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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project Meeting 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service & California Department of Fish and Game  

Date:   Friday, March 23, 2012 
Time:   10:00 a.m. – 11:30 a.m. 
Location: Ventura Field Office – Santa Cruz Sub-office 

1100 Fiesta Way 
Watsonville, CA 95076

Attendees: Chad Mitcham, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
 Brandon Liddell, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 
 Andrea (Andi) Henke, PG&E 
 Kim Glinka, PG&E 
 Anne Marie McGraw, Insignia Environmental (Insignia) 
 Roy Buck, Insignia 
 Mark Allaback, Biosearch Associates (Biosearch) 
 Lorie Hammerli, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) – by phone 

Project Overview 
Brandon provided an overview of the project’s purpose and need, which is to reinforce the electric supply 
in the area and provide redundancy. 
Brandon provided an overview of the project, which included the following: 

The project is located in an existing utility corridor. 
Minimal right-of-way expansion will be required. 
The existing Northern Alignment is composed of structures that will be double-circuited. 
The Cox-Freedom Segment will be rebuilt over an existing distribution line. Only every other third 
or fourth pole will be replaced. 
All poles will be flown in where potential Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (SCLTS) habitat is 
present along the Northern Alignment. The majority of the poles along the Cox Freedom Road 
Segment will be installed from the pavement except at Rob Roy Substation. PG&E is looking into 
whether it will be feasible to fly in poles around Rob Roy Substation that will not be installed 
from the paved road. Where helicopters are used, the work area will be approximately 30 feet in 
radius around the pole location. A tracked D-6 excavator will still be required to access each site 
via access roads and dig the pole excavations at all locations where helicopters will be used.  
Most poles will be placed within 8 to 10 feet of the existing poles. 

Chad inquired whether we could provide a map that has all of the project impact areas (staging yards, 
landing zones, access roads, work areas, etc.) with the SCLTS information on them. Brandon replied that 
we would and that we also would provide maps for a few new staging areas that are being proposed 
(but that these new staging areas are not located in areas of sensitive habitat). 
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Santa Cruz Long-toed Salamander 
Mark provided background regarding his experience with SCLTS. 
Mark provided information about the status of the species in the Santa Cruz area, including the following 
pertinent points: 

Highway 1 is a primary barrier for the species. 
There are three to four subpopulations that no longer have any genetic exchange. 
The Northern Alignment was selected primarily to avoid SCLTS impacts. 
The project just touches portions of the SCLTS’ historic range, but is at the edge of it. 
Valencia Road, approximately 0.8 mile northwest of Freedom Boulevard in Aptos, is a large 
barrier to their movement; however, animals try to cross in some locations. 
SCLTS are unlikely to successfully cross Freedom Boulevard because it is a very busy street. 
There is good habitat on the southeast side of the street and low-qualify habitat on the 
northwest side, which is where the Cox-Freedom Segment of the project is located. 
The best available data on SCLTS movement indicates that they travel up to 0.6 mile from 
upland areas to breeding habitat. 95 percent of the species captured were within 0.5 mile of a 
breeding pond. This assumes that there is homogeneous habitat in all directions. 
The species does not typically utilize upland grassland habitat like California tiger salamander. 
SCLTS utilize upland refuge features in oak woodland and coastal scrub habitat. They may 
temporarily seek refuge in features available in grassland habitat while dispersing across it. 
There are many known and potential ponds in the Santa Cruz area that may provide breeding 
habitat for SCLTS. Mark summarized the information, which is contained within the SCLTS 
Habitat Assessment.  

Chad mentioned that it would be nice to dip net some of the ponds, but understood the difficulties of 
obtaining access to private properties. 
Chad also agreed that there is very little habitat for SCLTS north of Freedom Boulevard. 
Mark then discussed his proposal to install drift fencing and pit-fall traps on both sides of the drift fencing 
at 18 work areas the fall before construction to assess whether the species is likely to be in the area. The 
traps on the inside would indicate presence of SCLTS within the affected work areas, while traps on the 
outside would indicate if SCLTS were migrating through the work area. Mark stated that any found 
SCLTS would be removed from the traps, identified and photographed for research purposes, and 
released in the presumed direction they were traveling unless they were migrating towards a busy street. 
The traps would be opened up anytime rain is forecasted and checked throughout the rainy period. They 
would also be checked on a weekly basis when the weather is dry. Mark described this as a mini-study 
since the work areas would likely only be about 50 feet by 50 feet in size. This would also serve to 
exclude the species from the work areas. The study would likely occur from October through March. 
Mark stated he prefers to conduct these types of studies when rainfall is within 80 percent of normal, but 
that the species emerges with the first rain regardless. Mark indicated that he expects zero to a low 
number of SCLTS because the study sites are small, located a ways from a breeding pond, and on the 
edge of the species range. 
Chad inquired about the number of study locations and whether the traps would be opened at the same 
time for all sites. Mark responded that all 18 sites would have the traps open and appropriately closed at 
the same time for the entire duration of the wet season.  
Mark noted that Biosearch’s Seascape study will be going on at the same time as this project, so it will 
serve as a good control for baseline information for the local area. 
Mark further explained that males emerge first followed by the females. He stated that you usually find 
them on peak nights; there tend to be three to four nights per winter when there is a mass migration. 
Mark is proposing to use photographs to identify the species since they are expecting such low numbers. 
Chad inquired whether the traps would be immediately closed after the first SCLTS detection and the 
study terminated. Mark responded that he prefers to see the study all the way through once the fence is 
installed. Andi added that it will be nice for PG&E to have the information since they conduct regular 
maintenance on their facilities in the area. 
Chad inquired about the potential for vandalism of the fence. Mark responded that they accounted for 
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that in the plan and that they will be checking the fence twice weekly and making repairs as needed. 
They also check it when they open all of the traps prior to each rain. 
Chad and Lorie inquired if PG&E will re-evaluate their access to the towers based on the findings. 
Brandon replied that they would not; they are planning to primarily use helicopters to deliver the poles 
and other materials at those sites regardless of the findings, and still need to access the site with tracked 
excavators to dig the pole holes 
Mark indicated that he thought the highest likelihood to find SCLTS would be at Rob Roy Substation or 
along Merk Road. He reiterated that the project is at the edge of their range, as opposed to being in an 
area where they would travel through. Mark also stated that Biosearch will be able to tell where the 
animal is going based on its age. All of the SCLTS individuals caught will be released on the outside of 
the fence so that they are out of the work area. 
Chad stated that the study would provide beneficial information on the extent of the SCLTS range. He 
requested that the study proposal be submitted to him on paper for review. He requested that the plan 
include maps that show the work areas and the study locations. He stated that he is supportive of the 
study. 
Mark discussed the study that was conducted for the building in which the meeting was taking place in 
2008/2009. Through that study, it was determined that the SCLTS have an affinity for returning to the 
same upland habitat after breeding. 
Lorie indicated that the CDFG will defer to the USFWS on the plan. The CDFG will provide input on 
avoidance measures, but will not approve or deny anything. 
Chad reiterated that the USFWS will not be issuing a take permit (Biological Opinion or Habitat 
Conservation Plan) for the species. 
Brandon stated that both agencies will likely receive calls from the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) or its consultant, Panorama, to obtain their opinion on the issue. 
Brandon also stated that PG&E is filing a deficiency response associated with its CPUC application today. 
The deficiency includes a copy of the SCLTS Habitat Assessment that has been provided to the agencies. 
Brandon also noted that the project has been designed to avoid impacts to all waters/drainages. 

San Francisco Dusky-footed Woodrat 
Mark stated that he is a wildlife biologist, so works with more species than just the SCLTS.  
He stated that avoidance of San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat houses is best. If PG&E cannot avoid a 
woodrat house, he proposes to identify suitable relocation sites, live-trap the species, move the material 
that forms the house to a safe and suitable location, place the material around an artificial structure, add 
material and seed in the structure, and release the woodrat to the new alternative shelter. The woodrats 
usually stay there at least through the night.  
Mark has found that 50 percent of the houses get recolonized. 
PG&E is also proposing to leave woody debris in the project areas to be used by the rats to build new 
houses.
Mark noted that the species is doing so well that it may not be listed as a species of special concern in 
the near future. 
Lorie inquired if the artificial structure would be placed in close proximity to the original habitat location? 
Mark responded that it would because they have to be careful to try not to put the woodrat in a new 
territory. He also noted that the woodrats average two houses per adult, so you might only be disturbing 
one house if you have to disturb them at all. He also stated that the houses are usually placed in an area 
with some sun and some shade and are anchored well to something else so that predators cannot 
destroy them. 
Kim emphasized that PG&E’s preference is to avoid the houses and that relocation would be used as a 
last resort. 

Monterey Spineflower
Roy provided an overview of the Monterey spineflower, including the following information: 

It is an annual species with a range of Santa Cruz and northern Monterey counties. 
It grows in sandy soils. 
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It likes open habitat and minimal competition. 
Disturbance is beneficial for the plant. 

Roy explained that there are seven locations in the project area where the plant was found during the 
2011 surveys that will have permanent impacts from the project.  
Brandon explained that the permanent disturbance will be small as it is the difference between the 
existing wood pole and the slightly larger steel pole foundation at these locations. 
Andi explained that PG&E will survey for the plant the year before construction and map, count, and 
photograph the species. PG&E plans to retain the topsoil in these areas, replace it, and reseed in the fall 
after the period of disturbance. They will also remove existing invasive plants. They will then check for 
the plant the following year. If the area has not improved in terms of the spineflower population, PG&E 
will conduct additional enhancement and reseeding. A revegetation plan will be prepared that establishes 
the performance criteria for the plant and associated monitoring. Andi indicated that the intent of the 
revegetation will be for the species population to be enhanced from the pre-construction conditions. 
Roy noted that there is a lot of pampas grass (an invasive species) near Rob Roy Substation that could 
be removed to enhance the habitat for spineflower. 
Lorie requested we prepare a written plan and provide it to her for review. She also requested that the 
locations of the plant be depicted on a map. 
Andi noted that the boundaries of the spineflower populations may change in 2012/2013. 
Chad indicated that the USFWS would not be involved with the spineflower except to consult informally 
with PG&E on it and the avoidance and minimization measures. This is largely due to the fact that the 
USFWS will not be consulting on any wildlife species on the project due to a lack of federal nexus. 
Lorie indicated that she thought an incidental take permit could be required for the species, but that she 
was going to research the matter on Monday. [She contacted Brandon Liddell by phone on March 26 and 
informed him that an incidental take permit would not be required for spineflower.] 

p
Lorie requested we prepare a written plan and provide it to her for review. She also requested that theq p p p
locations of the plant be depicted on a map.
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Phone Call Date: 26 March 2012 

Phone call Attendees: Lori Hammerli, CDFG; Kim Glinka, PG&E; Brandon Liddell, PG&E 

 
 
Below is a brief summary of a recent phone discussion with CDFG representative, Lorie Hammerli, 
regarding PG&E’s proposed bat roost avoidance measures for the Santa Cruz 115kV Reinforcement 
Project.  
 
A brief overview was provided of the three bat species that are discussed in the PEA for the project: the 
Townsend’s big eared bat, pallid bat, and western red bat.  A distinction was made between which of 
these bat species utilize cavity/crevice features versus tree/vegetation foliage to roost in. We further 
explained to CDFG that various survey techniques may be employed when conducting preconstruction 
surveys (as described in APM Bio 14 & 15), primarily prior to tree removal or other construction 
activities producing loud noises. These survey techniques may include evaluating and determining which 
trees provide potential roost features, sampling for guano, and conducting evening emergence and/or 
acoustic monitoring at potential roost features. We explained that appropriate survey methods would be 
implemented according to the weather, season, timing of tree removal/construction, and site conditions at 
the discretion of the project bat biologist.   
 
PG&E stressed that any maternal roosts observed along the project during the reproductive season (April 
through August) would be appropriately excluded from construction activities and monitored as proposed 
in APM Bio 15 in the PEA for the project. Once a biologist determines that young bats are able to fly 
from maternity roosts previously excluded from project activities, we discussed the timing of tree 
removal and methods that could be used to passively and humanely evict the bats as described in PG&E’s 
APM Bio 15 revision submitted to the CPUC on March 23, 2012. It was emphasized that if passive 
evictions of post-reproductive (fall/early spring) bat roosts were necessary; those actions would be 
coordinated with CDFG.  
 
 

 
 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company  

Date: 28 March 2012   

To: Meeting Notes- File 

CC: Brandon Liddell, PG&E Land Planner  
Maggie Trumbly, PG&E Supervisor, Environmental Planning and Permitting 
 

From: Kim Glinka, PG&E Wildlife Biologist 

Subject: Phone discussion summary with California Department of Fish and Game representative, Lori 
Hammerli, regarding bat roost avoidance and minimization measures for the Santa Cruz 
115kV Reinforcement Project, Santa Cruz County California [Order No. 30733631]. 
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Based on our discussion, it is my impression CDFG came away with a better understanding of PG&E’s 
bat roost survey and avoidance/minimization measures and agreed with our various approaches. CDFG 
requested a written copy of the details proposed in APM Bio15 prior to reviewing them in the future 
CEQA document for the project.  
 
 
D. KIM GLINKA 
Wildlife Biologist  | Land & Environmental  Management   
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
3401 Crow Canyon Road 
San Ramon, California 94583  
Cell:  925.334.1013 | D3G7@pge.com 
 
 

CDFG
requested a written copy of the details proposed in APM Bio15 prior to reviewing them in the future
CEQA document for the project. 
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ATTACHMENT B: RESPONSES TO OPEN HOUSE COMMENTS 

Comment
Number Name Address/Location Comment PG&E’s Response 

1
Sherry 
Barnard (horse 
owner)

Near Pole C-47 

The landowner owns horses and conducts 
equestrian events on her property. She 
requested advanced notice/coordination 
for any helicopter activities during 
construction. 

PG&E will coordinate construction 
activity, especially during helicopter 
stringing, with the owner to assure no 
impact to equestrian activities. 

2 Ralph Carney 97 Aldridge Lane, 
Corralitos

The landowner is concerned about the size 
and the location of Pole C-52 and would 
like to initiate a conversation/discussion 
with PG&E about the placement of the 
pole. 
He was also unhappy with the level of 
correspondence provided to this point. He 
stated that there has been “no mention that 
this project involved an extra circuit, with 
extra line (6 in total).” He also stated that 
the communication has been “spotty so 
that the true scope of the project has not 
been available before now.” 

PG&E met with the owner and discussed 
structure placement outside of his 
backyard and removal of all anchor guys 
from the existing three-pole structure. 
PG&E will provide notice in advance of 
construction following the CPUC’s 
approval of the project. 

3 Richard
Faggioli 

500 Senda del Valle, 
Watsonville (near 
poles C-48 and C-49) 

The landowner requested that PG&E 
provide a newsletter following the PEA 
filing (regardless if the CPUC does one). 

PG&E will provide project updates 
following project approval by the CPUC. 

4 John and 
Stephen Pista 

P.O. Box 506, 
Watsonville (near Pole 
C-41)

The landowner requested a construction 
schedule following the CPUC’s approval. 
They also stated that they would work 
with PG&E on providing access in the 
berry fields. 

PG&E will provide a construction 
schedule following CPUC approval of the 
project.
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Comment
Number Name Address/Location Comment PG&E’s Response 

5 Suzanne
Epstein

23828 Ravensbury 
Avenue, Los Altos 
(Lettis Property) 

The landowner’s property is greater than 
52 acres. Due to the water shortage, the 
land is not used to grow crops and they 
plan to subdivide the property. The 
landowner wanted to discuss the proposed 
pole locations and the potential for 
rerouting the line. 
The landowner also expressed interest in 
leasing a portion of their property for use 
as a staging area/landing zone during 
construction. 

She also requested that the following 
people be added to the mailing list for the 
project:

Jim Lettis 
280 Tycer Crossing 
Cave Junction, OR 97523 

William Lettis 
201 Wayne Ave. 
Alamo, CA 94507-2452 

Lloyd Lettis 
30 Martell St. 
Oakland, CA 94611 

PG&E provided the owners with a map of 
the project and the original easement grant 
via mail. PG&E also sent an email, with 
contact information, explaining how a 
possible reroute of the project would be 
initiated. PG&E has called to follow up on 
the information contained in the mailings. 
PG&E is currently working with the 
landowner as a customer for potentially 
moving the pole locations.   
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Comment
Number Name Address/Location Comment PG&E’s Response 

6 John and 
Sherry Hall 

240 Pioneer View 
Road, Watsonville 

The landowner stated that the present 
easement does not allow relocation or 
installation of “metal towers.” They are 
concerned about the negative property 
value impact and visual impact of the 
project.

The landowner indicated that they may 
want Pole C-31 moved to the existing 
pole’s location. The existing pole is 
located adjacent to the roadway. 

PG&E explained that the easement 
predates the owner’s purchase and no 
additional easement is required; therefore, 
property usage opportunities do not 
change. PG&E will follow up with an 
onsite siting discussion at the 60-percent 
design review. PG&E explained the 
easement is not location specific and does 
not describe where structures must be 
located.  PG&E also explained that the 
replacement structures will be tubular steel 
poles, not towers as stated and these 
structures are an allowable use within the 
easement.  

The current 30-percent design re-spans 
this segment and had relocated the 
structure closer to Pioneer View Road. 
After coordinating with John Hall, PG&E 
agreed to move Pole C-31 southeast of the 
existing pole structure. 
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Attachment F: Crossing Structure Typical Drawing









ENVIRONMENTAL VISION
032312

Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011View from Arroyo Drive at Mark Avenue looking southwest (VP 4)

Figure 3.1-3: Existing View from Arroyo Drive
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011

Figure 3.1-4: Visual Simulation from Arroyo Drive

Visual Simulation of Proposed Project (VP 4)
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011View from Pinto Lake Park looking east (VP 5)

Figure 3.1-5: Existing View from Pinto Lake Park
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011Visual Simulation of Proposed Project (VP 5)

Figure 3.1-6: Visual Simulation from Pinto Lake Park
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011View from Corralitos Road near Skylark Lane looking north (VP 9)

Figure 3.1-7: Existing View from Corralitos Road
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011Visual Simulation of Proposed Project (VP 9)

Figure 3.1-8: Visual Simulation from Corralitos Road
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011View from Hames Road near Pleasant Valley Road looking north (VP14)

Figure 3.1-9: Existing View from Hames Road
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011Visual Simulation of Proposed Project (VP 14)

Figure 3.1-10: Visual Simulation from Hames Road
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011View from Jingle Lane near Day Valley Road looking southeast (VP15)

Figure 3.1-11: Existing View from Jingle Lane
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Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011Visual Simulation of Proposed Project (VP 15)

Figure 3.1-12: Visual Simulation from Jingle Lane
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Santa Cruz 115 kV Reinforcement Project

Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011View from Freedom Boulevard near Rob Roy Substation looking north (VP 21)

Figure 3.1-13: Existing View from Freedom Boulevard
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Refer to Figure 3.1-1: Landscape Units and Photo Viewpoint Locations

Source: Truescape, 2011Visual Simulation of Proposed Project (VP 21)

Figure 3.1-14: Visual Simulation from Freedom Boulevard




