states that the risk of a blade throw striking the 230 kV overhead 
transmission line would be less than significant, citing compliance with PUC § 
8386 and proximity to hazard throw zone.  

See comment response L-1-96. 

L-1-100 LSPGC has requested that MM FIRE-1 be deleted, citing that California Public 
Utilities Code (PUC) § 8386 addresses wildfire impacts and would reduce the 
impact to less than significant. 

PUC § 8386 requires all electrical corporations to prepare and submit Wildfire 
Mitigation Plans (WMPs) annually. However, these plans apply to facilities that 
are within CPUC-designated High Fire Threat Districts (HFTDs), and the 
Collinsville Substation and associated transmission line is not within a CPUC-
designated HFTD. As such, it is not known whether the LSPGC WMP would 
apply, which is why MM FIRE-1 would be required to reach a "less than 
significant" conclusion. This reasoning is explained in the impact discussion 
under Impact HAZ-7. Please refer to pages 4.9-59 through 4.9-64. MM FIRE-1 
remains in Section 4.9.     

L-1-101 This comment is duplicative of L-1-100. See response to comment L-1-100. 

L-1-102 This comment is duplicative of L-1-100. See response to comment L-1-100. 

L-1-103 This comment is duplicative of L-1-100. See response to comment L-1-100. 

L-1-104  This comment is duplicative of L-1-100. See response to comment L-1-100. 

L-1-105 LSPGC asserts that because the Proposed Project is not considered a 'covered 
action' under the Delta Plan, they believe the Proposed Project would not result 
in a significant and unavoidable impact due to the reduction of lands within the 
Suisun Marsh Priority Habitat Management Area. LSPGC also makes the claim 
that if the Proposed Project were a covered action, they believe the Delta Plan 
should be interpreted as allowing energy infrastructure development and that 
the Delta Plan does not comprehensively account for energy infrastructure in its 
policies.  

Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, details the Delta Plan policies including ER 
P3 which requires that, within the priority habitat management areas, any 
significant adverse impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat as described in 
section 5006 must be avoided or mitigated. The policy also states that impacts 
shall be mitigated to a point where the impacts have no significant effect on the 
opportunity to restore habitat as described in section 5006.  
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In the case of the Proposed Project, the loss of approximately 12 acres of Suisun 
Marsh Priority Habitat Restoration Area lands covered under the Delta Plan 
would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact as restoration 
opportunities would be precluded in this area after development of the 
substation. While it is true that the DSC considers the Proposed Project a 
“regulatory action” and therefore not a “covered action” under the Delta Plan, as 
described in footnote 4 at pat 4.11-49, “in consideration of the intent and goals of 
the Delta Plan, the CPUC recognizes that the location of the LSPGC Collinsville 
Substation would create a significant and unavoidable impact by locating a 
substation in an area designated by the state for habitat restoration ….” No 
feasible mitigation measures for this impact exist because “the Delta Plan covers 
all equivalent habitat, and off-site areas would not mitigate the impacts of 
reducing specific delta habitats.”   

The inconsistency LSPGC notes in the language on Draft EIR pages 4.11-30 to 31 
is noted, and the text is revised as follows: 

While DSC determined that the Proposed Project would not require a 
consistency analysis under the Delta Plan, the following land use policies 
from the Delta Plan are considered for informational purposes only in 
consideration of the intent and goals of the Delta Plan in this analysis:  

Regarding the DSC's plans to add energy development considerations into their 
policies, the CPUC cannot make predictions or assumptions. DSC has not 
developed formal policies regarding where and under what circumstances 
development of energy infrastructure inside of habitat restoration areas would 
be consistent with the Delta Plan. Therefore, the conclusion that the Proposed 
Project would be inconsistent with the goals of the Delta Plan because it would 
result in a permanent loss of habitat restoration area is supported by substantial 
evidence. . 

LSPGC's noted inconsistency within the Hydrology section is accurate. The text 
in Section 4.10 is revised as follows: 

The Proposed Project is a regulatory action and is therefore not a covered 
action under the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan, as discussed further in 
Section 4.11: Land Use and Planning.  

LSPGC also asserts that the SMPP and Suisun Marsh Local Protection Program 
(LPP) policies referenced in the Draft EIR as conflicting with the Proposed Project 
do not require maintaining agricultural uses consistent with protection of the 
Marsh. See response to comment L-1-37 regarding the conflict with agricultural 
zoning and comments from the Delta Protection Commission. 
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L-1-106 LSPGC requests revisions to paragraph 2 on page 4.11-50 to provide flexibility to 
account of significant overriding considerations.  

See response L-1-105. 

L-1-107 LSPGC states that any impacts related to conflict with the Delta Plan are less than 
significant as the Proposed Project is not a covered action under the plan.  

See response L-1-105. 

L-1-108 LSPGC requests paragraph 2 on page 4.12-11 be revised to state that LSPGC 
would obtain a consent agreement with the Suisun Associates and lease 
agreement with CSLC, rather than stating LSPGC would obtain a lease 
agreement and a lease encumbrance permit from the CSLC. 

 The text on page 4.12-11 is revised as follows: 

LSPGC would obtain a lease agreement from and a lease encumbrance 
permit from the CSLC and would reach a consent agreement with Suisun 
Associates. 

L-1-109 LSPGC asserts that the temporary restriction of sand mining during the lifespan 
of the submarine cables would not represent a permanent loss of mineral 
resource availability.  

As stated in Section 4.12.4, the dredging operator Suisun Associates has indicated 
that it would not continue sand and gravel mining operations in an 
approximately 52-acre area of the total 886-acre lease area after cable installation 
due to risk of cable strike, therefore the Draft EIR’s analysis assumes a loss of 52 
acres of area available for mining. No change to the analysis is required. 

L-1-110 LSPGC asserts that because no general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan 
delineates sand mining as a locally important mineral resource, that the impact 
analysis under Impact MIN-2 should be revised.  

The Draft EIR analysis discusses under Impact MIN-2 that " The San Francisco 
Bay and Delta Sand Mining Project delineate sand and gravel mineral resources 
within the proposed location of the LSPGC submarine cables." The Draft EIR 
considers the lease program detailed by CSLC under the San Francisco Bay and 
Delta Sand Mining Project to constitute a land use plan. No change to the 
analysis is required. 

L-1-111 LSPGC suggests that the temporary loss of 52 acres of available mining would 
not “contribute considerably” to cumulative impact due to the 834 remaining 
acres of mining.  
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See response to comment L-1-109 and comments I-2-2 and I-2-3. 

L-1-112 LSPGC suggests that the temporary restriction of sand mining operations within 
the Lease No. 7781 mining area would not result in permanent loss of mineral 
resources. Additionally, LSPGC cites the lack of historical mining actions within 
the Lease No. 7781 area, therefore a significant impact would not occur.  

See response to comment L-1-109. 

L-1-113 LSPGC comments that the “Solano County Noise Ordinance (Solano County 
2017)” was published as a draft document but never adopted. LSPGC requests 
the removal of all references to the Solano County Noise Ordinance and reliance 
on the Solano County General Plan’s Public Health and Safety Element HS.1-67 
as the relevant noise standard for construction. The comment also states that the 
relevant noise standard is found in Section 28.70.10.B.1 of the County Code and 
requests revisions to the noise discussion to reflect the adopted standards.  

The noise analysis in the EIR is revised in response to this comment. As 
commented, the Solano County Noise Ordinance (Solano County 2017) was not 
adopted. All references to this code were removed from the EIR. The analysis of 
construction noise impacts has been updated to reflect Solano County General 
Plan Policy HS.1-67 and Solano County Code Section 28.70.10.B.1 as the 
applicable noise standards in Solano County for construction. 

Pages 4.13-15 and 4.13-16 are revised as follows: 

Solano County Noise Ordinance 
The Solano County Noise Ordinance (chapter 28.1 of the County Code) 
sets out standards and provisions related to generation of noise within 
Solano County. Section 28.1-10 defines noise-sensitive uses as “receiving 
premises used for nonresidential purposes that are sensitive to noise, 
such as hospitals, hotels, churches, community care facilities, and 
schools,” and section 28.1-20 makes it unlawful to cause noise in 
exceedance of the standards set out in the chapter or that is “offensive to 
persons of normal sensitivities,” including due to “proximity and timing 
in relation to any noise-sensitive uses or sleeping areas within occupied 
dwellings.” Section 28.1-40 provides a residential and agricultural zoning 
exterior noise level standard of 55 dBA Leq for daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m.) and 50 dBA Leq for nighttime hours (7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) (see 
Table 4.13-8).  
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Table 4.13-1  Solano County Noise Ordinance Permissible Exterior Noise Level 
by Land Use 

Land use 
Permissible noise level 7 a.m. to 

7 p.m. (Leq, dBA) 
Permissible noise level 7 p.m. to 

7 a.m. (Leq , dBA) 

Residential 55 50 

Agricultural 55 50 

Source: (Solano County 2017) 

Section 28.1-50 of the Solano County Noise Ordinance sets out specific 
regulations for construction noise. Section 28.1-50(a)(1) restricts 
construction and demolition activities within 500 feet of a residential 
district to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and Saturday 
between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. and prohibits construction and 
demolition activities on Sundays and federal holidays. Section 28.1-
50(a)(2) prohibits construction causing the noise level to exceed the 
permissible noise levels plus 20 dBA for more than 2 minutes or 90 dBA 
at any time for the land use where the measurement is taken. 
Additionally, section 28.1-50(3) states that any construction noise that 
does exceed the permissible noise levels set out in section 28.1-40 must 
only occur between the hours of 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. Per section 28.1-50(4), construction noise during times otherwise 
prohibited by the Noise Ordinance may be allowed if determined to be in 
the public interest by the noise control officer (Solano County 2017).  

Table 4.13-2  Solano County Noise Ordinance for Construction Noise 

Construction noise condition Permitted timeframe 

Construction noise within 500 feet of 
a residential district that does not 
exceed the noise standards 

7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday–Friday; 8:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m. Saturday 

Construction noise that exceeds 
noise standards by up to 20 dBA  

9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday–Friday 

Construction noise that exceeds 
noise standards by >20 dBA, up to 
90 dBA, for no more than 2 
cumulative minutes per hour 

9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday–Friday 

Construction noise exceeding 90 
dBA at the receiving property line 

Never 

Construction noise from emergency 
construction by public agencies 

Exempt from restrictions 

(Solano County 2017) 

 Page 4.13-31 is revised as follows: 
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The Solano County Noise Ordinance permits construction noise to exceed 
the exterior noise standard of 55 dBA by 20 dBA (75 dBA total) when 
construction occurs during the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. Proposed Project 
construction is scheduled from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. The Solano County 
General Plan  policy HS.1-67 requires noise mitigation to reduce 
construction and other short-term noise impacts by applying the 
performance standards set in Table HS-5 of Chapter 5 Public Health and 
Safety (see Table 4.13-6). As shown in Table 4.13-15 construction of the 
Proposed Project would exceed the Solano County 55 dBA, Leq daytime 
noise standard at NR2. for all days when construction occurs before 9 
a.m. and after 4 p.m., LSPGC has not proposed any measures to reduce
noise levels at NR2 as required by Solano County General Plan’s Public
Health and Safety Element HS.1-67, therefore, the impact from
exceedance of local noise standards which would be a significant impact.

MM NOI-1 restricts the use of helicopters to the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., 
Monday through Saturday. MM NOI-12 requires the installation of sound 
barriers (e.g., blankets attached to the substation fence or other acoustic 
barrier) to reduce noise levels at sensitive receptors. The resulting noise 
level after installation of acoustic barriers would exceed the 65 dBA Leq 
noise standard included in Solano County General Plan’s Public Health 
and Safety Element HS.1-67 for up to 48 days as summarized in Table 
4.13-14. Reduction in the hours of substation construction to 9 a.m. to 4 
p.m., Monday through Saturday would be infeasible because it would
substantially extend the construction duration and would conflict with
project objectives.

Table 4.13-14 Summary of Proposed Project Construction Noise Levels at 
NR2 with MM NOI-1 

Category Noise levels from 7 a.m. – 7 p.m., Monday–Saturday 

Maximum noise 
level (dBA, Leq) 

68 

Days above 65 
dBA, Leq 

48 

Percentage of 
days above 55 
dBA, Leq 

27% 

While the mitigation measures MM NOI-1 would reduce noise levels at 
the nearest receptor, the noise level would still exceed 655 dBA Leq 
before 9 a.m. and after 4 p.m. for up to 248 days based on the construction 
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schedule and overlapping construction activities. The impact from 
exceedance of the Solano County construction noise standards 
(construction before 9 a.m. or after 4 p.m.) and exceedance of the daytime 
noise standard for  at residential properties would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Page 4.13-34 is revised as follows: 

The Solano County Noise ordinance permits construction noise to exceed 
the exterior noise standard of 55 dBA when construction occurs during 
the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. The ordinance allows for a 20 dB exceedance 
of the exterior noise standard during this timeframe, which would be 75 
dBA. Noises between 75 and 90 dBA would only be permitted for two 
minutes per hour. As shown in Table 4.13-21, noise levels resulting from 
Proposed Project construction activities at NR4, NR5, and NR6 would 
exceed the 55 dBA Leq daytime noise standard outside of the Solano 
County construction hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through Saturday. 
The impact from exceedance of the local noise standards would be 
significant. When noise generated by short-term construction activities 
exceeds the daytime standard of 55 dBA, Leq Solano County General Plan 
Policy HS.I-67 requires that, where it is not possible to reduce noise levels 
to 60 dBA Lewq, the “practical application of the best-available noise 
reduction measures” be used, after which the allowable noise level is 65 
dBA Leq. For the Transposition Site construction, the noise levels that 
would be generated at the nearest receptor by foundation installation falls 
below the 60 dBA requirement. Exceedance of the 60 dBA requirement 
would only occur for structure and conductor installation. The greatest 
source of noise for structure and conductor installation would be use of 
helicopters (see Appendix I). There are no practical noise reduction 
measures available to mitigate noise generated by helicopter use. 
Furthermore, the noise generated by helicopter use would be very short 
term and of very short duration. Therefore, the local standard would not 
be exceeded. MM NOI-3 restricts construction activities at Transposition 
Sites A, B, and C to the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday through 
Saturday. With implementation of MM NOI-3, construction would occur 
during the hours approved in the local noise standards and noise levels 
would not exceed the 75 dBA Leq construction noise level at any receptor 
during approved construction hours. The construction impact from 
generation of noise in excess of local standards would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

L-1-114 LSPGC requests formatting fixes to Appendix I (Noise) to make the information 
easier to read.  
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The text of Appendix I has been formatted in the Revised Draft EIR to address 
this comment. 

L-1-115 LSPGC requests revision of Table 4.13-14 to reflect a noise standard of 70 dBA 
daytime threshold in Solano County.  

The daytime outdoor noise standard in Solano County for non-transportation 
noise sources in residential land uses is 55 dBA Leq and 70 Lmax f as presented in 
Table 4.13-6 of the Draft EIR. The noise levels presented in Table 4.13-14 reflect 
the Leq noise levels where the appropriate noise standard is 55 dBA. The noise 
level and impacts summarized in Table 4.13-14 are correct per the Solano County 
noise standard. No change to Table 4.13-14 is required. 

L-1-116 LSPGC asserts that daytime and nighttime construction noise impacts would be 
less than significant, citing noise levels below the Solano County daytime 
threshold.  

See response to comment L-1-115 regarding daytime noise levels. Solano County 
General Plan Chapter 5, Policy HS.1-67 establishes a nighttime local standard for 
construction and other short-term noise at residential uses of 50 dBA Leq and 65 
dBA Lmax. The 65 dBA noise standard cited by LSPGC is the Lmax, which is for 
the maximum instantaneous noise level. Noise levels at sensitive receptors were 
modeled as the Leq over the entire proposed nighttime construction period, not 
for the instantaneous Lmax. The Solano County 50 dBA Leq noise standard is 
applied as the local nighttime standard. Therefore, the modeled 55 dBA noise 
level at the nearest sensitive receptor for above grade construction exceeds the 
standard, and impacts were determined to be significant. In addition, LSPGCs 
estimated noise level at NR2 for commissioning and testing of 55.5 dBA at the 
nearest sensitive receptor would also exceed the nighttime standard of 50 dBA 
Leq. The impacts would therefore be significant as described in the EIR. No 
change to the analysis is required. 

L-1-117 LSPGC asserts that daytime and nighttime construction noise impacts would be 
less than significant, citing noise levels below the Solano County nighttime 
threshold. 

See responses to comments L-1-115 and L-1-116. 

L-1-118 LSPGC asserts that MM NOI-2 is not necessary as the Proposed Project would 
not create potentially significant impacts related to noise.  

Noise levels resulting from project construction would exceed the Solano County 
noise standards. MM NOI-2 is required per Solano County General Plan Policy 
HS.1-67, under which an exterior noise level of up to 65 dB may be allowed 
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provided that all available exterior noise level reduction measures have been 
implemented. No change to the analysis is required. 

L-1-119 LSPGC requests that references to tables within the document be revised where 
applicable.  

The reference to Table 4.13-20 is revised to reflect Table 4.13-17 in the revised 
Draft EIR. 

L-1-120 LSPGC states that the noise threshold in Solano County is 70 dBA and daytime 
construction noise impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant, citing noise levels below the Solano County threshold.  

See response to comments L-1-115. 

L-1-121 LSPGC states that the noise threshold in Solano County is 70 dBA and daytime 
construction impacts noise from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant.  

See response to comments L-1-115. 

L-1-122 LSPGC states that the noise threshold in Solano County is 70 dBA and daytime 
construction noise impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant, citing noise levels below the Solano County threshold.  

See response to comment L-1-115. 

L-1-123 LSPGC states that the noise threshold in Solano County is 70 dBA and daytime 
construction noise impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant, citing noise levels below the Solano County threshold.  

See response to comment L-1-115. 

L-1-124 LSPGC asserts that MM NOI-2 is not necessary, as the Proposed Project would 
not create potentially significant impacts on noise.  

See response to comment L-1-118.  

L-1-125 LSPGC states that MM NOI-4 is not necessary, as the Proposed Project would not 
create potentially significant impacts on noise.  

As shown in Table 4.13-22 of the Draft EIR, construction of the LSPGC 
telecommunication interconnection lines within the City of Pittsburg would 
result in noise levels of up to 90 dBA, Leq at the nearest sensitive receptors and 
would exceed the City of Pittsburg 65 dBA noise standard. As discussed in the 
Draft EIR, the City of Pittsburg Municipal Code section 18.83.840 restricts 
construction resulting in noise levels above 65 dBA, Leq at the property line of 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
3-242 

residential land uses to the hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
MM NOI-4 limits the construction hours for the telecommunication 
interconnection lines to 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday consistent with 
City of Pittsburg Municipal Code. No change to the EIR is needed. 

L-1-126 LSPGC requests a clarification on page 4.14-8 that the Proposed Project would 
not induce population growth. LSPGC stated that the text could be 
misinterpreted to suggest that the Proposed Project may also directly induce 
population growth.  

 Draft EIR page 4.14-11 was revised to state:  

The Proposed Project would not serve new users or expand service areas 
and would not directly or indirectly induce population growth. 

L-1-127 LSPGC requests that Alameda County-level responses be addressed in 
paragraph 2 on page 4.15-1.  

See response to comment L-1-26. 

L-1-128 LSPGC requests Section 4.15, Public Services, be revised to account to the 
Sacramento County, Solano County, and Contra Costa County marine patrol 
departments.  

 The following text was added on Draft EIR page 4.15-8 with the appropriate 
heading of ‘Marine Patrol’ and subheading ‘LSPGC 230 kV Submarine Segment’:  

The proposed LSPGC 230 kV submarine segment alignment falls within 
the jurisdiction of the Sacramento, Solano, and Contra Costa marine 
patrol departments, which are all under the purview of their respective 
county sheriff’s department and serve to protect the navigable waterways 
(Sacramento County Sheriff’s Office, n.d.; Solano County, n.d.; Contra 
Costa County Office of the Sheriff, n.d.).  

L-1-129 LSPGC requests Section 4.15.4, Public Services, be revised to make it clear that 
PG&E would be responsible for trimming or removing flammable vegetation 
surrounding PG&E project components. The commenter is correct. Draft EIR 
page 4.15-21 incorrectly referenced LSPGC when discussing PG&E vegetation 
trimming activities.  

 The text on page 4.15-21 has been revised as follows:  

Accordingly, LSPGC PG&E would need to trim or remove flammable 
vegetation in the area surrounding the Proposed Project facilities. 
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L-1-130 LSPGC requests Section 4.15, Public Services, to be revised to discuss the 
presence of the Saint Peter Martyr School and how sensitive noise receptor 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Potential noise impacts at a private school are not a Public Services impact. No 
change is required. Noise impacts, including impacts to Saint Peter Martyr 
School, are addressed in Section 4.13 Noise, which explains that APM PUB-1 
would avoid noise impacts adjacent to the school in compliance with section 
9.44.010 of the City of Pittsburg’s Municipal Code.  

L-1-131 LSPGC requests the analysis of Section 4.16, Recreation, discuss the 
modifications to the Vaca Dixon and Tesla Substations.  

Section 4.16.2 of the EIR discusses that PG&E’s proposed work at the PG&E 
existing Tesla Substation would occur within the substation fence line and would 
not impact recreational facilities. Therefore, recreational facilities in the vicinity 
of the substations were not analyzed as there would be no impact. LSPGC is 
correct that the Vaca Dixon PG&E substation was not discussed. The lack of 
discussion of the Vaca Dixon Substation was intention because no impact on 
recreational facilities would occur within the substation.  

The following footnote was added to Draft EIR page 4.16-12:  

PG&E’s proposed work at the PG&E existing Vaca Dixon Substation 
located in Solano County would occur within the substation fence line 
and would not impact recreational facilities; therefore, recreational 
policies within Solano County are not relevant to this analysis. 

L-1-132 LSPGC requests revisions to Table 4.16-1 to clarify the difference between the 
Delta and Delta waterways. The Sacramento San Joaquin Delta does cover 
738,000 acres with approximately 1,200 miles of waterways.  

Table 4.16-1 on Draft EIR pages 4.16-7 through 4.16-8 was revised to 
identify the correct ‘Facility size’ units as acres or miles. 

L-1-133 LSPGC points out that impact criteria Impact REC-3 through Impact REC-5 are 
from the CPUC’s Guidelines for Energy Project Applications Requiring CEQA 
Compliance, not Appendix G, and asks Section 4.16.3 to be revised accordingly. 

 Draft EIR page 4.16-14 was revised to include separation of the impact criteria 
with the following text: 

Pursuant to the CPUC’s Guidelines for Energy Project Applications 
Requiring CEQA Compliance, the following additional CEQA impact 
criteria are required for recreation (CPUC 2019). These criteria suggest 
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that the impact of the Proposed Project would be significant if the 
Proposed Project would… 

L-1-134 LSPGC requests the discussion of the barge and hydroplow that would be 
utilized to install the 230 kV submarine segment cables under Impact REC-3 and 
Impact REC-4 be made consistent.  

Draft EIR page 4.16-20, under the discussion of Impact REC-4 is revised as 
follows: 

While the barge would be larger than similar to typical boats other 
vessels utilizing the Delta, …. 

L-1-135 LSPGC requests removal of any references to helicopter use during substation 
construction, as helicopter use is not anticipated.  

There is no discussion of helicopter use at the substation site in the EIR. The 
analysis addresses helicopter uses for LSPGC project components generally, 
including the 230 kV overhead segment. 

L-1-136 LSPGC requests the removal of the word “remove” in the last sentence of 
paragraph 2 on page 4.17-51, as the Collinsville Substation and 230 kV 
Transmission Line do not yet exist.  

The language referenced and the word “remove” does not occur anywhere in the 
section. The comment appears to be in error. No change is required. 

L-1-137 LSPGC requests the removal of the City of Pittsburg in the list of areas where 
helicopter use coordination would be required per APM HAZ-1 (on page 4.17-
52), as helicopter use is not anticipated within the City of Pittsburg.  

The sentence is revised as follows considering that no helicopters will be used in 
the City of Pittsburg:  

APM HAZ-1 requires that LSPGC comply with all applicable FAA 
regulations regarding air traffic within 2 miles of the LSPGC project 
components in Solano County and the City of Pittsburg, formally 
communicate all helicopter operations with local airports before and 
during Proposed Project construction, and manage helicopter use and 
landing zones to minimize impacts on residents. 

L-1-138 LSPGC requests the removal of references to permanent access roads associated 
with the 230 kV transmission line.  

The analysis is referring to a driveway entrance to the substation property, which 
has been classified as a permanent road. No change to the EIR is required. 
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L-1-139 LSPGC requests the revision of MM TRA-3 to require that roadways are restored 
to pre-construction conditions following completion of construction. The 
intention of MM TRA-3 is to provide restoration of the road to meet pre-
construction standards. MM TRA-3 is revised as provided in response to 
comment AL-3-3. 

L-1-140 LSPGC requests the revision of the height of the tallest structure listed in 
paragraph 1 on page 4.18-2, from 200 feet tall to 199 feet tall.  

Draft EIR page 4.18-4 has been revised to include the following text:  

The tallest structure would be the microwave tower up to 200 199 feet tall  

L-1-141 LSPGC suggests that the significant and unavoidable impact determination 
under Impact TCR-1 to be highly conservative, and suggests that a less than 
significant with mitigation impact determination is supported in this case.  

The analysis reflects the impact determination identified by the CPUC based on a 
review of substantial information and consultation with Native American tribes. 
See response to comment L-1-84. 

L-1-142 LSPGC has noted that the listed 2008 Solano County General Plan policies need 
to be reviewed, as the policy number is incorrect and/or the listed policies are not 
applicable to wildfire.  

The first four policies listed for the 2008 Solano County General Plan (HS.P-20 
through HS.P-23) are from a different and/or outdate general plan and were 
included in this list by mistake. The remaining listed policies (HS.P-31 and on) 
are the correct policies relevant to wildfire and remain in the section. 

Draft EIR page 4.20-25 was revised as follows to remove reference to HS.P-20 
through HS.P-23:  

HS.P-20: Require that structures be built in fire defensible spaces 
and minimize the construction of public facilities in areas of high or very 
high wildfire risk. 

HS.P-21: Prohibit non-farm-related development and road 
construction for public use in areas of extreme wildfire risk. 

HS.P-22: Require new developments in areas of high and very high 
wildfire risk to incorporate fire-safe building methods and site planning 
techniques into the development. 

HS.P-23: Work with fire districts including the Sonoma-Lake-Napa Fire 
Unit, other agencies and property owners to ensure consistency with 
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related plans including the Unit Fire Plan and the Solano County 
Emergency Operations Plan, and to coordinate efforts to prevent 
wildfires and grassfires through fire protection measures such as 
consolidation of efforts to abate fuel buildup, access to firefighting 
equipment, and provision of water service. 

L-1-143 LSPGC states that the risk of blade throw striking the Proposed Project’s 230 kV 
Transmission Line would be less than significant, citing compliance with PUC § 
8386 and proximity to hazard throw zone.  

See response to comment L-1-96. 

L-1-144 LSPGC has asserted that the discussion of Alternative 5 includes text that 
incorrectly suggests that Alternative 5 involves changes to the overhead 
transmission facilities.  

Upon review, this discussion does not mention that Alternative 5 involves 
changes to the overhead transmission line; the discussion correctly analyzes the 
alignment of the submarine cables. The following text is from Page 4.20-57, 
Paragraph 6: "This differs from the Proposed Project, which includes overhead 
230 kV transmission facilities that traverse areas mapped as high and very high 
FHSZs..." It is possible that this sentence was misinterpreted; however, this 
sentence does not assert that Alternative 5 includes changes to the overhead 
transmission--it states that the Proposed Project includes overhead facilities and 
that this differs from Alternative 5. As such, no edits were made. 

L-1-145 LSPGC suggests that the throw zone of the wind turbines are not a hazard for the 
proposed project.  

Refer to response to comment L-1-96. 

L-1-146 LSPGC suggests that the throw zone of the wind turbines are not a hazard for the 
proposed project.  

Refer to response to comment L-1-96. 

L-1-147 LSPGC suggests revising Section 5: Other CEQA Considerations, to include 
specific species that may perch or nest on LST.  

The text in Section 5 states “The Proposed Project would construct LSTs within 
the SMUD Solano wind farm. During Proposed Project operations, the 
introduction of new structures that support avian perching and nesting in 
proximity to the wind turbines could result in increased avian collisions and 
mortality, which would be a significant impact. (Table 4.4-4, Section 4) No 
Mitigation can feasibly avoid special status avian species perching on the LSTs, 
as the impact would be a result of the LST structure form and location within a 
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wind farm. Therefore, the impact from potential increases in special status avian 
injuries and mortality due to wind turbine interactions would remain significant 
and unavoidable.” The specific species that would nest on LSTs is broad and 
includes multiple raptors and birds of prey. It is unnecessary to list every species 
that could perch or nest on an LST. 

L-1-148 LSPGC suggests emphasizing that BAAQMDs CAP emissions defer to fugitive 
dust control BMPs to reduce dust pollution to an acceptable degree.  

 LSPGC is correct that BAAQMD BMPs would reduce fugitive dust emissions to 
less than significant. The text referenced occurs in the discussion of Significant 
Environmental Effects that Cannot Be Avoided. Fugitive dust emissions are not 
significant and unavoidable. The text on Page 5-6 is revised as follows to only 
address the impact that would remain significant and unavoidable:  

In year 2 of Proposed Project construction (2027) during submarine 
segment construction, NOx emissions would exceed SMAQMD and 
BAAQMD thresholds and would thereby result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of ozone for which the project region is in non-
attainment. The exceedance of air emission standards would be caused 
primarily by the operation of marine vessels. While LSPGC would 
implement APM AIR-1 and PG&E would implement CM AIR-1, which 
requires the use of Tier 4 construction equipment on land, the primary 
source of NOx emissions would be from marine vessels. Therefore, 
emissions would continue to exceed significance thresholds with the 
implementation of APM AIR-1 and CM AIR -1. MM AQ-1 requires use of 
Tier 4 engines for marine vessels to the extent commercially available at 
the time of construction and the use of Tier 3 engines on all marine 
vessels where Tier 4 engines are not available. Due to the forecasted lack 
of Tier 4 engine availability in 2027, marine vessels with Tier 3 engines 
would be used, which are not capable of reducing NOx emissions below 
SMAQMD and BAAQMD thresholds. Therefore, the net increase of NOx, 
a criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment, would 
be significant and unavoidable during the period of submarine cable 
installation (4.5 months). MM AQ-2 requires use of BAAQMD 
recommended fugitive dust control BMPs. While the use of fugitive dust 
control BMPs would reduce fugitive dust emissions, the emissions would 
still exceed BAAQMD thresholds during Year 2 and the impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

L-1-149 LSPGC suggests removing information regarding coordination efforts and effects 
on Suisun Associates sand mining lease area from Section 5, Other CEQA 
Considerations, page 5-8 due to their USACE federal permits requirement of an 
as-built survey and state that by sharing documents with USACE, Suisun 
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Associates will likely receive required information. It is understood that during 
the permitting process Suisun Associates would likely be provided with 
additional documentation of cable location via USACE permitting, however the 
analysis must consider the potential impacts of the Proposed Project in the event 
of no coordination efforts, and therefore requires implementation of MM MIN-1 
to reduce effects. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  
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3.3 Individuals 

3.3.1 Comment Letter I-1: Holland & Knight on behalf of California Forever LP 
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Response to Letter I-1: Jennifer L. Hernandez and Kevin J. Ashe, Holland and Knight LLP, 
on behalf of California Forever LP 
I-1-1 Holland and Knight LLP, on behalf of California Forever LP (CAF) states that the 

Draft EIR does not adequately consider the alternatives immediately adjacent to 
PG&E’s Pittsburg Station collectively referred to as the “Pittsburg Alternatives,” 
which CAF deems environmentally superior to the Proposed Project. CAF notes 
their scoping comment letter, which the CPUC considered when preparing the 
Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix C) and Draft EIR. CAF claims the 
Pittsburg Alternatives were improperly screened and rejected by the CPUC and 
calls for revisions to the Draft EIR including a complete analysis of the Pittsburg 
Alternatives.  

CAF’s comment regarding the CPUC’s alternative selection process and analysis 
are addressed in response to comments I-1-2 and I-1-3. 

I-1-2 CAF questions whether the CPUC incorrectly screened Collinsville Substation 
North of Pittsburg Substation (Site D) and Collinsville Substation South of 
Pittsburg Substation (Site E) (the Pittsburg Alternatives) from detailed evaluation 
in the Draft EIR, particularly with respect to the duration of submarine cable 
installation. CAF also questions how the project objectives were considered 
during the screening process, as well as information presented about the project 
schedule. 

Detailed information about the process the CPUC used to screen potential 
alternatives is included in Alternatives Screening Report, included as Appendix 
C to the Draft EIR. Notably, both of the Pittsburg Alternatives were developed in 
response to scoping comments from CAF, which requested consideration of an 
alternative substation location south of the Delta near the existing Pittsburg 
Substation site. The Alternatives Screening Report provides a thorough 
discussion of the rationale for eliminating the Pittsburg Alternatives from further 
consideration in the Draft EIR due to technical infeasibility. 

Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the CPUC conducted additional 
coordination with LSPGC and PG&E to evaluate, clarify, and update the 
alternatives screening information for the Pittsburg Alternatives (see CPUC Data 
Request #14, which is available through the project website at 
https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/panoramaenv/collinsville/index.html). 
The information provided by LSPGC and PG&E has been incorporated into these 
responses to comments and the Revised Draft EIR to provide additional details 
clarifying the infeasibility of the alternative in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines.  

CAF asserts that the CPUC over-emphasized the importance of achieving a 
commercial operation date of “May [sic] 2028.” While one of the basic project 
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objectives includes achieving commercial operation by June 2028, as stated in the 
Alternatives Screening Report (page 7), “Alternatives that would result in delays, 
but would otherwise meet project objectives, are determined to meet most 
project objectives.” Further, as stated on pages 44 and 46 of the Alternative 
Screening Report, both of the Pittsburg Alternatives were “considered potentially 
able to meet most basic project objectives by providing a new source of 500 kV 
power into the Bay Area.” Thus, the CPUC did not over-emphasize the 
importance of achieving a June 2028 commercial operation date in rejecting the 
Pittsburg Alternatives. The duration of cable installation was also not a basis for 
rejecting either of the Pittsburg Alternatives. Therefore, CAF’s questions 
regarding the duration of construction are irrelevant to the alternative screening 
analysis, and no changes to the EIR are required. 

I-1-3 CAF challenges the CPUC’s assertion that the Pittsburg Alternatives are not 
technically feasible and claims the Draft EIR provides no evidence that supports 
this conclusion. CAF claims there is “substantial evidence” which indicates that 
submarine 500 kV cables have been deployed at other high voltage transmission 
projects. CAF also notes that the screening analysis states that the South of 
Pittsburg Substation Alternative “would prevent any future lines from being able 
to access the Collinsville Substation, including any required upgrades, which 
would constrain operation and expansion of this substation.” CAF claims this too 
is an invalid basis for elimination of the alternative, and none of the project 
objectives specify goals related to future expansion or creating additional 
capacity. 

As a preliminary matter, most of the example 500 kV submarine cable projects 
CAF lists are high voltage direct current (HVDC) submarine cables, which are 
fundamentally different from high voltage alternating current (HVAC) systems 
like the Proposed Project in terms of design, operation, equipment, requirements, 
conversion terminals, and commercial availability. The Collinsville Substation 
Project is an AC transmission project and would require HVAC submarine cables 
to cross the Delta. The only project from CAF’s list that is relevant is the Ningbo-
Zhoushan 500 kV submarine cable project in China. The project has only been in 
operation since 2019 and is recognized as the first-of-its kind of 500 kV HVAC 
submarine cable technology. Publicly available information indicates that this 
cable type has only been installed by Zhejiang Electric Power Corporation and 
operated by the State Grid Corporation of China5

4F  thus far, reflecting very limited 
global capability. While this demonstrates that a 500 kV HVAC submarine cable 
does exist, the technology has extremely limited deployment history, minimal 
supplier availability, and no track record of commercial use at scale. 
Accordingly, the existence of the Ningbo-Zhoushan 500 kV submarine cable 

 
5 https://www.power-technology.com/marketdata/ningbo-zhoushan-line-china/?cf-view 
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project does not overcome the CPUC’s conclusion that the Pittsburg Alternatives 
are technologically infeasible. 

PG&E as the owner of the existing 500 kV line would be responsible for 
constructing the interconnection to the Collinsville Substation. Under both of the 
Pittsburg Alternatives, the 500 kV submarine cable would be constructed and 
owned by PG&E. In response to CPUC Data Request #14, PG&E stated “The 
usage of 500kV AC lines are limited due to power losses and complexity. As far 
as PG&E could determine, there is only one 500 kV submarine cable in the world, 
and that is the one in China...PG&E knows of no 500 kV AC submarine cables in 
the U.S. that would be similar.” Due to the very limited potential market for 500 
kV AC submarine cables (one installation in the world) and lack of any domestic 
experience installing 500 kV submarine cables, the alternative is considered 
commercial nonviable and technically infeasible. Pages 44 through 48 of the 
Alternative Screening Report have been updated to reflect the single example of 
a 500 kV AC submarine cable in China and lack of any 500 kV AC submarine 
cables in the U.S. 

The CPUC’s decision to reject the Pittsburg Alternatives based on technical 
infeasibility remains valid. The Alternatives Screening Report in the Revised 
Draft EIR (Appendix C) has been revised as follows on pages 44 through 48, with 
similar revisions to the descriptions for both Pittsburg Alternatives (Sites D and 
E) but shown here for Site D:  

Collinsville Substation North of Pittsburg Substation (Site D) 

Description 
The alternative substation site D involves a different location for the 
Collinsville Substation, approximately 4.1 miles southwest of the 
proposed substation site on the south side of the Delta (Figure 11). The 
alternative substation site D would be located at an abandoned PG&E 
power plant immediately north of the existing Pittsburg Substation. The 
500 kV interconnection lines would extend from PG&E’s existing Vaca 
Dixon–Tesla 500 kV Transmission Line for a total corridor distance of 
roughly 6.5 miles, with approximately 1.6 miles in the overhead position 
and 5.9 miles in the submarine position.5F

6 The 230 kV underground 
segment would extend from the alternative substation site to the 
southwest side of Pittsburg Substation for approximately 0.8 mile. This 
alternative was developed in response to scoping comments from 
California Forever, which requested consideration of an alternative 

 
6 Under the alternative substation site D scenario, the total length of the 500 kV overhead lines would be 
at least two times greater than the corridor length. Each circuit of the 500 kV submarine lines would 
include 6 cables; therefore, the total length of the 500 kV submarine cables would be approximately 12 
times greater than the corridor length. 



3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Collinsville 500/230 kV Substation Project ● Final EIR ● March 2026 
3-267 

substation location south of the Delta near the existing Pittsburg 
Substation site. 

Consideration of CEQA Criteria  

Project Objectives  
The alternative proposes a new substation site. It is expected that Ttwo 
seasonal windows would be required to install 12 at least 6 and up to 10, 
500 kV submarine cables, which would cause the cable installation to 
occur at least a year later and after the May 2028 CAISO operational 
date. 6F

7 However, tThe alternative is considered potentially able to meet 
most basic project objectives by providing a new source of 500 kV power 
into the Bay Area. 

Technical, Legal, and Regulatory Feasibility 
Submerged 500 kV transmission cables are not commercially available 
viable. There is evidence of a single 500 kV AC submarine cable installed 
in China; however, neither LSPGC nor PG&E have any experience with 
the technology, and there are no domestic examples of a 500 kV AC 
submarine cable; therefore, there is unlikely to be any U.S. capacity or 
worker experience to support such an installation and this unproven 
technology is considered technically infeasible in the U.S. Due to the need 
for dual landing points on the north shore, two separate 500 kV corridors 
would be required to avoid the wind turbine throw-distance buffers. 
Further, the combination of 500 kV and 230 kV duct banks needed for the 
Proposed Project and the existing Transbay duct banks would completely 
encircle the substation due to spacing needed between each of the duct. 
This would prevent any future lines from being able to access the 
Collinsville Substation, including any required upgrades, which would 
constrain operation and expansion of this substation. Accordingly, this 
alternative would not meet the technical feasibility criteria as the 
technology for a buried submarine 500 kV AC line is not commercially 
viableavailable. 

Planning for a housing development the Bay Walk Mixed Use Project at 
alternative substation site D is in progress by Lennar Homes Integral 
Communities and is supported by the City of Pittsburg (refer to EIR 
Section 4.0). Development of a substation at this location would conflict 
with the proposed development plans; however, for purposes of this 

 
7 For example, the installation of the 4, 230 kV submarine cables for the Proposed Project is expected to 
take approximately 3 months, which would occur during a 4-month regulatory work-window (between 
July 1 and October 31) when listed fish are least likely to be present. Therefore, installing 6 cables or more 
would exceed the annual work window duration.  
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analysis it is possible the alternative could meet legal feasibility criteria 
due to CPUC overriding jurisdiction.  

As similar to the Proposed Project, LSPGC or PG&E would obtain any 
necessary permits, licenses, or certifications required prior to construction 
and operation of the Proposed Project. Accordingly, this alternative 
would meet regulatory feasibility criteria.  

Environmental Feasibility 

Environmental Advantages  
The environmental advantages of this alternative by resource area topic 
are as follows: 

• Agriculture: The alternative would avoid development of 
the substation on areas zoned for agricultural use. 

Environmental Disadvantages 
The potential disadvantages of this alternative by resource area topic are 
as follows: 

• Air Quality/GHG: This alternative would require an increase in 
cut/fill values due to the likely contamination at this site, which 
would lead to an increase in emissions during construction. 

• Biological Resources. The increased number of cables crossing the 
Delta would have greater potential for impacts on fish and marine 
mammals. The alternative would also require more LSTs, which 
would result in greater potential for avian interactions with wind 
turbines.  

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Under this alternative, the 
proposed LSPGC Collinsville Substation would be developed on 
the abandoned PG&E Power Plant site; accordingly, there is a 
high probability of contamination at the site, which would 
require remediation. 

• Mineral Resources: Additional submarine cables would have a 
significantly greater impact on sand mining lease areas. 

Conclusion 
ELIMINATED. Alternative substation site D is eliminated from further 
analysis because it would not be technically feasible. This alternative has 
therefore been eliminated from full analysis in the EIR. 

I-1-4 CAF states the Alternatives Screening Report acknowledges the Pittsburg 
Alternatives would avoid significant impacts on agricultural resources of the 
Proposed Project, but ignores other impact areas including aesthetics, biological 
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resources, geology and soils, cultural and tribal resources, land use/planning, 
and wildfire risks and public safety.  

 The environmental feasibility discussion of alternatives considered in the 
Alternatives Screening Report was based on a preliminary screening of 
environmental impacts identified prior to the completion of the full 
environmental impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Only the Proposed 
Project and the selected alternatives are analyzed in the Draft EIR, and the 
Pittsburg Alternative was rejected by the CPUC due to technical infeasibility. See 
the response to comment I-1-3. Furthermore, the comment suggests that all of the 
referenced impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be avoided by 
the Pittsburg Alternatives; however, the overhead portion of a 500 kV 
interconnection line on the north side of the Delta would result in similar impacts 
as the Proposed Project including migratory bird impacts within the wind farm. 
With the two Pittsburg Alternatives, the Proposed Project substation site and the 
230 kV overhead segment would be replaced with a substantially expanded 500 
kV line. Terrestrial impacts north of the Delta would be avoided only at the 
proposed substation site where no significant and unavoidable impacts were 
documented in the Revised Draft EIR. Impacts along the proposed 230 kV 
overhead segment would roughly double because the single set of 230 kV 
structures would be replaced with two sets of 500 kV transmission structures. In 
addition, a 500 kV submarine segment interconnection would involve 
approximately 6 to 10 cables whereas the Proposed Project would involve 4 
cables. Therefore, the Pittsburg Alternatives would result in greater significant 
and unavoidable impacts on cultural and tribal cultural resources at the on land 
transition point as well as impacts on fish and marine mammals and significant 
and unavoidable impacts on sand and gravel mining areas within the Delta. In 
addition, there is evidence of contamination immediately south of the Pittsburg 
Substation (refer to Table 4.9-1 in revised Draft EIR Section 4.9). Substantial 
excavation as required to construct a new substation would have a much greater 
potential to encounter contaminated soils or groundwater at the Pittsburg 
Alternative sites. No changes to the EIR are required. 

I-1-5 CAF claims that the Draft EIR includes artificially narrow project objectives that 
do not comply with CEQA. In so doing, CAF cites only to LSPGC’s project 
objectives and ignores the fact that the Draft EIR includes a separate list of 
CPUC-developed project objectives, which were exclusively used to evaluate the 
feasibility of alternatives, as explained below. 

 Section 3.2 of Alternatives Screening Report and the Draft EIR (Section 1 among 
other locations) clearly defines the detailed project objectives identified by 
LSPGC (“LSPGC Project Objectives”) and also “Basic Project Objectives” the 
CPUC developed from LSPGC’s project objectives. These same objectives are set 
forth in Draft EIR Section 1.1. The basic project objectives are appropriately 
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broad and focused on the core objectives associated with the CAISO’s 
determination that the project is needed. The CPUC considered these objectives 
when screening alternatives consistent with the CEQA guidelines. As described 
in the Alternatives Screening Report, 14 alternatives were considered and 5 were 
selected representing a range of meaningful alternatives that met the CPUC’s 
screening criteria. See also response to comment I-2. Both Pittsburg Alternatives 
(Sites D and E) were found to meet the basic objectives but were rejected from 
additional consideration in the DEIR on technical infeasibility grounds. No 
changes to the EIR are required. 

I-1-6 CAF asserts that the Draft EIR’s discussion of LSPGC’s applicant proposed 
measures (“APMs”) and PG&E’s construction measures (“CMs”) results in 
confusion for decisionmakers and the public. CAF relies, in part, on Lotus v. 
Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645 (“Lotus”) and Mission Bay 
Alliance v. Off. Of Cmty. Inv. & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160 (“Mission 
Bay Alliance”) to support the comment’s contention that incorporating the APMs 
and CMs into the Proposed Project “completely obscures” the project’s “true” 
environmental impacts. As explained below, the Draft EIR’s discussion of APMs, 
CMs, and mitigation measures is fundamentally different from the approach the 
court in Lotus critiqued in several critical ways. Ultimately, the Draft EIR’s 
approach is transparent and clearly sets forth the impacts of the Proposed Project 
before and after mitigation.  

In Lotus, the court of appeal found two basic flaws with Caltrans’ CEQA analysis 
of the impacts of a highway construction project. First, the EIR did not include 
any significance thresholds or standards by which to measure the significance of 
the impacts. This resulted in a failure to include “any information that enables 
the reader to evaluate the significance of” the project’s impacts. (Lotus, supra, 223 
Cal.App.4th at p. 654.) Second, in Lotus, the EIR failed to identify the significance 
of the project’s impacts before mitigation; instead, it simply assumed 
incorporation of all “avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures” 
together to conclude that impacts would be less than significant. (Id. at p. 655.) 
The court found that this “structural deficiency” subverted CEQA by precluding 
“identification of potential environmental consequences arising from the project 
and also thoughtful analysis of the sufficiency of measures to mitigate those 
consequences.” (Id. at p. 658.)  

  Here, by contrast, the Draft EIR includes clear significance thresholds by which 
the significance of project impacts are measured. CAF does not allege otherwise. 
Moreover, the EIR clearly identifies the significance of the project’s impacts both 
before and after mitigation.  For example, the Draft EIR’s analyzes Impact AQ-2 
(whether the Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard) by showing, 
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first, the Proposed Project’s uncontrolled construction emissions, in Table 4.3-16. 
Next, in Table 4.3-17, the analysis provides project emissions with the 
implementation of APM AIR-1 and CM AIR-1.  Finally, because average daily 
construction emissions of NOx would still exceed thresholds in 2027, the Draft 
EIR prescribes two mitigation measures, MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2, and presents 
emissions after implementation of mitigation in Tables 4.3-19 and 4.3-20. The 
Draft EIR also includes a summary table at the beginning of every impact 
analysis that identifies the threshold of significance, which APMs/CMs apply, the 
significance of the impact before mitigation, and the significance of the impact 
after mitigation, e.g., Table 4.3-15. 

Unlike in Lotus, characterizing the APMs and CMs as part of the Proposed 
Project does not, as the commenter suggests, interfere with the Draft EIR’s 
characterization of the environmental impact or the analysis of measures to 
mitigate those impacts. In fact, the court in Mission Bay Alliance, which the 
commenter cites, recognized that characterizing certain features as part of a 
project does not violate CEQA where, as here, the analysis clearly explains 
impacts with and without those project features and with and without mitigation 
measures. (Mission Bay Alliance, supra, 6 Cal.App.5th at pp. 185-186.) 

Further, the fact that the EIR distinguishes APMs and CMs from mitigation 
measures is not a structural deficiency; it is a CEQA requirement. Section 
15126.4(a)(1)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that an EIR’s “discussion of 
mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed 
by project proponents to be included in the project and other measures proposed 
by the lead, responsible or trustee agency or other persons which are not 
included but the lead agency determines could reasonably be expected to reduce 
adverse impacts if required as conditions of approving the project...” In 
compliance with this guidance, the EIR first identifies those measures proposed 
by LSPGC and PG&E – the APMs and CMs, respectively. Next, the EIR analyzes 
the significance of the project impacts assuming implementation of those APMs 
and comes to a clear conclusion based on the articulated thresholds. Finally, if 
the impact would be significant, the EIR identifies mitigation measures to avoid 
or reduce the impact to the extent feasible. This is not a “mischaracterization of 
project feature and mitigation measures” as the commenter contends, nor does it 
obscure the project’s true environmental impacts. It is clear from the EIR’s 
structure, as well as its analysis, that the EIR appropriately assumes 
implementation of measures that were proposed by the project proponent(s) as 
part of the project. Then, after coming to a conclusion about the project’s 
significance with implementation of the APMs and CMs, the EIR identifies 
additional mitigation measures, if required, that would be included as conditions 
of approving the project. Additionally, as explained in section 2.13, “APMs that 
are not superseded will be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and 
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I-1-7

I-1-8

Reporting Plan (MMRP) and will become conditions of project approval.” This is 
precisely what CEQA requires.  

Finally, and unlike in Lotus, none of the comments received on the Draft EIR 
suggest any confusion about the project’s impacts before or after mitigation.  

In addition, as stated on page 2-91 of the EIR “APMs that are not superseded will 
be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) and 
will become conditions of project approval.” Therefore, APMs will be enforced in 
the same manner as mitigation measures and are binding on the Applicant. 

For all of the reasons above, the Draft EIR’s discussion of APMs, CMs, and 
mitigation measures complies with CEQA. 

CAF states that the Draft EIR has not analyzed all feasible mitigation measures 
that could be used to address significant and unavoidable impacts presented in 
the Draft EIR. CAF recommends that the Draft EIR be revised to analyze whether 
the mitigation measures described in comment I-1-8, below, which CAF states 
have been incorporated for similar projects elsewhere in California, are feasible 
and can be implemented.  

The Draft EIR considered all potentially feasible mitigation measures before 
determining any impact was significant and unavoidable. Refer to the response 
to comments I-1-8 and I-1-9 below regarding the CAF-recommended mitigation 
measures. 

CAF recommends additional mitigation measures for Impact AQ-2 
(cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment) to reduce NOₓ emissions during construction, 
including restricting the use of on-road diesel trucks to 2010 model year or newer 
vehicles and purchasing Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs). The CPUC has 
reviewed these suggestions and determined that they are not appropriate or 
warranted for this project, for the following reasons: 

First, the primary source of NOₓ emissions during construction is marine vessel 
operations, not overland haul trucks. As explained in the Draft EIR on page 4.3-
30:  

As shown in Table 4.3-16, uncontrolled emissions of NOX would 
exceed thresholds in 2027. LSPGC has proposed APM AIR-2, and 
PG&E has proposed CM AIR-1, which requires use of off-road 
construction equipment equipped with Tier 4 engines. Table 4.3-17, 
below, provides project emissions in BAAQMD with the 
implementation of APM AIR-1 and CM AIR-1. While APM AIR-1 
and CM AIR-1 would reduce Project emissions within BAAQMD, 
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average daily emissions of NOx would still exceed thresholds in 
2027, which would be a significant impact. The most significant 
source of NOX emissions in 2027 is marine vessels used for 
installation of the 230 kV submarine segment, and peak emissions 
during 2027 are concentrated in the 122 workdays during which the 
230 kV submarine segment would be installed. Table 4.3-18, below, 
provides the Proposed Project emissions during and outside of this 
122-day peak emissions period. 

The Proposed Project emissions would only exceed the NOx 
threshold during the installation of the LSPGC 230 kV submarine 
segment. To reduce the impact form NOx emissions, MM AQ-2 
(refer to Section 4.3.14) requires use of marine vessels equipped 
with Tier 4 or, at minimum, Tier 3 engines, depending upon 
availability at the time of construction8

7F . Table 4.3-19 presents the 
average daily emissions from operation of marine vessels for 
submarine segment construction (exclusive of other construction 
activities) before mitigation (uncontrolled) and after MM AQ-2 
(controlled) averaged over the 122 days of LSPGC 230 kV 
submarine cable installation. The emissions from the submarine 
segment construction alone would exceed the BAAQMD NOx 
threshold of 54 lbs./day.  

This analysis clearly demonstrates that the exceedance is due to the submarine 
cable alone and the measures recommended by CAF are already included in 
APM AIR-1 and CM AIR-1. The NOx exceedance involves tugboats and barges 
operating on the Sacramento River. These vessels are regulated under different 
federal standards, and their emissions profiles cannot be mitigated through on-
road fleet restrictions. As such, the suggestion to require only 2010+ model year 
diesel trucks would not address the primary source of emissions and the use of 
Tier 4 engines was already incorporated as an APM and CM for the project. 

Second, appropriate and feasible mitigation is already included in the EIR. 
Marine emissions are mitigated through implementation of the cleanest available 
U.S. EPA Tier 3 and Tier 4 engines and construction scheduling designed to limit 

 
8 While marine vessels with Tier 4 engines are commercially available, they are operational in California 
to a limited extent (CARB 2024, tbl. ES-2), and LSPGC’s inquiries have indicated there is currently one 
marine vessel equipped with a Tier 4 engine in the greater San Francisco Bay Area. Additionally, 
availability of Tier 4 marine vessels for Proposed Project activities would be limited by the need to avoid 
introduction of invasive marine species into the Delta (see Section 3.4 Biological Resources). The analysis 
therefore conservatively assumes use of Tier 3 engines as marine vessels with Tier 4 engines may not be 
available at the time of construction. 
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operating time and idling. These measures directly target the actual emissions 
sources and are enforceable through construction contracts. 

Third, in response to Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) comments, MM AQ-2 is revised as noted in response to comment 
AL-2-2.  

In the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), which covers the 
majority of the project area, there is no regulatory requirement or available off-
site mitigation program for temporary construction-related NOₓ emissions. 
CEQA does not require a project to adopt mitigation beyond what is necessary to 
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level or beyond what is feasible under 
current regulatory frameworks. CAF’s suggestion to require the purchase of 
ERCs—used primarily for long-term stationary sources—is not applicable here 
and would impose an excessive and unsupported mitigation burden. (See CEQA 
Guidelines § 15041, subd. (a) [“A lead agency for a project has authority to 
require feasible changes in any or all activities involved in the project in order to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment, consistent 
with applicable constitutional requirements such as the “nexus” and “rough 
proportionality” standards established by case law ….”].) 

Finally, while the commenter cites mitigation used in the MESA 500-kV 
Substation Project, CEQA requires project-specific analysis, not rote application 
of measures from unrelated projects. The MESA project differs in location, 
regulatory context, emissions sources, and construction methods. Copying its 
mitigation approach without regard to these differences is neither appropriate 
nor required. 

In summary, the project’s emissions sources have been accurately identified and 
mitigated to the extent feasible and required by law. The additional measures 
suggested by the commenter have been considered and rejected on the basis of 
ineffectiveness, infeasibility, and lack of regulatory support. No changes to the 
EIR are warranted in response to this comment. 

I-1-9 CAF recommends mitigation measure concepts to address significant and 
unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR associated with the PG&E 500 kV 
LSTs for Impact BIO-1D (substantial adverse effects, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any bird species identified as candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
CDFW or USFWS). CAF provides an additional mitigation measure for the 
Proposed Project aimed at reducing impacts to biological resources. The 
proposed mitigation measure concepts are listed below (in italics bold text) with 
a response to each: 
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• Post-construction avian mortality monitoring. Monitoring avian 
mortality would not reduce or avoid the impacts described in the Draft 
EIR, nor are there feasible actions that could be applied to the operation 
of LSTs to reduce mortality. The impact identified involves a potential 
increase in avian activity near existing wind turbines, and potential for 
mortality is due to wind turbine strike which could be reduced by 
temporarily suspending wind turbine operations. Because avian 
mortality caused by the Project would be due to stationary structures, 
there is no way to temporarily avoid the Projects impacts. Separately 
SMUD is required to conduct avian mortality monitoring for operation of 
the Solano Wind Farm and duplicative monitoring of avian mortality 
would not reduce impacts. The potential for increased avian mortality 
within the windfarm and effects to windfarm operation are already 
discussed in the Draft EIR impact analysis.  

• Constructing additional nesting structures or platforms at sufficient 
distances away from the proposed LSTs and wind turbines. There is a 
lack of available land, as well as rights to land, in the vicinity of the wind 
farm to attempt such mitigation. Creating additional nesting 
opportunities in the area could result in additional avian activity in the 
area, and the movement range of avian species varies widely with the 
range of raptors extending up to several miles. Further, creating 
additional artificial nesting sites may not be effective and would not 
remove the created nesting and perching habitat created by the 
transmission structures.  

• Use of tubular steel poles for proposed overhead transmission lines 
instead of LSTs, to avoid new perching and nesting habitat. This 
suggestion to replace LSTs with tubular steel poles is addressed in full in 
Alternative 3, as described in the Draft EIR. The CPUC typically does not 
consider significant changes to proposed structure types suitable for a 
mitigation measure because the change in structure types in this case 
would result in substantially more poles; therefore, this concept was 
evaluated as an alternative. As discussed in Table 6.4-4, “Alternative 3 
avoids introduction of LSTs and would avoid the significant and 
unavoidable indirect impact from special-status bird mortality within the 
adjacent wind farm. Impacts on biological resources would be less than 
significant with mitigation.”   

• Where feasible, siting LSTs on land not immediately adjacent to the 
upwind sides of ridge crests. Similar to the prior response, the CPUC 
typically does not consider significant changes to proposed project 
feature locations suitable for a mitigation measure. Instead, such 
considerations are addressed as alternatives when appropriate. The 
reduction in the total LSTs and the relocation of the 500 kV 
interconnection is already addressed by the alternatives analyzed in the 
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Draft EIR, including Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, which do not include any 
LSTs. 

• Rocks unearthed during the excavation process to be used during 
construction of foundations or hauled off site and disposed of properly, 
and not be left in piles near turbines. A mitigation measure addressing 
this topic is not applicable to the project nor impacts on avian species 
related to LSTs raised by the comment. No significant impacts would 
occur from encountering rocks during excavation, and during 
construction as all excavation waste material would either be used or 
hauled off site. 

• Discourage small mammals and reptiles from burrowing under or near 
LST bases by placing gravel at least 5 feet around each tower foundation. 
A mitigation measure addressing this topic is not applicable to impacts 
on avian species related to LSTs raised by the comment. The impact 
associated with LSTs is related to a potential increase in avian activity 
near wind turbines by creating nesting and perching habitat on the LSTs. 
The recommended measure would have no effect on nesting or perching. 

• Reduced lighting of LSTs and related infrastructure unless required by 
FAA. A mitigation measure addressing this topic is not applicable to 
impacts on avian species related to LSTs raised by the comment, and no 
lighting of LSTs is proposed nor required by FAA. The impact associated 
with LSTs is related to a potential increase in avian activity near wind 
turbines by creating nesting and perching habitat. The recommended 
measure would have no effect on nesting or perching. 

As described above, the CAF-recommended mitigation measures are either not 
applicable, are infeasible, would not address the impact identified, or have 
already been addressed in the Draft EIR, such as through the development and 
analysis of alternatives. No changes to the EIR are needed to address this 
comment. 

I-1-10 CAF asserts that the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions presented in the Draft 
EIR are compartmentalized per Proposed Project component in order to reach a 
less than significant impact determination. CAF asserts that the Draft EIR 
improperly “compartmentalizes” greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by project 
component in order to reach a less than significant impact determination and 
further argues that CEQA requires analysis of the project’s total GHG emissions 
using a single quantitative threshold. CAF contends that because the project’s 
total annual construction emissions are estimated at 11,280.61 metric tons of 
CO₂e, the Draft EIR must apply SMAQMD’s 1,100 MTCO₂e/year threshold to the 
project as a whole and conclude that impacts are significant. 

This assertion is based on an incorrect characterization of the Draft EIR’s 
methodology. The GHG analysis does not compartmentalize emissions by 
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project component, applicant, utility, or contractor. Rather, the Draft EIR 
quantifies and discloses total construction-related GHG emissions for the entire 
project, including emissions from all equipment types, construction activities, 
and project elements, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(a)(1), 
which requires consideration of the extent to which a project may increase GHG 
emissions relative to the existing environmental setting. 

After disclosing total project-wide construction emissions, the Draft EIR 
evaluates the significance of those emissions by applying the thresholds and 
analytical frameworks applicable to the air quality management district in which 
the emissions would occur because the project spans multiple air districts with 
differing regulatory guidance. This approach reflects regulatory reality, not 
project segmentation. Specifically: 

• For construction activities occurring within the SMAQMD, the Draft EIR 
applies SMAQMD’s recommended construction threshold of 1,100 
MTCO₂e per year.  

• For construction activities occurring within the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) and the Yolo Solano Air Quality 
Management District (YSAQMD), which have not adopted quantitative 
thresholds for construction-related GHG emissions, the Draft EIR 
appropriately relies on a qualitative consistency analysis, evaluating 
whether the project would conflict with applicable statewide GHG 
reduction plans and policies, including the CARB Scoping Plan and the 
targets established by SB 32. 

This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(a)(2) and (3), 
which allows lead agencies to determine significance using a combination of 
quantitative thresholds, where available, and consistency with adopted plans 
and regulations. CEQA does not require a single numeric threshold to be applied 
to an entire project when such a threshold has been developed by a specific air 
district for use in evaluating emissions occurring within its own jurisdiction. 

To apply SMAQMD’s construction threshold to all project emissions regardless 
of where those emissions occur, as suggested by the commenter, would be 
inappropriate and inconsistent with CEQA as the majority of the emissions 
would occur within BAAQMD jurisdiction. Applying a district-specific threshold 
outside the geographic and regulatory context for which it was developed would 
disregard the discretion afforded to lead agencies and the expertise of the air 
districts themselves. 

In addition, consistent with CEQA practice and guidance from the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), construction-related GHG 
emissions may be amortized over the expected life of the project to provide a 
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more meaningful basis for comparison to long-term GHG-emissions reduction 
goals. Amortization reflects the fact that construction emissions are temporary 
and nonrecurring whereas statewide targets such as those established by SB 32 
and the CARB Scoping Plan are framed in terms of annual emissions. The total 
project emissions amortized over a 30-year project lifespan would result in an 
annual contribution of approximately 376 MTCO₂e per year, which is well below 
the 1,100 MTCO₂e/year threshold recommended by SMAQMD even if the 
SMAQMD numeric threshold were applied.  

In summary, the Draft EIR fully discloses total project construction GHG 
emissions and evaluates their significance using the appropriate thresholds and 
analytical frameworks applicable to each jurisdiction. The analysis complies with 
CEQA, and no revisions to the EIR are required in response to this comment. 

I-1-11 CAF states that the CAISO-identified 500kV transmission line connecting the 
Humboldt Station and the Collinsville Station (HVDC line) should have been 
analyzed as a component of the Proposed Project. CAF goes on to assert that the 
Draft EIR analysis is committing “piecemealing” by including analysis of the 
HVDC line as a cumulative project. 

 As a preliminary matter, “piecemealing” occurs when an agency splits a project 
into multiple segments to avoid analyzing the impacts that would occur from the 
“whole of the action.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15378, subd. (a).) CEQA requires that 
a project description include all relevant parts of a project, including future 
expansion or later phases of the project that will foreseeably result from project 
approval. The test for determining whether a future activity must be the 
included in an EIR’s project description is (1) whether the environmental effects 
of future expansion or other action is “a reasonably foreseeable consequence of 
the initial project;” and (2) whether the future expansion or action “will likely 
change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects.” 
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 
Cal.3d 376, 396.)  

 However, “where the second activity is independent of, and not a contemplated 
future part of, the first activity, the two activities may be reviewed separately.” 
(Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 690, 699.) There is 
also no piecemealing when projects “serve different purposes or can be 
implemented independently.” (Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport 
Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209,1223 (“Banning Ranch”).) For example, “two 
projects may properly undergo separate environmental review (i.e., no 
piecemealing) when the projects have different proponents, serve different 
purposes, or can be implemented independently.” (Id., citing Communities for a 
Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 99 [refinery 
upgrade and construction of pipeline exporting excess hydrogen from upgraded 
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refinery were “independently justified separate projects with different project 
proponents”].) Similarly, in Planning & Conserv. League v. Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 237, the court found a water transfer had 
“significant independent or local utility” from a broader water supply 
agreement.  And in McCann v. City of San Diego (2021) 70 Cal.App.5th 51, 85, the 
court rejected a piecemealing claim to a series of utility undergrounding projects, 
finding they were “independently functional and did not rely on any other 
undergrounding project to operate.” 

 As the court in Banning Ranch explained, the key to determining whether a future 
activity must be analyzed as part of the first activity is whether the future activity 
is a “consequence” of the first activity. Where the first activity is merely a “baby 
step” toward the future activity and is not being built to induce the future 
activity, and where the future activity would likely occur in one form or another 
regardless of the first activity, there is no piecemealing. (See Banning Ranch, 
supra, 211 Cal.App.4th at 1226.) In that case, an EIR may accurately define a 
project without inclusion of the future activity. 

 Here, the Humboldt 500 kV Substation, with 500/115 kV Transformer, and a 500 
kV line to Collinsville [HVDC operated as AC] Project is appropriately analyzed 
as a cumulative project in the EIR. CAISO’s determination of the need for the 
Humboldt substation and a HVDC line connecting to the Collinsville Substation 
is independent of CAISO’s determination of the need for the Proposed Project. 
For example, the Humboldt project features would support future offshore wind 
energy development and delivery, whereas the Proposed Project is separately 
needed in the near term for the reasons stated in the EIR and documented in the 
CAISO Transmission Plans. Each project has independent utility. Furthermore, 
the assumption that the HVDC line would connect to the Collinsville Substation 
is based on CAISO’s long-term planning and grid development projections. If the 
Collinsville Substation were not constructed, the Humboldt project could still be 
constructed and the HVDC line could be connected to an alternate substation. 
Therefore, the Humbolt substation project is not a consequence of the proposed 
Project, and it would be inaccurate to include it in the Draft EIR as part of the 
proposed Project. The Draft EIR appropriately analyzes the potential for 
combined impacts from the two projects in the context of the cumulative impacts 
analysis.  

I-1-12 CAF asserts that the CPUC has not fulfilled its legal obligation to consult with all 
required responsible and trustee agencies by not consulting Alameda County 
and the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. 

 Neither Alameda County nor Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District are 
responsible or trustee agencies. The only project activities within Alameda 
County consist of modifications within the existing Tesla Substation fence. The 
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only activity within the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District 
jurisdiction is installation of a single transposition structure within PG&E’s 
existing right-of-way. These activities are similar to on-going maintenance 
activities and have no significant environmental effects.  
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Comment Letter I-2: Erika Guerra, Martin Marietta Materials, and William H. Butler, Lind 
Marine (Suisun Associates) 
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Response to Letter I-2: Erika Guerra, Martin Marietta Materials, and William H. Butler, 
Lind Marine (Suisun Associates) 
I-2-1 Martin Marietta Marine Operations, LLC, Lind Marine, Inc., and their joint 

venture Suisun Associates (Suisun Associates) states the Draft EIR correctly 
recognizes how the project would intersect active sand and mining operations in 
Suisun Bay. The comment notes the LSPGC 230 kV submarine segment would 
prohibit sand mining activities in an approximately 52-acre portion of the lease 
area held by Suisun Associates, which includes a buffer on either side of the 
submarine cables to minimize any risk of cable strike during mining operations. 
According to Suisun Associates’ preliminary calculations, they estimate the 
Proposed Project would restrict the extraction of approximately 1,762,000 to 
5,117,000 cubic yards of construction-grade sand.  

 As described in the Draft EIR on page 4.12-10, the 230 kV submarine segment 
would result in a loss of 52 acres of the mining lease area which includes a total 
area of 886 acres. The preliminary estimate of the range of cubic yards is noted. 

I-2-2 Suisun Associates suggests the project will result in the loss of sand availability 
for projects in the region, thus requiring projects to obtain sand resources from 
elsewhere, which could result in greater transportation distances, traffic, fuel 
consumption, and associated air quality and GHG emissions. Suisun Associates 
also states the mining operations support the local jobs that would otherwise be 
at risk if local sources were displaced by distant imports. Suisun Associates 
suggests the loss of approximately 1,762,000 to 5,117,000 cubic yards of 
construction-grade sand could hinder the State’s ability to achieve its 
infrastructure, climate, and economic-development objectives. 

 The suggestion that the loss of sand mining availability at the affected lease area 
would result in the regional demand for sand being obtained from elsewhere is 
speculative. As described in the Draft EIR on page 4.12-10, the 230 kV segment 
would result in a loss of 52 acres of the mining lease area which includes a total 
area of 886 acres. This represents an approximately 6 percent loss of the total 
mining lease area, and 834 acres of the lease area would remain to supply local 
demand for the materials. Furthermore, there are other regional mining areas 
and existing suppliers of such materials that could supply the amount of sand 
that would not be extracted, if required at all.  

I-2-3 Suisun Associates opposes and cautions against any adjustment in the 230 kV 
submarine segment alignment that may extend its footprint in the mineral lease 
area or otherwise reduce the volume of minerals available for extraction to avoid 
greater significant and unavoidable impacts on the availability of important 
mineral resources under Impact MIN-1 and Impact MIN-2. 

 The comment is noted. No revisions were made to the Revised Draft EIR.
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4 Other Revisions to the Draft EIR 

In addition to revisions made in response to comments (Section 3), the CPUC has incorporated 
other minor revisions to the Draft EIR. This section summarizes the categories of revisions 
incorporated in the revised Draft EIR. It does not provide an itemization of every textual edit 
made to the Draft EIR. Rather, complete revisions are shown in the Revised Draft EIR using 
underline to indicate added text and strikethrough to indicate deleted text. 

Revisions to the Draft EIR that were not listed in the response to comments  generally consist of 
clarifications, corrections, conforming edits, and other minor changes made to improve the 
accuracy, consistency, and readability of the document. Examples of the types of revisions 
reflected in the Revised Draft EIR include the following: 

• Correction of typographical, grammatical, formatting, and other minor editorial 
errors. 

• Minor text revisions made to improve clarity, readability, internal consistency, and 
precision of explanation. 

• Conforming edits made to maintain consistency among sections, tables, figures, 
appendices, and cross-references as a result of the revisions in the response to 
comments (Section 3). 

• Renumbering of measures, tables, figures, section references, and other document 
elements. 

• Revisions made to address confidential AB 52 consultation with Native American 
tribes, including revisions to text and measures applicable to cultural resources 
and tribal cultural resources. 

• Other minor clarifications, corrections, or organizational revisions identified 
during preparation of the Final EIR. 

These revisions clarify, amplify, or make insignificant modifications to the Draft EIR and do not 
alter the Draft EIR in a manner that would constitute significant new information requiring 
recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 
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