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A.  COMMENTS AND RESA.  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTSPONSES TO COMMENTS  

 
Section A presents copies of all comment letters submitted on the Draft SEIR; each comment letter is 
marked in the margin with individual comment identifiers.  This section (Section A) presents responses 
to all comments, presented in the order shown in Table A-1.  To find the response to a particular 
comment or comment set, note its comment set number from Table A-1 (the comment set number is 
also shown on the top of each comment letter).  Agency comment letters are presented first (Section 
A.1), followed by letters from PG&E, the Applicant (Section A.2), and the general public (Section 
A.3).  A graphic image of each individual comment is presented, followed by the response. 

Table ATable A--1  Commenters and Comment Set Number1  Commenters and Comment Set Numberss 

Commenter Comment Set  

Letters from Public Agencies 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB), Central Valley Region A 

California Department of Parks and Recreation, Four Rivers District  B 

California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), CDOT Intergovernmental Review C 

California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), Division of Aeronautics D 

Transmission Agency of Northern California (TANC) E 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) F 

City of Coalinga G 

Western Area Power Administration (Western) H 

County of Fresno I 

Letters from Individuals or Private Companies 

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) 1 

Ross M. Allen (Turk Station, Dorothy Allen Family Partnership, Pleasant Valley Farms) 2 

Marvin Meyers (Meyers Farming, et al) 3 

Donn R. Campion 4 

  

A.1A.1  RESPONSES TO WRIRESPONSES TO WRITTEN AGENCY COMMENTSTTEN AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR ON THE DRAFT SEIR  

CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET A:  CA:  CALIFORNIA ALIFORNIA RREGIONAL EGIONAL WWATER ATER QQUALITY UALITY CCONTROL ONTROL BBOARD OARD (CRWQCB), C(CRWQCB), CENTRAL ENTRAL 
VVALLEY ALLEY RREGIONEGION  

Comment AComment A--1:1:  

 

Response:Response:  The commenter states that all of its scoping comments were addressed in the Draft SEIR.  
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET B:  CB:  CALIFORNIA ALIFORNIA DDEPARTMENT OF EPARTMENT OF PPARKS AND ARKS AND RRECREATION ECREATION (DPR), F(DPR), FOUR OUR RRIVERS IVERS 
DDISTRICTISTRICT  

Comment BComment B--1:1:  

 

[Comment B-1 is continued on the next page.] 
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Comment BComment B--1 continued:1 continued: 

 
  

Response:  Response:  The CPUC acknowledges DPR’s support for the Eastern Corridor Alternative.  Section E of 
the Draft SEIR, Comparison of Alternatives, summarizes the reasons that the Western Corridor was 
found to be the environmentally superior alternative.  The commenter states that the species list 
presented in the Draft SEIR was incorrect; this has been corrected in the Final SEIR (see Responses to 
Comment Set F).  

The commenter also states that not all cultural resources sites within the Western Corridor are 
identified, but no specific information is provided in the comment.  For the Draft SEIR, EIR preparers 
obtained recorded cultural and historic site records from State databases, mapped these sites for the 
proposed and alternative transmission line routes, and prepared a cultural resources report for the 
CPUC’s files.  Mitigation Measure C-2 requires completion of a cultural resources survey after 
finalization of project location.  Any newly identified cultural resources would be protected with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-5, regardless of whether they have been 
identified in the Draft SEIR. 
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET C:  CC:  CALIFORNIA ALIFORNIA DDEPARTMENT OF EPARTMENT OF TTRANSPORTATION RANSPORTATION (C(CALALTTRANSRANS), CDOT ), CDOT 
IINTERGOVERNMENTAL NTERGOVERNMENTAL RREVIEWEVIEW  

Comment CComment C--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  The comments received by CDOT during scoping were considered in the analysis.  CDOT 
encroachment permits will be obtained by PG&E prior to construction.  

CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET D:  CD:  CALIFORNIA ALIFORNIA DDEPARTMENT OF EPARTMENT OF TTRANSPORTATION RANSPORTATION (C(CALALTTRANSRANS),  D),  DIVISION OF IVISION OF 
AAERONAUTICSERONAUTICS  

  Comment DComment D--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  The CPUC acknowledges the new location of the Coalinga Municipal Airport.  The change 
in location does not affect the environmental analysis presented in the Draft SEIR, because the new 
airport location is about two miles west of the proposed and alternative routes.  Due to the distance of 
the airport from the proposed and alternative route segments, the project would have no impact on 
airport operations.    

  Comment DComment D--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  According to Draft SEIR Section C.7.2.2 (Land Use, Local Regulations), Fresno County 
regulations require that “the routes of proposed electric power lines shall be submitted to the [Planning] 
Director for County review prior to acquisition of rights-of-way.”  Also, as described in Section 
C.7.2.2, the provisions of the Harris Ranch Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan require review of the 
proposed project by the Airport Land Use Commission.  Therefore, it appears that similar project 
review provisions are in place for Fresno County as in Merced County. 
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  Comment DComment D--3:3:  

 

Response:  Response:  The first sentence of the second paragraph on page C.10-4 acknowledges that a Notice of 
Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) would be required of the Applicant pursuant to 
Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77. 

 
  Comment DComment D--4:4:  

 

Response:  Response:  The CPUC acknowledges the Division of Aeronautics’ view that the protection of airports 
from incompatible land use encroachment is vital to California’s economic future.  This project would 
comply with FAA Regulations, so no incompatibility would be created by the new transmission line.   

CCOMMOMMENT ENT SSET ET E:  TE:  TRANSMISSION RANSMISSION AAGENCY OF GENCY OF NNORTHERN ORTHERN CCALIFORNIA ALIFORNIA (TANC)(TANC)  

  Comment EComment E--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  TANC believes that the proposed mitigation measures and reporting requirements appear to 
be excessive, and may cause other impacts.  Because no specifics are provided for this comment, it is 
not possible to respond in detail as to the alleged technical or cost prohibitions or whether these 
concerns would warrant a different conclusion regarding the environmentally superior alternative or the 
adequacy of the recommended mitigation measures.  However, mitigation measures and reporting 
requirements presented in the Draft SEIR are based on the CEQA Guidelines §15097.  These measures 
are consistent with measures approved and implemented by the CPUC on similar projects. 
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CommeComment Ent E--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  On November 30, 2001, Assigned Commissioner Loretta Lynch of the CPUC denied 
PG&E’s motion to withdraw its application. According to the Commissioner’s ruling,  

“PG&E has stated that it will not build a standalone Path 15 project.  Therefore, pursuing A.01-04-012 
is arguably moot.  However, PG&E states its intent to participate in the MOU project, which we 
understand to encompass the same (or very similar) physical project as proposed in A.01-04-012, with a 
lesser ownership responsibility for PG&E.  In order to understand the impact on PG&E’s ratepayers of 
potential participation in the MOU project, we [the CPUC] must have a clearer understanding of the 
MOU project and its allocation of costs, benefits, and responsibilities and the resulting economic need 
for the project.” 

In addition, the ruling determined that I.00-11-001 provided “a logical forum to further explore the 
issue of project economics and to examine the allocation of benefits among the project participants 
under the MOU development approach”, as such, A.01-04-012 and I-00-11-011 were consolidated.  

Regarding TANC’s statement that it “reserves the future right to provide … comments [on the Draft 
SEIR]”, the comment period for the Draft SEIR ended on November 19, 2001, and there will be no 
further opportunity to comment on the that document.  However, TANC is a party to the CPUC’s 
General Proceedings on Application A.01-04-012 (Los Banos-Gates 500 kV Transmission Project) and 
Investigation I.00-11-011, and as such may participate in those proceedings. 

CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET F:  CF:  CALIFORNIA ALIFORNIA DDEPARTMENT OF EPARTMENT OF FFISH AND ISH AND GGAME AME (CDFG)(CDFG)  

  Comment FComment F--1:1:  
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Comment FComment F--1 continued:1 continued:  

 

Response:  Response:  CDFG’s preference for the Eastern Corridor Alternative is acknowledged.  The Draft SEIR 
also found the Eastern Corridor to be preferred over the Western Corridor in the areas of biological 
resources.  However, impacts in other disciplines resulted in the overall determination that the Western 
Corridor was environmentally superior overall. 

The CPUC acknowledges the additional, relevant state regulations related to fully-protected species and 
migratory, non-game birds provided by CDFG.  Table C.3-7 (in Section C.3.2.1) has been revised to 
clearly indicate California Protected species and Section C.3.2.2 has been revised to reflect these 
additional Fish and Game Code regulations. 

Mitigation Measures B-8 and B-9 (presented in Section C.3.3.5.2 of the Draft SEIR) have been updated 
in response to this comment on potential project-related impacts to fully protected and sensitive species.  
The revised mitigation measures are presented below, and are also incorporated into Section C.3 with 
replacement pages. 

BB--88 In order to reduce direct mortality impacts during construction, PG&E shall impose the following 
conditions on all construction personnel, and these requirements shall be addressed in the WEAP 
(Mitigation Measure B-5):  

 
• Vehicles shall not exceed 10 mph on the entire ROW or along designated portions of access roads 

where blunt-nosed leopard lizards are known to occur unpaved access roads or in the ROW.  These 
locations will be determined during pre-construction surveys and These roads shall be identified on 
project maps and speed limits shall be identified on maps prior to the onset of construction.  All other 
areas along dirt access roads outside the limits of known blunt-nosed leopard lizard habitat shall have a 
15 mph speed limit, consistent with Air Quality Mitigation Measure A-1. 

• Litter or other debris that may attract animals shall be removed from the project area; organic waste 
shall be stored in enclosed receptacles, removed from the project site daily, and disposed of at a 
suitable waste facility 

• No pets will be allowed in the construction area, including access roads and staging areas 

• Construction crews will be educated regarding sensitive wildlife that could be encountered on highways 
and how to safely avoid them.  Crew behavior shall be monitored by a qualified biologist approved by 
CPUC. 

BB--99  Pre-construction wildlife surveys (following appropriate survey protocol, as applicable) shall be 
performed by qualified biologists to locate active raptor nests, owl/harrier and blunt-nosed 
leopard lizard burrows and other resources defined in Table C.3-11 in/or adjacent to the ROW 
and access road areas.  Maps and reports, as well as proposed fence locations, shall be provided 
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to the CPUC’s approved biological monitor for review and approval prior to the start of 
construction. 

Based on survey results, construction and operation activities shall be scheduled to avoid critical 
breeding, nesting and rearing seasons for sensitive wildlife species occupying a given area, as 
defined in Table C.3-11 below.  Specific identified habitats (nests, riparian habitat, burrows, etc.) 
shall be avoided during specific seasons throughout the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of the approved project.  Travel routes for vehicles, equipment and personnel will be along 
existing roads.  If such roads are not present, routes will be flagged or fenced and no activities 
would be permitted outside these areas.  If active nests, burrows or other habitat are observed, 
the avoidance period and buffer distances shown in Table C.3-11 will be implemented. 

Specific distances from resources (see Table C.3-11) shall be maintained during construction, 
operation and maintenance of the transmission line.  Travel areas shall be flagged prior to 
construction (see Mitigation Measure B-2), and biological monitors as specified by CPUC will be 
present during construction to verify that no vehicular travel occurs outside flagged areas.  
However, an exemption (variance) to a mitigation measure may be approved by CDFG or 
USFWS on a case-by-case basis.  When a particular species (i.e. blunt-nosed leopard lizard) for 
which a specific mitigation measure has been proposed cannot be avoided by construction 
activities, a variance will be requested from the appropriate resource agency by the designated 
Project Biologist.  Biological monitors will also have the authority to terminate construction 
activities if any significant adverse effect on special status species is observed. 

  Comment FComment F--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  Since the status and locations of many sensitive wildlife species may change from year to 
year, and information must be current to allow for mitigation and impact avoidance, maps of wildlife 
locations are not considered to be accurate for evaluation of impacts or implementation of mitigation 
measures.  Consequently, in accordance with Mitigation Measure B-9, field surveys (following 
appropriate USFWS and CDFG survey protocol, as appropriate) will be conducted by qualified 
biologists prior to construction activities.  Significant habitat and locations of sensitive wildlife will be 
mapped and included in a survey report that will be provided to the CPUC’s approved biological 
monitor, CDFG, and USFWS for review and approval prior to the start of construction. 

  Comment FComment F--3:3:  

 

Response:Response:  Section C.3.2.2 (Biological Resources) of the Draft SEIR identifies State laws and 
regulations that are applicable to the project, including Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game 
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Code.  In addition, Table A.3-1 of the Draft SEIR lists all State permits and authorizations that may be 
required for the Proposed Project.  PG&E is required to conform with the applicable permitting 
requirements, including endangered species “take” authorizations, prior to construction.  

   Comment F Comment F--4:4:  

 

Response:  Response:  Section C.3.2.2 (Biological Resources) of the Draft SEIR identifies State laws and 
regulations that could be applicable to the project, including CDFG 1601 Streambed Alteration 
Agreements (SAA).  In addition, Table A.3-1 of the Draft SEIR lists all State permits and 
authorizations that may be required for the Proposed Project.  If the project is approved and constructed 
within any areas that require a SAA, PG&E will be required to provide all the necessary information to 
CDFG. 

   Comment F Comment F--5:5:  

 

ResponseResponse:  As described in the Responses to Comments F-2 through F-4 above, several changes have 
been made to the SEIR as a result of comments by the CDFG.  There will not be an additional 
opportunity to comment on these responses to comments.  However, parties to the General Proceeding 
may comment on the Draft Decision prior to CPUC approval or certification of the EIR.  If additional 
information is required by the CDFG prior to permitting the project, this will be provided by PG&E 
prior to the initiation of construction, as described in Responses to Comments F-2 through F-4, above. 
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Comment FComment F--6:6:  

 

[Comment F-6 is continued on the next page.] 
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Comment FComment F--6 continued:6 continued:  

 

Response:  Response:  See Response to Comment F-1.  If this project is constructed under CPUC jurisdiction, 
consultation with the CDFG will occur prior to construction, as part of the mitigation monitoring 
program. 
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET G:  CG:  CITY OF ITY OF CCOALINGAOALINGA  

Comment GComment G--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  Three parcels of the City of Coalinga’s Habitat Mitigation Bank  are traversed by the 
Proposed Project or Western Corridor Alternative Segment 6B.  Section C.3.3.5.3 (Biological 
Resources) of the Draft SEIR have been updated to reflect this additional information. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure B-11a, below, has been added to ensure that PG&E would provide land 
replacement for any Habitat Mitigation Bank land obtained for the project.   

BB--11a11a PG&E shall provide land of equal of better habitat value to the City of Coalinga to compensate 
for any acreage lost within the City of Coalinga’s Habitat Mitigation Bank. 
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET H:  WH:  WESTERN ESTERN AAREA REA PPOWER OWER AADMINISTRATION DMINISTRATION (W(WESTERNESTERN) )   

Comment HComment H--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  Section A.1.4 of the Draft SEIR describes the NEPA process and the potential for other 
entities to construct the Path 15 project.  The discussion of Western’s process is updated in Executive 
Summary, Section 4.1 of this Final SEIR.  These discussions make it clear that other entities may 
construct the proposed project as a federal project.  However, this is not considered under the No 
Project scenario because the environmental impacts of other entities constructing the project would be 
essentially the same as those identified in this SEIR.  If this SEIR is certified by the CPUC, other 
entities may use this certified SEIR to document their compliance with CEQA.  Furthermore, despite 
recognition of potential project construction as a federal project, the goal of the Final SEIR is to 
evaluate the project proposed by PG&E in A.01-04-012 as presented to the CPUC. 

Comment HComment H--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  The commenter is correct in assuming that the emission factors used to calculate estimated 
air emissions associated with project construction activities that are presented in Table C.2-9 of the 
Draft SEIR are more current than the “dirtier” emission factors that were available in the 1980s.  
Please refer to Appendix 4 of the Draft SEIR for all emissions factors and calculations that were used to 
estimate air emissions associated with the project.  Emission factors were obtained from the following 
two sources:  
 
USEPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), 1998. Office of Mobile Sources, AP-42 Appendix J 

Emission Sensitivity Table by Vehicle Type.  
 
SCAQMD (South Coast Air Quality Management District).  1993.  CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 
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Comment HComment H--3:3:  

 

Response:  Response:  In Section C.3, Biological Resources (page C.3-1), the last sentence in the first paragraph 
has been modified in response to the comment. 

Comment HComment H--4:4:  

 
  
Response:  Response:  In accordance with the terminology in this SEIR, impacts that are stated as “potentially 
significant” are those that would be significant if mitigation were not implemented.  Therefore, all 
impacts identified as Class II would be significant without mitigation, but would be less than significant 
with mitigation.    
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EIR preparers agree that avoidance is the most effective mitigation for biological resources impacts.  
Mitigation measures are presented however, because specific tower locations had not been identified at 
the time the Draft SEIR was prepared.  Without detailed surveys at all tower locations, it is not yet 
known whether avoidance can be implemented (sometimes there are engineering constraints that prevent 
relocation of towers).  Therefore, the potential for significant residual impacts exists.  As stated in 
Section C.3.3.5.3, successful implementation of all mitigation measures would reduce all biological 
resources impacts to less than significant levels.  But because the extent of impacts to all resources has 
not been identified, EIR preparers believe that it is important to acknowledge the potential for 
significant impacts to remain after mitigation.  The commenter’s last sentence in this comment implies 
agreement with this concept: “...a determination of significant impact may indeed become valid.”   

Comment HComment H--5:5:  

 

Response:  Response:  Mitigation Measure B-6b requires an analysis of the potential use of Tubular Steel Poles 
(TSP) rather than the use of single-pole structures as suggested by the commenter.  The TSP structures 
referred to on pages C.3-41 and C.3-42 of the SEIR would be constructed with two relatively close pole 
footings.  PG&E has informed the CPUC that TSPs are considered feasible for the 500 kV transmission 
line. 

The use of TSPs is suggested because they would result in a ground disturbance area of approximately 
half of that required for the proposed lattice structures.  PG&E’s analysis comparing the use of TSPs 
versus lattice structures will be carefully reviewed by the CPUC to evaluate the technical feasibility of 
using TSPs for this project.  However, because PG&E’s engineers have stated that they consider TSPs 
to be technically feasible, this analysis is expected to be simple and inexpensive. 

Comment HComment H--6:6:  

 

Response:  Response:  Mitigation Measures B-8 and A-1 have been modified so they are consistent with each 
other.  See also Response to Comment 1-4. 
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Comment HComment H--7:7:  

 

Response:  Response:  The primary criterion for determining appropriate buffers around dens, nests or burrows of 
special status species is the distance from an active breeding/rearing structure, less than which will 
likely result in some disruption of the normal breeding/rearing activity of that species. The buffer 
distances are determined based on knowledge of the species’ breeding behavior and biology. The 
distances in Table C.3-11 of the SEIR are stated as radii from the structure.  In establishing these buffer 
distances, the biologists chronicled those distances generally used for these species in the region by 
reviewing a number of documents, reports, and by consulting with both species experts and agency 
personnel.   

However, Western’s comment that “establishing buffer distances for any ‘potential’ den, burrow or 
nesting site is problematic…” has some merit.  Pre-construction surveys (as required by Mitigation 
Measure B-9) for active dens/burrows should clearly identify those that require disturbance buffers.  
Consequently, references to “potential” dens/burrows in Table C.3-11 (Section C.3.3.5.2, page C.3-
51) have been revised to “known” dens/burrows. 

Comment HComment H--8:8:  

 

Response:  Response:  The impact classification scheme used in the SEIR allows for a determination of “no 
impact”, which is less that the level of a Class III (adverse but less than significant) impact.  That 
determination was consciously not made in this case. 

In the case of potential EMF impacts, there is a substantial body of information on EMF effects (see 
SDEIR Section C.9.1) and studies are ongoing under the California EMF Program.  As a result, the 
CPUC has implemented its “No Cost/Low Cost” EMF mitigation requirements, which PG&E would be 
required to implement for this project. 
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Western is correct that there are very few people in the project area.  However, there are several rural 
residences along the Western Corridor.  Based in currently available information and with 
implementation of the “No Cost/Low Cost” mitigation, the CPUC believes that the EMF impact will be 
less than significant (Class III). 

Comment HComment H--9:9:  

 

Response:  Response:  A discussion about flashover, caused by smoke from a grass fire in the project area, 
potentially taking the proposed transmission line out of service has been added to the Socioeconomics 
and Public Services Section of the SEIR on page C.8-11.  

Comment HComment H--10:10:  

  

Response:  Response:  It is difficult to respond to this comment because Western presents no specific examples as 
to mitigation measures that it believes are excessive.  The mitigation measures presented in this SEIR 
are comparable to those implemented by the CPUC for similar projects.  The monitoring requirements 
are in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, which require that Lead Agencies adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on mitigation implementation.  Western is correct that CEQA 
allows a wide range of actions in mitigation monitoring, including applicant reporting only.  Each Lead 
Agency determines the appropriate method of monitoring or reporting based on its policies and 
procedures.  The CPUC has traditionally taken a very active role in mitigation monitoring to ensure 
that mitigation measures are implemented as adopted by the Commission. 
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET I:  CI:  COUNTY OF OUNTY OF FFRESNO RESNO   

Comment IComment I--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  A discussion of Fresno County’s Airport Land Use Commission and its responsibilities has 
been added to the discussion under Impact 10-4 (Adverse Affects of Aviation Activities) in Section 
C.10, Transportation and Traffic. 
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A.2A.2  RESPONSES TO WRIRESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THETTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR FROM IND DRAFT SEIR FROM INDIVIDUALS IVIDUALS 
OR PRIVATE COMPANIESOR PRIVATE COMPANIES  

CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET 1:  P1:  PACIFIC ACIFIC GGAS AS & E& ELECTRIC LECTRIC CCOMPANY OMPANY (PG&E)(PG&E)  

Comment 1Comment 1--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  Section 4.2 of this Final SEIR acknowledges PG&E’s filing requesting that its CPCN 
application be withdrawn.  On November 30, 2001, the Assigned Commissioner denied PG&E’s 
Motion to Withdraw its application. According to the ruling,  

“PG&E has stated that it will not build a standalone Path 15 project.  Therefore, pursuing A.01-04-012 
is arguably moot.  However, PG&E states its intent to participate in the MOU project, which we 
understand to encompass the same (or very similar) physical project as proposed in A.01-04-012, with a 
lesser ownership responsibility for PG&E.  In order to understand the impact on PG&E’s ratepayers of 
potential participation in the MOU project, we [the CPUC] must have a clearer understanding of the 
MOU project and its allocation of costs, benefits, and responsibilities and the resulting economic need 
for the project.” 

In addition, the ruling determined that I.00-11-001 provided “a logical forum to further explore the 
issue of project economics and to examine the allocation of benefits among the project participants 
under the MOU development approach”, as such, A.01-04-012 and I.00-11-011 were consolidated. 

Because PG&E’s CPCN Application (A.01-04-012) remains an active proceeding, CEQA evaluation 
and related costs are required and justified in order for the CPUC to carry out its responsibilities in 
evaluating the Application.  
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Comment 1Comment 1--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  PG&E’s comments on individual mitigation measures are addressed in Response to 
Comments 1-3 through 1-15. 

 



Los BanosLos Banos--Gates 500 kV Transmission ProjectGates 500 kV Transmission Project    A.  Comments and Responses to CommentsA.  Comments and Responses to Comments    
 

 

 
February 2002February 2002  A-21  Final SEIRFinal SEIR 

Comment 1Comment 1--3:3:  

 
 
[Comment 1-3 is continued on the following page.] 
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Comment 1Comment 1--3 continued:3 continued:  

 
 
Response:  Response:  In accordance with San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVUAPCD) 
Regulation VIII, PG&E would already be required by law to stabilize dust emissions using water or 
chemical stabilizers/suppressants on all on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads.  
SJVUAPCD recommends the additional items listed under Mitigation Measure A-1 when project 
conditions warrant, e.g., if a construction project is of significant size, such as the subject project.   

Because the components of Mitigation Measure A-1 were defined by the SJVUAPCD any modification 
to those provisions could be considered by the CPUC only after SJVUAPCD approval of such changes.  
PG&E would need to provide the CPUC with written approval of such modifications from the 
SJVUAPCD prior to the commencement of construction activities.  Mitigation Measure A-1 (Section 
C.2.3.4, Construction Impacts) has been revised as follows (new text is underlined):   

AA--11  The following procedures for reducing fugitive dust shall be implemented.  Records 
documenting personnel awareness and the wind speed log shall be maintained at the 
construction site and shall be provided to CPUC’s environmental monitor upon request.  In 
order for the items listed below to be modified, the Applicant shall provide the CPUC with 
written approval from the SJVUAPCD of such modifications prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. 

• Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall not exceed 15 mph, except on portions of project access roads 
that are in designated areas where blunt-nosed leopard lizards are known to occur and/or within the 
Project ROW.  Per Mitigation Measure B-8, the designated speed limit within those areas is 10 mph 
(see Section C.3.3.5.2).  PG&E shall insure that all project personnel (including contractors, 
subcontractors, and service company representatives) sign a statement acknowledging their 
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awareness of the unpaved road speed limit restriction.  The signed statement shall specify that 15 
mph is the maximum speed limit on any unpaved road, except on project access roads that are in 
designated areas where blunt-nosed leopard lizards are known to occur and/or within the Project 
ROW, where the maximum speed limit is 10 mph. 

• Wash off all truck tires and equipment leaving the construction site.  PG&E shall insure that all 
project personnel (including contractors, subcontractors, and service company representatives) sign a 
statement acknowledging their awareness that tires and equipment leaving the construction site are to 
be washed. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds exceed 20 mph for a sustained period of 10 
minutes, as measured by an anemometer.  PG&E shall measure the wind speed with the anemometer 
when moderate to high winds occur, based on the fair judgment of a designated PG&E 
representative.  PG&E shall maintain a written log to be maintained at the construction sites that 
documents day, time, and wind speed of each measurement. 

Please note that text has also been added to Mitigation Measure A-1 that limits the 15-mile per hour 
(mph) speed limit to all portions of project access roads that are not in designated areas where blunt-
nosed leopard lizards are known to occur and/or not within the Project ROW.  The designated speed 
limit within those areas is 10 mph (see Response to Comments F-1 and 1-4). 

With regard to the comment about the projected number of man-days lost that would be associated with 
implementation of the third bullet of Mitigation Measure A-1, the CPUC also analyzed available wind 
data representative of the project area.  Five years of hourly meteorological data for Lemoore, located 
approximately 15 miles northeast of the Gates Substation, were analyzed to determine the frequency of 
hours when average wind speed is 20 mph or more during general work hours (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.).  
Wind patterns at Lemoore are considered to be representative of those within the project area 
(SJVUAPCD, 2002b).   

Table B-2 provides the dates and number of hours that average hourly wind speeds exceeded 20 mph 
during the five-year study period (1992 through 1995 and 1997).  A total of 72 days had average wind 
speeds of over 20 mph for at least one hour.  Out of those 72 days, only 19 days had 20 mph hourly 
average wind speeds for 4 hours or more.  Therefore, the number of annual working days during the 
five-year study period on which wind speed would have limited excavation and grading work is 
approximately 14 days.  Of those 14 days, excavation and grading work would have been suspended for 
four hours or more on only four of the days.  The most extreme one-hour averaged wind speed 
recorded during the five-year study period was approximately 56 mph, recorded during the afternoon of 
October 8, 1997. 
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Table BTable B--2 Hours Wind Speed Averaged Over 20 mph at Lemoore2 Hours Wind Speed Averaged Over 20 mph at Lemoore  

YearYear  DateDate  
Hours Wind Hours Wind 

Speed Averaged Speed Averaged 
> 20 mph> 20 mph  

YearYear  DateDate  
Hours Wind Hours Wind 

Speed Averaged Speed Averaged 
> 20 mph> 20 mph  

February 7 1 June 6 4 
February 12 1 November 26 3 

April 18 4 

1995 

December 12 2 
May 9 6 January 8 3 

November 18 2 March 30 2 
November 20 2 March 31 2 
November 28 2 April 1 10 
December 6 1 April 2 6 
December 12 1 April 4 1 

1992 

December 28 1 April 9 6 
January 22 2 April 11 2 

April 1 2 April 19 2 
April 26 3 April 21 8 
April 27 1 April 23 11 
April 29 1 April 24 10 
April 30 4 April 30 2 
May 3 2 May 1 6 
May 4 1 May 6 2 
May 10 1 May 20 1 
May 11 2 May 23 1 
May 17 1 May 26 1 
May 24 1 June 5 1 

1993 

November 14 5 June 25 1 
February 17 1 July 2 1 
February 18 1 September 27 2 

June 12 1 October 2 3 
October 3 1 October 5 1 

1994 

November 9 1 October 6 5 
January 4 4 October 7 1 
January 10 6 October 8 1 
March 10 1 October 11 1 
March 22 6 October 24 5 
April 8 4 November 20 1 
April 9 4 November 26 1 
April 18 2 December 21 2 

1995 

June 5 2 

1997 

December 22 1 
 Source: NCDC, 2001. 
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Comment 1Comment 1--4:4:  

 

Response:  Response:  The CPUC and its consultants are aware that the most common types of wildlife – including 
badgers, coyotes, squirrels, rodents, and passerine birds – are able to avoid vehicles moving at speeds 
in excess of 10 mph.  Other species, however, are not able to do so for various reasons:    

(1) The blunt-nosed leopard lizard is not as mobile as most birds and mammals and is simply unable 
to move out of the way of vehicles traveling at speeds in excess of 10 mph; 

(2) The San Joaquin antelope squirrel, while mobile, tends to dart out into the road, rather than 
away from oncoming traffic.  An approaching motorist traveling at high speed would have less 
time to react than a motorist traveling at a slower speed, thus increasing the likelihood for a 
vehicle related fatality.  

For these reasons, the designated speed limit in the mitigation measure changed: vehicles shall not 
exceed 10 mph within the ROW or along designated portions of access roads where blunt-nosed leopard 
lizards or San Joaquin antelope squirrel are known to occur.  These locations will be determined during 
pre-construction surveys and identified on project maps prior to the onset of construction.  The DSEIR 
will be revised to recommend that all other areas along access roads outside the limits of known blunt-
nosed leopard lizard and San Joaquin antelope squirrel habitat shall have a posted 15 mph speed limit to 
be consistent with Air Quality Mitigation Measure A-1, see above. 
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Comment 1Comment 1--5:5:  

 

Response:  Response:  Preparers of the Draft SEIR maintain that analysis of the relative project related impacts to 
special status species were adequately measured against the standards of significance as defined in 
§15065 of the CEQA Appendix G Guidelines (”Mandatory Findings of Significance”).  These 
guidelines require that a reduction in numbers of a rare or endangered species be considered a 
significant effect.  CEQA Guidelines §15380 (”Rare or Endangered Species”) provide for assessment of 
unlisted species as rare or endangered under CEQA if the species can be shown to meet the criteria for 
listing.  Evaluation of impacts to wildlife resources considers the magnitude of impact, the rarity of the 
resource, and susceptibility of the resource to impacts.  In the context of the SEIR analysis, “potentially 
significant” means that an impact would be significant if mitigation were not implemented.  Therefore, 
without mitigation, these impacts would be significant (Class I). 
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Comment 1Comment 1--6:6:  

 

Response:  Response:  The absence of available information on the existing likelihood of bird strikes within the 
areas designated for diverter installation forces the assumption that these impacts could occur, and 
therefore requires mitigation to prevent such bird-strike mortalities to the greatest extent possible.  The 
discussion under Impact 3-10 of the Draft SEIR that states “It is difficult to predict the magnitude of 
collision-caused bird mortality without extensive information on bird species and movements in the 
project vicinity.  These data are not available for the proposed transmission line corridor.“ 

While a pre-project evaluation to provide this information would surely have required a certain cost and 
effort, it would not have needed to compare various mortality factors.  The study could have indicated 
the level(s) of mortality caused by bird strikes on transmission lines in the vicinity of large bodies of 
water in the region, where birds tend to congregate.  Under Impact 3-10, the discussion states “It is 
generally expected that collision mortality will be greatest where the movements of susceptible species 
are the greatest (e.g. wetlands, water bodies, etc.)” and “The potential for bird mortality from 
collisions with transmission lines is greatest with waterfowl, because of the local movements of 
relatively large numbers of waterfowl that occur between San Joaquin Valley wetlands east of the 
project area, and reservoirs, ponds, and wetland habitats within and adjacent to the project area.”)  
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Consequently, in the absence of information that would provide some assurance that mitigation is not 
required, the CPUC maintains that the installation of bird diverters and subsequent monitoring of these 
specific locations be required as appropriate mitigation. 

PG&E comments that the components of Mitigation Measure B-10 are more stringent than necessary to 
lessen or avoid bird collision impacts and that Los Banos Substation is a substantial distance from likely 
bird strikes; however, the substation is one mile from the southern shore of O’Neill Forebay, an area 
where birds tend to congregate.   

PG&E comments that “requiring bird strike diverters on any new equipment and lines at the Los Banos 
substation will largely be ineffectual since the proportion of new equipment and lines at the Los Banos 
substation is going to be very small.”  Mitigation Measure B-10 has been revised to require bird 
diverters only on new transmission lines at the Los Banos substation.  Though the proportion of new 
equipment and lines at the Los Banos substation may in fact be very small, mitigation for potential bird 
mortality on these new lines is nonetheless required. 

PG&E also states that “the substation itself is a large, noticeable facility and the addition of bird flight 
diverters would minimally increase the facility’s visibility.”  Even if it is assumed that birds in the 
vicinity have somehow adapted to the facility’s existing lines, erection of new lines at this location 
could, conceivably, introduce a new hazard to birds traversing this area, and diverters should be 
installed to minimize such a hazard. 

In addition, PG&E states that “Line marking required near the Los Banos and Little Panoche reservoirs 
is significant and likely to be found excessive by any bird strike study that is conducted.”  Mitigation 
Measure B-10 recommends marking a total of four miles of transmission line along the Western 
Corridor (and three miles along the Eastern Corridor Alternative) in the vicinity of Los Banos 
Reservoir and a total of two miles of transmission line (in either corridor) in the vicinity of Little 
Panoche Reservoir.  The CPUC believes these distances are not excessive given the 84-mile overall 
length of the transmission line.  The assumption that this would “likely to be found excessive by any 
bird strike study that is conducted” is unfounded without some basis of reference for that statement. 

In the absence of a pre-project evaluation to determine the likelihood of bird strikes on static lines at 
these locations, the recommendation for installation of bird diverters stands as presented in Mitigation 
Measure B-10.  A three-year monitoring of the effectiveness of bird diverters is a common requirement 
of resource agencies.  The results of yearly monitoring efforts should be reported to the appropriate 
resource agency(ies) for review and a suspension of monitoring requirements requested, should data 
reveal insignificant mortality impacts on birds at these locations. 
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Comment 1Comment 1--7:7:  

 

Response:  Response:  The original intent of Mitigation Measure G-2 was preparation of a geologic or geotechnical 
“survey” of the planned locations for the electrical towers and substations, i.e. a reconnaissance of the 
proposed sites, a review of existing mapping, and review of air photos.   Then, if a tower or substation 
were found to be located astride an active or potentially active fault trace and PG&E did not wish to 
relocate the facility, a professional geologist should evaluate the fault’s seismic potential.  This detail 
required for a seismic evaluation may range from a desk-top study to a complete fault investigation.  
The seismic evaluation should take into account the fact that power lines are lifeline facilities and the 
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interruption of power transmission associated with failure of the towers or substation facilities can have 
a huge economic impact on PG&E’s customers and electricity consumers throughout the state.  The 
CPUC’s review of the geotechnical report is needed primarily to ensure that the report is prepared and 
that it covers the required topics.  On previous projects, this review has not resulted in delays or cost 
increases except where the original report was found to be completely unresponsive to the mitigation 
requirement.  Note that the mitigation measure has been modified to delete the requirement that the 
CPUC approve each tower site.  

Mitigation Measure G-2 (Section C.5.3.4, page C.5-29) has been modified as follows (new text is 
underlined and old text is struck out): 

GG--22 In areas where the potential for surface fault rupture exists, PG&E shall perform detailed 
geotechnical surveys at each tower or substation site to accurately determine the fault locations 
and the seismic potential of each fault, so that facility locations may be adjusted to avoid this 
hazard.  PG&E shall submit these geotechnical reports to the CPUC for review at least 30 days 
and site approval prior to the start of construction.  Incorporation of standard engineering 
practices as part of the project shall ensure that persons or structures are not exposed to this 
geological hazard. 

Comment 1Comment 1--8:8: 

 

Response:  Response:  Considering the nature of the region’s hydrologic setting, the streams, and the floodplain 
valleys, Mitigation Measure H-6 (page C.6-31) has been modified as follows (new text is underlined 
and old text is struck out):  

HH--66 Transmission towers shall not be sited within a distance of 200 feet from the edge of stream 
channels designated 100-year floodplain. Prior to final alignment of transmission towers, the 
Applicant shall evaluate the position of all towers in light of the most recent (July 2001 or later) 
floodplain delineations in the project area.  To demonstrate compliance, PG&E shall provide 
the CPUC with a map of towers locations relative to stream courses within 100 feet of 
identified floodplains 30 days prior to the start of construction. 
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  Comment 1Comment 1--9:9:  

 

Response:  Response:  As stated in both the Executive Summary (Section 4.10) and the Visual Resources text 
(Section C.11.3.4), visual impacts are determined to be less than significant (Class III).  CEQA allows 
a Lead Agency to adopt mitigation for impacts that are less than significant, and it has been the CPUC’s 
policy to reduce impacts to the extent feasible.  Therefore, EIR preparers present Mitigation Measures 
V-1 and V-2 for the consideration of the Commission.  The decision on the Proposed Project would 
state which of the SEIR’s recommended mitigation measures are adopted.   

The commenter’s concern about Mitigation Measure V-2 is addressed in Response to Comment 1-34.  

    Comment 1  Comment 1--10:10:  

  

Response:  Response:  Mitigation Measure H-2 (page C.6-28) has been modified as follows (new text is underlined 
and old text is struck out):  

HH--22 Access roads shall be designed to account for anticipated surface runoff and channel flow.  
Culverts designed to convey flow beneath access roads shall be designed for the specific 
hydrologic and hydraulic conditions occurring at the site.  Culvert design should follow 
standard practices (Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 1999) and should also include energy 
dissipation practices (Federal Highway Administration, 1983).  It is important that flow 
velocities are maintained below levels that are capable of causing channel erosion downstream 
or headward channel incision upstream.  PG&E shall submit copies of approved grading and 
construction plans for new roads Construction plans for new roads shall be submitted to the 
CPUC for review and approval prior to the start of project construction. 
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  Comment 1  Comment 1--11:11:  

 

Response:  Response:  To provide the requested flexibility in situations where wet season construction on 
agricultural land cannot be avoided, Mitigation Measure L-10 has been modified as follows (new text is 
underlined): 

LL--1010  PG&E shall avoid, to the extent feasible, construction operations that disturb agricultural soil 
during the wet season (moist soil is generally more susceptible to compaction than dry soil).  
For any area in which PG&E determines avoidance to be infeasible, PG&E shall provide to the 
CPUC for review and approval at least two weeks prior to construction at that site, a brief 
written description of the area and the reasons that avoidance is not considered to be feasible. 

PG&E shall minimize the use of heavy equipment on agricultural land to avoid soil compaction.  
Where compaction occurs on agricultural land as a result of construction, the soil shall be 
ripped to restore adequate percolation of irrigation water through the soil strata. PG&E shall 
incorporate these requirements into the project construction plan and submit the plan to CPUC 
for review and approval. 

 
    Comment 1  Comment 1--12:12:  

  

 

Response:  Response:  To provide the requested flexibility in transmission line design and alignment, and at the 
same time ensure that land use conflicts are minimized, Mitigation Measure L-11 has been modified as 
follows (new text is underlined): 
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LL--1111 PG&E shall coordinate with property owners during final transmission line design and shall, to 
the extent feasible, align the transmission line, with the review and approval of the CPUC, so 
as to avoid existing residences, minimize potential land use conflicts, and maximize the distance 
between the line and agricultural operations, planned developments, canals, oil fields, dams, 
recreation areas, and airstrips located within, adjacent to, and near the ROW.  PG&E shall 
document compliance with this measure by submitting a letter or report to the CPUC prior to 
the start of construction, documenting unavoidable landowner and land use conflicts, why 
avoidance is not possible, and proposed resolution. 

  Comment 1Comment 1--13:13:  

 

Response:  Response:  To reflect that gypsum-loving larkspur is exempt from the fencing requirement because of 
its widespread distribution and abundance throughout the project area and because it is not considered a 
special status species under Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), California Endangered Species 
Act (CESA) or the National Plant Protection Act (NPPA), the text of Mitigation Measure B-6a has been 
modified as follows (new text is underlined): 

BB--6a6a Prior to construction, comprehensive rare plant surveys shall be conducted (or compiled from 
previous surveys) for all plants that have been identified within the study area and those plants 
with the potential to occur in the study area (as defined in Tables C.3-3 and C.3-4).  Surveys 
shall be conducted within appropriate areas along the selected construction ROW and in areas 
susceptible to surface disturbance by construction vehicles or personnel.  Surveys of the 
selected alignment (if not covered in 2001 spring survey) shall be appropriately timed to cover 
the blooming periods of the nine special status plant species known to occur in the area (April, 
May, and July).  Maps depicting the results of these surveys will be prepared and will include 
other recently mapped special status plant occurrences in the area to ensure that the full scope 
of rare plant habitat in the project corridor vicinity is delineated. 

Locations of these special status plant populations will be provided to construction personnel.  
Any special status plant occurrences located within 200 feet of the approved project 
construction corridor will be fenced prior to the start of any construction, and if feasible, 
towers or other project components shall not be placed in areas where these plant populations 
have been identified.  Maps and reports, as well as proposed fence locations, shall be provided 
to the CPUC’s approved biological monitor for review and approval prior to the start of 
construction.  Gypsum-loving larkspur, while a CNPS List 4 (watch list) species, has no special 
status under FESA, CESA or the NPPA.  It occurs at numerous locations along the proposed 
ROW and because of its prevalence and abundance within the project area, this species is 
exempted from the above fencing requirement. 
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 Comment 1Comment 1--14:14:  

 

Response:  Response:  Project features including transmission towers and construction access roads can generally 
be avoided so as to prevent direct impacts to special status species, and a number of mitigation 
measures have been proposed with the intent that such avoidance occurs.  However, an exemption 
(variance) to a mitigation measure may be approved by the CPUC, after consultation with the CDFG or 
USFWS on a case-by-case basis.  This process would be defined in the CPUC’s mitigation monitoring 
plan developed after project approval.  When a particular species (i.e., blunt-nosed leopard lizard) for 
which a specific mitigation measure has been proposed cannot be avoided by construction activities, a 
variance would be requested from the appropriate resource agency by the designated Project Biologist.  
Mitigation Measure B-9 has been modified as follows (new text is underlined and old text is struck out): 

BB--99  Pre-construction wildlife surveys (following appropriate survey protocol, as applicable) shall be 
performed by qualified biologists to locate active raptor nests, owl/harrier and blunt-nosed 
leopard lizard burrows and other resources defined in Table C.3-11 in/or adjacent to the ROW 
and access road areas.  Maps and reports, as well as proposed fence locations, shall be 
provided to the CPUC’s approved biological monitor for review and approval prior to the start 
of construction. 

Based on survey results, construction and operation activities shall be scheduled to avoid critical 
breeding, nesting and rearing seasons for sensitive wildlife species occupying a given area, as 
defined in Table C.3-11 below.  Specific identified habitats (nests, riparian habitat, burrows, 
etc.) shall be avoided during specific seasons throughout the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the approved project.  Travel routes for vehicles, equipment and personnel will 
be along existing roads.  If such roads are not present, routes will be flagged or fenced and no 
activities would be permitted outside these areas.  If active nests, burrows or other habitat are 
observed, the avoidance period and buffer distances shown in Table C.3-11 will be 
implemented. 

Specific distances from resources (see Table C.3-11) shall be maintained during construction, 
operation and maintenance of the transmission line.  Travel areas shall be flagged prior to 
construction (see Mitigation Measure B-2), and biological monitors as specified by CPUC will 
be present during construction to verify that no vehicular travel occurs outside flagged areas.  
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However, an exemption (variance) to a mitigative measure may be approved by CDFG or 
USFWS on a case-by-case basis.  When a particular species (i.e. blunt-nosed leopard lizard) for 
which a specific mitigation measure has been proposed cannot be avoided by construction 
activities, a variance will be requested from the appropriate resource agency by the designated 
Project Biologist.  Biological monitors will also have the authority to terminate construction 
activities if any significant adverse effect on special status species is observed. 

 Comment 1Comment 1--15:15:  

 

Response:  Response:  EIR preparers also contacted the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
regarding Mitigation Measure A-2.  The SJVUAPCD representative informed the EIR author for 
Section C.2 that measures similar to Mitigation Measure A-2 are commonly used by the SJVUAPCD to 
control NOx emissions from construction equipment and that the SJVUAPCD would support such a 
measure (SJVUAPCD, 2002a).  
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Comment 1Comment 1--16:16:  

 

[Comment 1-16 is continued on the following page.] 
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Comment 1Comment 1--16 continued:16 continued:  

 

Response:  Response:  The suggested modifications to Section B, Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives, 
are reflected on replacement pages: B-8, B-9, B-14, B-19, and B-24. 

Figure B-2 has been updated to show the 230 kV reconductor portion of the Proposed Project.  Figure 
B-8 has been updated and clarifies the exclusion of the labor force for construction south of the Gates 
Substation in the diagram.  These updated figures are located in Section C, Replacement Pages. 

Section B.3.5, Construction Workforce and Equipment, has been modified to reflect PG&E’s changes 
to the construction labor force identified in their comment letter.  Furthermore, as a result on the 
change in the labor force, the analysis in Section C.8.3.5.1 of the Socioeconomics and Public Services 
chapter and Section 4.12 of the Executive Summary have been updated.   

  Comment 1Comment 1--17:17:  

 

Response:  Response:  While the specific number of towers is not yet defined, the additional length of one segment 
relative to another is still considered to be a reasonable factor for comparison of impacts.   
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 Comment 1Comment 1--18:18:  

  

Response:  Response:  SEIR authors believe that there is a substantial difference between the Western Corridor and 
the Eastern Corridor Alternative with respect to biological resources.  This is supported by CDFG (see 
comment letter F). 

 Comment 1Comment 1--19:19:  

 

Response:  Response:  The comment is acknowledged but remains unchanged.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 
S-1 (Section C.8, Socioeconomics and Public Services), PG&E would be required to submit a Fire 
Prevention and Suppression Plan (FPSP) based on consultation with the appropriate agencies, including 
the applicable counties, BOR, BLM, and the California Department of Forestry and Fire.  The FPSP 
shall be submitted to the CPUC for review and approval prior to construction. 

 Comment 1Comment 1--20:20:  

  

Response:  Response:  The required permits for crossing of state highways are addressed in Section C.10, Traffic 
and Transportation. 

 Comment 1Comment 1--21:21:  

 

Response:  Response:  See Response to Comment 1-16.  
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 CommeComment 1nt 1--22:22:  

 

Response:  Response:  The suggested language change has been made. 

 Comment 1Comment 1--23:23:  

 

Response:  Response:  The text of the mitigation measure has been modified to add “...or later if approved by the 
Project Biologist.” 

  Comment 1Comment 1--24:24:  

  

Response:  Response:  The text of the mitigation measure has been modified to add “Based on weather conditions 
as determined by the CPUC’s Environmental Monitor...”.  

 Comment 1Comment 1--25:25:  

 

Response:  Response:  Mitigation Measure H-7 does not require the creation of a SPCC pond as indicated by 
PG&E in its comment letter.  The measure states that if there are currently SPCC ponds at the 
substations, these ponds should be upgraded to accommodate additional flow from the substation 
modifications.  However, if SPCC ponds do not exist at the substations, PG&E shall update its SPCC 
plan to explain how the additional runoff or potential releases would be accommodated.  The measure 
does not indicate that PG&E would be required to create a SPCC pond if an update to their SPCC plan 
is necessary.   
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 Comment 1Comment 1--26:26:  

 

Response:Response:    Deletion of the sentence identified in the comment is reflected on replacement page B-32.  
PG&E’s position that they do not need to obtain permission prior to entering land over which they seek 
to obtain a transmission line right-of-way is acknowledged. 

  Comment 1Comment 1--2727  

 
 
[Comment 1-27 is continued on the following page.] 
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 Comment 1Comment 1--27 continued:27 continued:  

 
 
Response:  Response:    
1)  The third sentence in the first paragraph of Section C.2.1.1 has been changed to reflect that the 

average height of the coast ranges west of the project area is 3,000 feet in elevation. 
 
2)  The phrase “..the Tehachapis prevent southerly passage of air flow,…” in the first paragraph of 

Section C.2.1.1 has been changed to  “..the Tehachapis limit southerly passage of air flow,…” 
 
3)  For clarity, the sentence from the footnote on page C.2-2 of the Draft SEIR has been changed to: 

“A temperature inversion layer is the height that a layer of warm air contacts over cooler air 
below.” 
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4) The referenced sentence: “A temperature inversion is when air temperature increases with height to 
a point referred to as the “mixing height.” on page C.2-4 of the Draft SEIS has been changed to: 
“The height of the base of the temperature inversion is when air temperatures increases with height 
to a point referred to as the “mixing height.” 

 
5) The text that cites the winter temperatures for Five Points has been changed to be consistent with 

the value presented in Table C.2-1. 
 
6) The phrase “flows in a south-southwesterly direction through the Basin” in the first sentence under 

wind speed and direction on page C.2-4 of the Draft SEIR has been changed to “flows in a south-
southeasterly direction through the Basin”. 

 
7) The referenced sentence (“Temperature inversions are more persistent (stable) during the winter 

months, when the inversion usually occurs 500 to 1,000 feet above the valley floor.”) in paragraph 
7 on page C.2-4 is believed to be an accurate statement, and has not been modified. 

 
8) The last sentence under “Temperature Inversions” on page C.2-5 has been rewritten to clarify that 

winter inversions tend to create more localized air pollution problems, rather than greater air 
pollution problems. 

 
9) The intent of the text on the last paragraph of page C.2-7 of the Draft SEIR is to describe the data 

presented in Table C.2-5.  This is not to be confused with the process that the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) uses in determining the Federal air quality attainment status, which 
involves pollutant concentration averages of three consecutive years. 

 
10) Wind statistic topics have not been added to Section C.2.3 because the CPUC believes that such a 

discussion would not be helpful to describe or ensure mitigation effectiveness.  However for the 
record, five years of hourly meteorological data for Lemoore, located approximately 15 miles 
northeast of the Gates Substation, were analyzed.  See Response to Comment 1-3.   

 
11) Final SEIR Table C.2-9 and Table 1 of Appendix 4 have been changed to reflect annual emission 

levels associated with worker commute trips. 
 

With regard to NOx emissions associated with heavy-duty construction equipment, assumptions 
were made as to the number and types of equipment that would be used at the various construction 
sites along the more than 80 miles of project right-of-way because input was not provided by the 
applicant.  It was assumed that 24 pieces of heavy-duty construction equipment (e.g., dozers, 
excavators, etc.) would be used during the peak year of construction of the project.  The length of 
time that each piece of equipment is assumed to be working during the peak construction year 
varies between two and ten months of ten-hour workdays, 5 days a week.  In addition to the 24 
pieces of construction equipment, it was assumed that the project would require over 100,000 miles 
of diesel haul truck mileage, mostly to deliver materials and supplies to the tower and substation 
locations.   

 
While it is acknowledged that 26 tons of NOx in the peak year of construction activity may be a 
conservative estimate, without a detailed construction scenario from the applicant, EIR prepares 
were forced to develop the equipment inventory and haul trip assumptions briefly described above, 
which we believe to be reasonable.  
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  Comment 1Comment 1--28:28:  

 
 
[Comment 1-28 is continued on the following page.] 
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CComment 1omment 1--28 continued:28 continued:  

  

Response:  Response:  The Draft SEIR has been revised, where appropriate, to reflect the changes and/or 
clarifications recommended in this set of comments.  For comment #8 – “specific tower locations have 
been designated for the route”, the preparers of the SEIR had not received this information at the time 
of the preparation of the Draft SEIR and consequently made relatively conservative assumptions to 
allow for the analysis. 
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 Comment 1Comment 1--29:29:  

 

Response:  Response:  The SEIR presents information on cultural resources at a level of detail adequate to allow 
comparison of alternatives.  If and when the CPUC selects a particular route and adopts the 
recommended mitigation measures, eligibility determinations for the Registers of Historic Places would 
occur during implementation of mitigation.  

 Comment 1Comment 1--30:30: 

 

Response:Response:    
  
1) The San Joaquin fault system mapped by Jennings (1994) is part of the Great Valley fault system 

(See Petersen et. al., 1996).  The text has been modified to make is clear that the blind thrust faults 
associated with the CRCV boundary, which include the San Joaquin fault, are known as the Great 
Valley fault system. 

 
2) The Alquist Priolo Special Studies Zone Act was adopted in 1972 “To prohibit the location of most 

structures for human occupancy across the traces of active faults and mitigate thereby the hazard of 
fault rupture” (CDMG Special Publication 42). Appendix B, Section 3601 of the Alquist-Priolo 
Special Studies Zone Act defines an active fault as “a fault that has had surface displacement within 
Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years).”   Thus, while definitions of fault activity predate the 
Alquist Priolo Act, the classifications of “active”, “potentially active”, and “inactive” are 
specifically defined by the Act to regulate development in areas of active faulting.  The text has 
been changed to eliminate any ambiguity. 

 
3) The activity entry for the O’Neill fault has been changed on the table.  All references to the San 

Joaquin fault have been changed to indicate that it is part of the Great Valley fault system (see 
Response to Comment 1-30.1). 

 
4) The low petroleum production recorded in 1999 is consistent with PG&E’s original discussion. 
 
5) The text has been changed by inserting “state and” before federal specifications. 
 
6) Reference to the Uniform Building Code has been eliminated. 
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7) The technical content of the original mitigation measures is generally acceptable.  However, these 
measures involve no provisions for monitoring and enforcement, and include non-specific language 
like “whenever possible”.  Therefore, the text has not been modified. 

 
8) If an impact is less than significant before mitigation, then no mitigation is required.  However, 

both the Final FEIS/EIR (1988) and the SEIR include mitigation measures for these impacts.  
Therefore, they are significant, but mitigable impacts, i.e. less than significant after mitigation. 

 
9) References used by Jennings for his classification of the O’Neill fault are regional investigations 

that do not focus exclusively on the O’Neill fault.  A cursory review of the existing database failed 
to find a report that directly contradicts Herd’s conclusion.  Since this SEIR does not treat the 
O’Neill fault as active, we have left the reference to Herd “as is” and we have not pursued the data 
search any further. 

 
10) The text has been changed. 
 
11) Hydrology Mitigation Measure H-9 was changed to H-8 in the Hydrology Section during editing of 

the draft document.  The text of the Geology and Paleontology Section has been changed to correct 
this reference.  

 
12) through 16) The text has been changed as suggested. 
 
 Comment 1Comment 1--31:31:  

 
 

Response: Response:   
1) The paragraph on C.6-22 has been modified for clarification. 
 
2) Mitigation Measure H-5 (page C.6-29) is further specified to emphasize soil sampling only south of 

milepost 66 (this is where there is concern for contamination).  The Mitigation Monitoring table 
was updated to reflect this change as well (page C.6-37). 

 
3) The reviewer is correct that the SEIR does not have a fisheries section.  The original project EIR 

states that "no stream fishery exists except immediately above and below the Los Banos Reservoir.  
As water quality impacts are expected to be low, ...no impacts on fisheries are expected to result 
from construction of this project...". 



Los BanosLos Banos--Gates 500 kV Transmission ProjectGates 500 kV Transmission Project    A.  Comments and Responses to CommentsA.  Comments and Responses to Comments    
 

 

 
February 2002February 2002  A-47  Final SEIRFinal SEIR 

 
  Comment 1Comment 1--32:32:  

 
 
Response:  Response:  The purpose of the “Comparison of Alternatives” paragraphs in the Executive Summary is 
to provide the reader with a summarized comparison of potential impacts between the Proposed 
Western Corridor and the Eastern Corridor Alternative.   These paragraphs are not intended to provide 
a detailed breakdown of the preferred segments within each of the corridors.  Details on the 
Comparison of Alternatives are presented in Section E. 

 Comment 1Comment 1--33:33:  

 

Response:Response:  
 
1) The sentence referenced by the commenter does not imply that corona is limited to voltages above 

345 kV.  The entire sentence on page C.9-10 of the Draft SEIR states “Corona, as an issue for 
transmission lines, is more significant for extra-high voltage lines of 345 kV or above but will 
occur on lower voltage lines during rain or fog conditions.”  



A.  Comments and Responses to CommentsA.  Comments and Responses to Comments      LLos Banosos Banos--Gates 500 kV Transmission ProjectGates 500 kV Transmission Project  
 

 

Final SEIRFinal SEIR  A-48  February 2002 February 2002  

2) The sentence that the commenter references is a statement that is meant to provide information to 
the laymen about the general differences in urban noise levels relative to day and night.  The 
sentence offers value to the paragraph in that the reader is able to understand that the general 
differences in rural noise levels relative to day and night can be considerably less than 7 dBA. 

 
3) Scientific definitions for Ldn and Leq are provided on page C.9-13 of the Draft SEIR, the first page 

that the terms are introduced. 
 
4) The discussion on the last paragraph of page C.9-24 has been modified to include operation of 

existing transformers at higher energy levels.  The paragraph now contains the following sentence: 
 
 “With regard to operational noise at the Gates and Los Banos Substations, the existing transformers 

that could operate at higher energy levels and the additional equipment that would be needed to be 
installed could generate noise levels above existing conditions.” 

 
 However, because there are no sensitive noise receptors in the immediate vicinity of either of the 

substations, operational noise levels at the Gates and Los Banos Substations would still result in less 
than significant impacts. 

 
5)  The CPUC believes that the discussion of noise impacts is adequate because the closest existing 

sensitive receptor is over 1,000 feet from the existing Los Banos Substation facility and over 2,200 
feet from the site of proposed new facilities at the Los Banos Substation.  In addition, the closest 
receptor is separated from the substation site by Highway 33 and is bordered on the north by 
Highway 152 and on the south by a truck stop, which would all mask additional noise associated 
with the proposed project.  There are no sensitive receptors near the Gates Substation.   

 
 With regard to additional substation noise interfering with nearby sensitive wildlife breeding 

activities, because the ambient levels in the vicinity of the Los Banos Substations are relatively high 
because of existing substation operations and traffic noise, wildlife species living or foraging in 
areas surrounding the substation most likely have become adapted to high levels of noise.   

 
 Furthermore, the closest high-use wildlife area to either of the substations is the O’Neill Forebay 

Wildlife Area, approximately one mile north of the Los Banos Substation, across State Route 152.  
Attenuated noise levels at the O’Neill Forebay Wildlife Area generated by the Los Banos Substation 
would not be anticipated to interfere with sensitive wildlife breeding activities. 
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 Comment 1Comment 1--34:34:  

 

 
Response: Response:   
1) A Linhof 617S with 90 mm f5.6 Super Angulon Lens configuration was used to capture the 

photographs presented in the Visual Resources section.  
 
2) In order to assess the appropriateness of the suggested language change to Visual Resources 

Mitigation Measure V-2, a field evaluation of precise tower locations should be conducted to 
determine the visibility of potential ridgetop/hilltop locations, the effectiveness of any available 
terrain backdrop,  and the resulting visual impact.  At the time the visual resources analysis was 
conducted, information on specific tower locations was not available. 
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET 2:  ROSS M. A2:  ROSS M. ALLEN LLEN (T(TURK URK SSTATIONTATION, D, DOROTHY OROTHY AALLEN LLEN FFAMILY AMILY PPARTNERSHIPARTNERSHIP, , 
PPLEASANT LEASANT VVALLEY ALLEY FFARMSARMS))  

Comment 2Comment 2--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  The CPUC acknowledges the commenter’s position on the southern position of the Western 
Corridor, the proposed and alternative segments.  The visual, land use, and biological impacts 
identified by the commenter are acknowledged in the SEIR and this information is used to compare the 
impacts of the route segments (see Section E.3.2.3).  Information on the Coalinga Conservation Area 
has been added to Section C.3.3.5.3 of the Draft SEIR (page C.3-56), but this does not change the 
conclusion regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET 3:  M3:  MARVIN ARVIN MMEYERS EYERS (M(MEYERS EYERS FFARMINGARMING, , ET ALET AL))  

  Comment 3Comment 3--1: 1:   

 

Response:  Response:  The CPUC acknowledges the comment.  The commenter’s concern that the proposed 
project would create conflicts with agricultural operations is acknowledged in SEIR Section C.7, Land 
Use.  Note that Western Area Power Administration (Western) is a Federal agency that is not affiliated 
with the CPUC, which is a State agency.   
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Comment 3Comment 3--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  The referenced SEIR introductory comment relates specifically to the fact that the proposed 
project (i.e., the proposed transmission line route) has not changed substantially from the original 
proposal in 1986.  However, it is true (as the comment points out) that land use changes have occurred 
since 1986; these changes are acknowledged in the land use analysis in Section C.7 of the SEIR.  The 
increase in permanent crops (such as almond orchards) is discussed in the introduction, environmental 
setting, and impacts subsections of Section C.7.   
 
Short and long-term impacts on permanent crops are addressed in Impact 7-1 and 7-2; loss of 
productive agricultural land is addressed in Impact 7-3; impacts on agricultural operations are analyzed 
in Impact 7-4; and disruption of irrigation systems is identified in Impact 7-5.  Numerous mitigation 
measures are recommended to reduce potential impacts on agricultural production.  Mitigation Measure 
L-12 states that transmission line towers shall avoid orchards wherever possible and that PG&E shall 
coordinate with landowners to minimize impacts. Mitigation Measure L-11 requires PG&E to 
coordinate with property owners during final transmission line design, with the intent to re-align where 
feasible to avoid agricultural operations.  Mitigation Measure L-9 requires that PG&E reimburse 
landowners for the value of the crops lost and the cost of any delay or interruption in necessary 
farming.  With the exception of Impact 7-3, these impacts are found to be less than significant.  Impact 
7-3, the long-term conversion/loss of productive agricultural land, is found to be significant and 
unmitigable in several areas.   

The land use analysis in the SEIR identifies Alternative Segment 6B as environmentally preferred over 
the other two alternative segments in this area because it avoids most cultivated agricultural land, thus 
avoiding significant impacts on agriculture associated with Proposed Segment 6.  However, other 
environmental factors indicate that proposed Segment 6 is environmentally preferred overall (see SEIR 
Section E.3.2.3, Comparison of Alternatives).    
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Comment 3Comment 3--3:3:  

 

Response:  Response:  The SEIR is in agreement with the commenter’s position on the dangers to aerial 
applications for proposed Segment 6; these impacts are considered to be significant and unmitigable.  
The impact is addressed in Section C.9.1.3.2 of the SEIR and the locations that the impact would occur 
are shown in Table C.9-8.  The safety hazard of transmission lines to aerial applicators is addressed in 
section C.9.2.3 of the Draft SEIR. Specifically on pages C.9-22 and C.9-23, Impact 9-6, Transmission 
Lines in Agricultural Areas present a Safety Hazard to Aerial Applicators  was determined to be a Class 
I impact (significant; cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant). 
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 Comment 3Comment 3--4:4:  

 

Response:  Response:  The habitat along the transmission corridor is described in detail in Section C.3 of the 
SEIR.  Impact 3-10, bird electrocution and tower collision, is discussed in detail in Section C.3.3.5.2 
(page C.3-51) and Mitigation Measure B-10 is recommended to reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level.  Mitigation measures are also presented for loss of wildlife habitat and for direct 
wildlife mortality that could be caused by the project. 
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Section C.8 and Section C.9.1.3 address the risk of fire.  Mitigation Measure S-1 requires that PG&E 
prepare a Fire Suppression Plan to reduce the risk of fire.    

Comment 3Comment 3--5:5:  

 

Response:Response:    The impact of diagonal placement across agricultural fields and orchards is identified in 
Section C.7.3 of the SEIR.  Please see revised text in Section C.7.3.5 regarding impact significance in 
Segment 6.  As noted in the text, if the transmission towers cannot be re-aligned to avoid or reduce the 
impacts on the existing almond orchard, as recommended in mitigation measures outlined in Section 
C.7.3, impacts on agricultural operations may be significant and unavoidable.   

 Comment 3Comment 3--6:6:  

 

Response:  Response:  Please refer to Mitigation Measures PS-1 and PS-2 on page C.9-20 of the SEIR, which were 
developed to reduce potential impacts associated with radio, television, and other electronic equipment 
interference to a level that is less than significant. 

 Comment 3Comment 3--7:7:  

 

Response:  Response:  The impacts to irrigation practices identified in the comment are acknowledged.  Impacts on 
irrigation practices are identified in Section C.7.3 of the EIR and are deemed significant.  Please see 
revised text in Section C.7.3.5 regarding impact significance in Segment 6.  Re-alignment of tower 
structures in agricultural areas is recommended in Mitigation Measures L-11 and L-12. 
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 Comment 3Comment 3--8:8:  

 
 
Response:  Response:  Disturbance to agricultural lands from construction activities is identified in Impact 7-1 
(Section C.7.3.3).  Mitigation Measure L-2 states that construction staging areas shall be sited in 
coordination with landowners on non-agricultural land or in areas with less sensitive crops, where 
feasible.   Mitigation Measure L-4 has been modified, as follows, to minimize placement of new access 
roads on permanent crop land (new text is underlined): 
 
LL--44 PG&E shall locate new access roads parallel to landform contours where feasible, in order to 

minimize ground disturbance and/or reduce scarring.  Construction of new access roads on 
permanent crop land (e.g., orchards) shall be avoided, where feasible. PG&E shall document 
compliance with this measure by submitting an access road plan (demonstrating conformance to 
landform contours and avoidance of permanent crop land) to the CPUC for review and 
approval. 

  Comment 3Comment 3--9:9:  

 

Response:  Response:  Mitigation Measure L-6 (Section C.7, Land Use) would require PG&E to work with the 
appropriate County agent and farmers to agree to a construction schedule that would avoid the prime 
crop planting, growing, and harvesting seasons, to the extent possible.  Mitigation Measure L-6 would 
require PG&E to submit a construction schedule to CPUC for approval that documents how disruptions 
to agricultural operations would be avoided.   

To ensure that stockpiled soil does not interfere with the operation efficiency of harvest equipment, the 
following underlined statement has been added to the first sentence of Mitigation Measure L-5 (new text 
is underlined): 
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LL--55 In agricultural areas where sites would be graded, PG&E shall stockpile topsoil at locations 
acceptable to the applicable landowners. 

While culverts installed to improve drainage can harbor rodents and other undesirable wildlife or 
vegetation, the benefit of ensuring appropriate drainage is substantial.  

 Comment 3Comment 3--10:10:  

 

Response:  Response:  Mitigation Measure PS-3 on page C.9-21 of the SEIR was developed to reduce potential 
impacts associated with induced currents and shock hazards in joint use corridors to a level that is less 
than significant. 

 Comment 3Comment 3--11:11:  

 

Response:  Response:  Impacts on the current orchard land use and damage to crops are acknowledged in land use 
Impacts 7-1, 7-3, 7-4, and 7-5.  The impact would be significant if the proposed project cannot be re-
aligned to avoid these permanent crops.  Re-alignment is recommended in Mitigation Measure L-12.  
Please note Mitigation Measure L-9, which requires PG&E to reimburse landowners for the value of 
the crops lost and the cost of any delay or interruption in necessary farming.  

 Comment 3Comment 3--1212::  

 

Response:  Response:  Section C.9 addresses the potential EMF effects that are disclosed in scientific literature.  
Other speculative effects are not considered to be appropriate for disclosure. 
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 Comment 3Comment 3--1313  

 

Response:  Response:  The Applicant would most likely hire a construction contractor that would bring water to the 
construction sites in trucks with water tanks. The contractor would either make use of local, regional, 
or more distant water sources as needed. 
 
  Comment 3Comment 3--14:14:  

 
 
Response:  Response:  Section E of this SEIR considers the impacts identified in 10 environmental disciplines.  
The conclusion regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative balances impacts in various issue 
areas in an attempt to minimize the overall impact. 

 Comment 3Comment 3--15:15:  

 

Response:  Response:  Mitigation measures in the Land Use section (see Response to Comments 3-2, 3-8 and 3-9) 
would reduce the impact of the project on agricultural lands, but the section acknowledges that 
significant impacts may still result. 

  Comment 3Comment 3--16:16:  

 

Response:  Response:  See Response to Comment 3-14.  The SEIR identifies potential impacts to agricultural 
lands, and presents mitigation measures, as described above. 
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CCOMMENT OMMENT SSET ET 4:  D4:  DONN ONN R. CR. CAMPIONAMPION  

Comment 4Comment 4--1:1:  

 

Response:  Response:  The commenter expresses concern about potential adverse property value impacts adjacent 
to the proposed and alternative corridors.  As cited on page ES-20 of the SEIR Executive Summary and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic effects of a project per se are not considered as significant 
effects on the environment.   

A great deal of research has been conducted on property value impacts of industrial uses and 
transmission lines.  Although there is evidence that transmission lines have affected property values in 
some cases, the effects are generally smaller than anticipated and primarily affect property located 
within 400 feet of the transmission line.  Impacts on property values result from visual impacts, or 
concerns related to health and safety.  These issues and potential impacts are analyzed extensively in the 
SEIR, Section C.11 (Visual Resources) and Section C.9 (Public Safety, Health, and Nuisance).  
Property value concerns of the commenter relate primarily to the impact of the transmission line on a 
future residential development.  Because the baseline for the environmental analysis presented in this 
SEIR is based on the date of out Notice of Preparation (July 2001), impacts on residential development 
are not evaluated. 

Comment 4Comment 4--2:2:  

 

Response:  Response:  As stated on page C.3-53, site-specific surveys have not been completed within the Western 
Corridor because the precise location of project components had not yet been defined at the time of the 
Draft SEIR was published.  As a result, it is difficult to determine the magnitude of impacts that would 
result on such species as the San Joaquin kit fox and the borrowing owl, and whether the other required 
mitigation measures would fully eliminate the impacts by ensuring avoidance.  When the precise 
locations of project components are defined, if engineering concerns, topographic constraints, or other 
issues result in the unavoidable siting of a project component in a location where loss of special status 



Los BanosLos Banos--Gates 500 kV Transmission ProjectGates 500 kV Transmission Project    A.  Comments and Responses to CommentsA.  Comments and Responses to Comments    
 

 

 
February 2002February 2002  A-59  Final SEIRFinal SEIR 

plant species or wildlife habitat would occur, as determined by a CPUC-approved Project Biologist, 
Mitigation Measure B-11 would be implemented and PG&E would be required to consult with CDFG 
and USFWS to determine additional protective or compensatory measures. 

Comment 4Comment 4--3:3:  

 

Response:  Response:  See revised text in Section C.7.1.2.1 regarding existing land uses in the referenced route 
segment. Endangered species and habitat values within the proposed project route are addressed in EIR 
Section C.3 (Biological Resources).  Figure C.7-2 is a map of the Proposed Villages of Laguna San 
Luis Community Specific Plan, received from Merced County Planning Department.  The comment 
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suggests that the “Kit Fox Corridor” label was removed from the map by the SEIR preparers.  
However, the original map, as received from the County, did not include a Kit Fox Corridor label. 

The comment suggests that the Agua Fria project should be included in the environmental setting 
section of the SEIR land use analysis.  The Agua Fria project, as described by the property owner, 
potentially includes a 1,020 acre development within a 4,000 acre total area.  Development may include 
residential, commercial, office, institutional, park, and golf course uses.   About 3,000 acres 
surrounding the development area are planned for recreational open space and wildlife habitat 
conservation. Proposed Segments 1 and 2 of the proposed transmission line project would cross 
portions of the property planned for residential development. 

 
At the time of the SEIR preparers’ referenced meeting with the Agua Fria property owner (August 15, 
2001), the property owner had not decided whether to pursue development on 1,000 acres of the 
property or to utilize the property entirely for mitigation bank purposes.  The mitigation bank had not 
been approved at that time.  Although inclusion of the Agua Fria property in the San Luis Water 
District was analyzed in a certified EIR in 1996, no development application has been filed with 
Merced County and no entitlements exist for the development.  Further, as stated in the Final EIR for 
(January 1996) for the Agua Fria Village Inclusion into the San Luis Water District, that EIR was based 
upon the fact that no change in land use is authorized as a result of the inclusion and that potential 
urban development would be addressed at a later date and as permitted by Merced County as the lead 
agency.  For these reasons, the Agua Fria development was not considered a reasonably foreseeable 
project.  A description of the project and its status has been added to the SEIR, Section C.7. 

 
With regard to cumulative projects, the cumulative project list in Section D.1 of the SEIR was 
established by consulting with local and regional agencies on projects that are being considered for 
approval under their jurisdiction.  The Agua Fria project was not included in the cumulative impact 
analysis because it was not viewed as a “probable future project.” According to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130(b)(1), probable future projects may be limited to those projects requiring an agency 
approval for an application, which has been received at the time the notice of preparation is released.  
As stated above, no application has been filed with Merced County.   

Although this comment refers to the land use section, the comment relates primarily to the kit fox 
corridor and potential effects on it.  See revised land use text in Section C.7.3.3 which acknowledges 
presence of the kit fox corridor. 
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Comment 4Comment 4--4:4:  

 
 
Response:  Response:  Impacts to the San Joaquin Kit Fox are addressed in Section C.3.3.5.2, Impact 3-8, of the 
Draft SEIR and mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
B-9.  However, the following text has been added to Section C.3.1.2, Special Habitat Management 
Areas, of the Draft SEIR, and is also included in Section C.3, Replacement Pages, of this Final SEIR. 
 

According to the landowner, there is a Kit Fox Corridor on the private land just south of the 
Los Banos Substation.  This land was purchased by CalTrans and PG&E to fulfill U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service requirements for endangered species habitat take related to nearby construction 
projects.  Further discussion is provided by the landowner in Comment Letter 4 (Final SEIR 
Section B.2). 
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Comment 4Comment 4--5:5:  

 

Response:Response:    The referenced SEIR statement was not prepared specifically for the Agua Fria property.  
In fact, members of the public owning land elsewhere along the proposed project route raised the 
concern.  Please see Response to Comment 4-3 regarding the status and consideration of the Agua Fria 
project.  
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Comment 4Comment 4--6:6:  

 

Response:  Response:  The primary purpose of Mitigation Measure L-17 is to ensure that landowners are given 
proper notice and information about the right-of-way acquisition process and construction disturbances.  
Also, the measure is intended to provide an opportunity for property owners to be consulted on the final 
project alignment and potential land use plans/conflicts.  The measure does not address commercial 
property value changes.  Compensation to property owners for the right-of-way is required by law. 

Regarding Mitigation Measure L-18, the text has been modified as follows (new text is underlined and 
old text is struck out): 

L-18 Within the area proposed for the Specific Urban Development Plan (SUDP), The Villages of 
Laguna San Luis Community Specific Plan, and the area designated as kit fox corridor, PG&E 
shall landscape the transmission line ROW and buffer area or otherwise design the area for 
integration and compatibility with the planned development and with the existing kit fox habitat 
conservation corridor.  Compliance will be determined by CPUC, in consultation with Merced 
County planning officials, CDFG and USFW. 
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Comment 4Comment 4--7:7:  

 

Response:  Response:  The public’s concerns about EMF are acknowledged; Section C.9.1 presents a discussion of 
current research and findings.  Please see Response to Comment 4-1.  Potential impacts on future 
development are not considered in this SEIR. 

A.3  REFERENCES FOR A.3  REFERENCES FOR THE RESPONSES TO COMTHE RESPONSES TO COMMENTSMENTS  

SJVUAPCD, 2002a. Personal communication between Matt Fagundes of Aspen Environmental Group 
and Tom Jordan of the SJVUAPCD Central Division, January 7, 2002. 

 
SJVUAPCD, 2002b. Personal communication between Matt Fagundes of Aspen Environmental Group 

and Leland Villalvazo of the SJVUAPCD Central Division, January 9, 2002. 
 

NCDC (National Climatic Data Center). 2001. Meteorological data collected during 1992 to 1995 and 
1997 from the Lemoore Naval Air Station (LNAS) Meteorological Monitoring Station. 


