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Responses to Comments 
Introduction 
During the public review period for the Mitigated Negative Declaration (September 22, 2006 through 
October 23, 2006), the CPUC received three public comments from State and local agencies and the Appli-
cant. This section presents responses to all comments received during the public comment period. 

Table D-1 lists all persons and agencies that submitted comments on the Proposed MND. The following 
pages show the comment letters. The comments in each letter have been numbered. Responses correspond to 
the comment sets and immediately follow each comment document. If revisions were made to the MND 
and supporting Initial Study based on the comments, the revisions are provided with the response to the 
specific comment and are indicated in the text of this Final MND with strikeout for deletions of text, 
and in underline for new text.  
 

Table D-1.  Comments Received on the Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Commenter Date of Comment Comment Set 
City of Antioch, Community Development Department 
Victor Carniglia, Deputy Director of Community Development 

October 23, 2006 AN 

California Department of Transportation 
Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief 

October 25, 2006 CT 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Jo Lynn Lambert, Attorney at Law 

October 23, 2006 and 
November 8, 2006 

PG 
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Comment Set AN 
City of Antioch 

 

AN-1 
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Comment Set AN, cont. 
City of Antioch 

 

AN-2 

AN-3 

AN-4 

AN-5 

AN-6 
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Comment Set AN, cont. 
City of Antioch 

 

AN-7 
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Responses to Comment Set AN 
City of Antioch 
AN-1 The Project Description (Sections A and B.1.9) identifies the 21 kV distribution circuits that even-

tually would be installed as build-out of the substation gradually occurs in response to growing 
load and demand. A footnote in the Project Description (Section B.1.9) illustrates that distri-
bution circuits are not normally within the scope of CEQA review because distribution lines do 
not require formal approval from the CPUC under General Order 131-D. 

There is an existing 21 kV single-circuit distribution that presently travels to the existing Hill-
crest Avenue on existing poles (shown in Figure B.3-3a, KVP 2 and Figure B.3-3b, KVP 7). 
The initial distribution circuit related to the Proposed Project would be on new temporary poles 
in a double-circuit configuration replacing the existing single-circuit poles south of Hillcrest 
Avenue. The Project Description includes revisions to clarify this aspect of the project (Section 
B.1.10.3). Because the distribution poles would occur in place of an existing pole line along the 
anticipated alignment of what the City of Antioch has provided for Hillcrest Avenue, the appear-
ance of the pole line would be much as it is today.  

Placing distribution circuits underground in an area that eventually is to be developed would be 
inappropriate until after the street system is designed and laid out. To minimize the cost and 
disruption of potentially relocating the lines multiple times, distribution circuits are not nor-
mally placed underground until final design and construction of the new street occurs.  

AN-2 Discussion of impacts under CEQA begins with an assessment of baseline conditions, including 
the existing transmission line that detracts from the existing visual quality. The analysis of project 
impacts to aesthetics notes the dominance of the existing towers in the transmission line right-of-
way (Section B.3.1.3) and describes the relatively minor effects of the adding one tower in line 
with the existing towers.  

AN-3 The comment suggests modifying the existing tower that is 250 feet south of the proposed sub-
station site to transition the lines into the substation. PG&E believes that it would not be possible 
to design a direct tie from the existing tower for 250 feet to the substation due the angles of the 
tower and bus hardware and the requirements to meet minimum electrical clearances required in 
CPUC General Order 95. PG&E investigated this concept and found that an intermediary struc-
ture would be needed outside of the existing ROW to orient the lines for connection into the 
substation bus. Preliminary substation designs included this concept and the extra structure, and 
the analysis of aesthetics illustrates that an out-of-line intermediary structure would result in more 
severe impacts than the Proposed Project (Appendix 3 includes visual simulations showing such a 
structure).  

AN-4 The comment concerns the brightness of substation security lighting. The potential impact of 
light and glare would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure V-3, which requires PG&E to shroud lamps and minimize light. PG&E 
expects to use low-voltage, high-pressure sodium vapor lighting consisting of heavy duty pris-
matic, low-glare glass refractor designed to reduce the possibility of glare without compromis-
ing safety. The substation lighting fixtures would be behind the proposed earthen berm and land-
scaping trees, which would provide screening. Light shields that may be needed are available for 
use if necessary to further reduce glare in a manner consistent with Mitigation Measure V-3. 
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AN-5 The Mitigated Negative Declaration notes that CEQA does not require a review of alternatives 
where the project would not result in significant environmental impacts (see Section A). With 
the mitigation measures identified in the MND, decision makers are provided the necessary 
information to act on the Proposed Project in a manner compliant with CEQA. As the comment 
notes, PG&E is required by the CPUC to identify alternatives to the project. All alternative sub-
station sites would require an additional intermediate tower. Given the need for an intermediate 
tower at the alternative substation sites, and the lack of topographic screening provided by other 
sites, the aesthetic impacts of other sites compared to the Proposed Project would likely be similar 
or more severe.  

AN-6 The comment requests that Mitigation Measure V-1 regarding landscaping be expanded to clearly 
require a maintenance plan. Revisions to Mitigation Measure V-1 clarify the requirement for a 
landscaping maintenance plan in the MND/Initial Study (Sections A and B.3.1.3) and the Miti-
gation Monitoring Plan (Section C). 

AN-7 The comment notes the potential for the proposed water well to be unsuccessful. With the his-
tory of occupation in the area, PG&E believes it is very unlikely that a well would not prove suc-
cessful, but this would need to be verified by drilling the well. PG&E proposes a revision to the 
project description to temporarily install a holding tank and refill it during dry months. The 
Project Description and description of water supply impacts is revised to show the potential need 
for water deliveries by truck if the well fails (Section B.1.10.6 and B.3.8.2). 
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Comment Set CT 
California Department of Transportation 

 

CT-1 
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Comment Set CT, cont. 
California Department of Transportation 
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Responses to Comment Set CT 
California Department of Transportation 
CT-1 It is noted that the Department of Transportation would require an encroachment permit for any 

work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State Right-of-Way. This approval is included in 
the revisions to Table B.1-3. The Caltrans encroachment permit application process is noted.  
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Comment Set PG 
Jo Lynn Lambert, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 

PG-1 

PG-2 
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Comment Set PG, cont. 
Jo Lynn Lambert, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 

PG-2 cont. 

PG-3 

PG-4 

PG-5 

PG-6 

PG-7 

PG-8 

PG-9 

PG-10 
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Comment Set PG, cont. 
Jo Lynn Lambert, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 

PG-11 

PG-12 
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Comment Set PG, cont. 
Jo Lynn Lambert, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 

PG-13 
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Comment Set PG, cont. 
Jo Lynn Lambert, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

 

PG-13 cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set PG 
Jo Lynn Lambert, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
PG-1 The comment proposes postponing the construction schedule, due to the permitting sequence after 

the CPUC decision. Revisions to the Initial Study (in Section B.1.11.3 and Section B.3, as needed) 
show the new construction start date and shorter duration. 

PG-2 The comment proposes expanding the temporary work area for the proposed tower by 20,000 
square feet to make room for temporary wood poles. Revisions to the Initial Study (in Sections 
B.1.11.1, B.1.11.6, and B.3, as needed) account for the larger temporary work area and the 
temporary poles. 

PG-3 The comment proposes clarifications to the Applicant-Proposed Measures to add specificity to 
monitoring actions and actions taken to avoid impacts. Revisions to the Initial Study (Table 
B.1-2) show the changes. 

PG-4 Revisions to Mitigation Measure V-1 regarding landscape screening show the suggested changes 
in the MND/Initial Study (Sections A and B.3.1.3) and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Section C). 

PG-5 The comment notes potential disagreement between experts on the extent of wetlands at the site 
(Section B.3.4.1). The Initial Study describes how jurisdictional waters would be identified through 
determination made by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. No revisions are necessary. 

PG-6 Revisions to Mitigation Measure H-1 regarding encountering previously unknown subsurface 
contamination include clarifications based on the changes recommended by PG&E in the MND/Initial 
Study (Sections A and B.3.7.2) and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Section C). 

PG-7 The introduction to the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Section C) includes additional text to describe a 
procedure for variances in response to this comment. A process for dispute resolution is also 
included. Mitigation Measure V-1 also includes a clarification of the role of CPUC in dispute 
resolution, if it should become necessary during review of the landscaping plan by the City of 
Antioch.  

PG-8 The duplicate pages were an error of production and have been removed. 

PG-9 The description of surrounding land uses (Section B.1.6) includes clarification to show the 
current use of this residential-type structure as a commercial office. 

PG-10 The minor corrections are included in the description of project components (Section B.1.10). 

PG-11 The minor corrections are included in the description of construction methods (Section B.1.11). 

PG-12 The description of the proposed berm is clarified at appropriate locations in the description of 
impacts to aesthetics (Section B.3.1.3). 

PG-13 PG&E filed a late comment (November 8, 2006) on the proposed approach to protecting Vernal 
Pool Fairy Shrimp, a special status species. The comment is noted. PG&E intends to assume the 
presence of fairy shrimp in the vicinity of the existing access road north of Sand Creek, even 
though the Proposed Project would not likely impact the species or its habitat (Table B.3.4-2).  
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 PG&E also filed late information regarding the cultural resources in the vicinity of the existing 
access road near Sand Creek. The cultural resources data prepared and submitted by PG&E in 
late October 2006 indicates that revision of Mitigation Measure CR-1 is appropriate. The mea-
sure in the MND/Initial Study (Sections A and B.3.5.2) and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Sec-
tion C) includes revisions to accommodate the new data. 
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