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3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 1 

Copies of the written comments that were submitted on the Draft EIR are provided in 2 
this section, as well as excerpts of the transcripts from the public hearings held on 3 
June 3, 2009 and June 4, 2009 (the complete transcripts are in Appendix J).  Each 4 
numbered Comment Set is immediately followed by the corresponding responses.  5 
Comment letters are presented chronologically, in the order dated or that the 6 
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) received the comment, followed by the 7 
comments received during the public hearings. The comments received by the 8 
CSLC during the public review period on the Draft EIR and at the public hearings 9 
were reproduced in a Final EIR that was circulated to the public on July 27, 2009.  10 
The same comments received by CSLC during the public review period on the Draft 11 
EIR and at the public hearings are reproduced in this Revised Final EIR along with 12 
responses to comments.  The Revised Final EIR shows changes made to the 13 
response to comments since release of the Final EIR on July 27, 2009, as underline 14 
for new text, and strike-out for deleted text.  In addition, the Revised System Safety 15 
and Risk of Upset report is included in this Revised Final EIR as Appendix H-3. 16 

The Revised Final EIR is being circulated for public review in order to provide 17 
agencies and the public details regarding the clarifications made to the risk analysis.  18 
Clarifications have been made to the System Safety and Risk of Upset Report 19 
prepared by EDM Services, Inc. that was included as Appendix H-3 to the Draft EIR.  20 
The Revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report shows changes as underline 21 
for new text, and strike-out for deleted text, and is included as Appendix H-3 to this 22 
Revised Final EIR.  Revisions to the Draft EIR, Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous 23 
Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, regarding the risk analysis are 24 
provided in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR.   25 

The earlier version of the risk assessment included risk measurement terminology 26 
that was not defined in the document, which has resulted in some confusion.  The 27 
“aggregate risk” was presented in the Draft EIR erroneously as “individual risk”.  The 28 
aggregate risk presents the anticipated annual likelihood of fatalities from all of the 29 
project components, which includes approximately 40 miles of 30-inch diameter 30 
pipeline, 2.5 miles of 10-inch diameter pipeline, and six fenced, aboveground 31 
pressure limiting, pressure regulating, metering, and mail line valve stations.  The 32 
actual “individual risk”, relates to the risk to an individual at a specific location. 33 
Individual risk is most commonly defined as the frequency that an individual may be 34 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 35 
a specific location, within a specified time interval.  The risk level is typically 36 
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determined for the maximally exposed individual (assumes that a person is present 1 
continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year).  The individual risks are 2 
evaluated using two approaches:  a simplified and enhanced approach. 3 

Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR correctly stated that a commonly accepted “individual 4 
risk” threshold is an annual likelihood of fatality of one in one-million (1:1,000,000) 5 
for fatality (used by the California Department of Education for school sites).  6 
However, the report incorrectly compared the calculated “aggregate risk” to the 7 
threshold for “individual risk”.   “Aggregate risk” has no known established threshold 8 
and is not used in practice to determine individual risk.  9 

The highest individual risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located 10 
immediately above the pipeline.  As the distance from each pipeline segment 11 
increases, the individual risk decreases.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 12 
before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and after mitigation it is 1:4,274,000 chance of 13 
fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line 407 before mitigation is 14 
1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 1:4,115,000 chance of fatality per year.  The 15 
maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation is 1:4,255,000, and after 16 
mitigation it is 1:8,475,000.  Since the maximum calculated individual risk is less 17 
than the threshold, the risk is considered to be less than significant. 18 

Individual comments received during the Draft EIR public review comment period 19 
are numbered in the margins of each comment letter and correspondingly numbered 20 
responses follow each letter.  Table 3-1 and Table 3-2 list all comments and show 21 
the comment set identification number for each letter or comment from the public 22 
transcripts. 23 

Errata and minor text clarifications within the Draft EIR arising from the comments 24 
and responses are presented in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR. 25 

Table 3-1:  Commenters and Written Comment Set Number 26 

Draft EIR 
Comment 

Set # Agency / Affiliation Name of Commenter 

Date of 
Documentation 

or CSLC Receipt 

A  United Auburn Indian 
Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria 

Greg Baker, Tribal 
Administrator 

May 27, 2009 

B  Property Owners Howard and Bonnie Lopez May 29, 2009 

C  Property Owners William Dibble, Barbara 
Dibble, Dorothy Dibble 

June 1, 2009 
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Draft EIR 
Comment 

Set # Agency / Affiliation Name of Commenter 

Date of 
Documentation 

or CSLC Receipt 

D  Enterprise Rancheria Ren Reynolds June 4, 2009 

E  Property Owner Isabel Story June 4, 2009 

F  Property Owner Alisa Stephens June 8, 2009 

G  Center Joint Unified School 
District 

Craig Deason June 9, 2009 

H  Yolo County Board of 
Supervisors 

Mike McGowan June 10, 2009 

I  Microp Limited TR Martin June 10, 2009 

J  Department of Transportation 
–District 3 

Alyssa Begley June 11, 2009 

K  City of Roseville Mark Morse June 12, 2009 

L  Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District 

Angel Rinker June 12, 2009 

M  Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District 

Paul Philley June 12, 2009 

N  Feather River Air Quality 
Management District 

Sondra Anderson June 12, 2009 

O  Yolo-Solano Air Quality 
Management District 

Matt Jones June 12, 2009 

P  Hefner, Stark & Marois, LLP Martin B. Steiner June 12, 2009 

Q  Klein Family Farms Chris Ochoa and Mark 
Ochoa 

June 12, 2009 

R  Sierra Vista Owners Group Jeff Jones June 12, 2009 

S  Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company 

Chris Ellis June 12, 2009 

T  Placer County Community 
Development 

Maywan Krach June 15, 2009 

U  Remy, Thomas, Moose and 
Manley, LLP 

Sabrina V. Teller June 12, 2009 

V  Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board 

James Herota June 12, 2009 

W  California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, 
Central Valley Region 

Virginia Moran June 12, 2009 

X California Department of Fish 
and Game 

Kent Smith June 18, 2009 
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Draft EIR 
Comment 

Set # Agency / Affiliation Name of Commenter 

Date of 
Documentation 

or CSLC Receipt 

Y Yolo County Farm Bureau Tim Miramontes June 23, 2009 

Table 3-2:  Public Hearing Draft EIR Comments - June 3 and 4, 2009 1 

Comment Agency/Affiliation Name of Commenter Comment # 
Copy of Transcript of 

Hearing 

Wednesday, June 3, 2009, 3:00 p.m. Public Hearing Draft EIR Comments, Roseville, CA 

Local Resident Bill Dibble PT-1 to PT-10 Pages 25 through 31 

Local Resident Alisa Stephens PT-11 to 
PT-21 

Pages 32 through 39 

Representative of DF 
Properties Land Owner 

Nick Alexander PT-22 to 
PT-25 

Pages 39 through 41 

Local Resident Norepaul Mouaryang PT-26 to 
PT-29 

Pages 41 through 44 

Local Resident Mai Neng Yang PT-30 to 
PT-31 

Pages 44 through 47 

Wednesday, June 3, 2009, 5:30 p.m. Public Hearing Draft EIR Comments, Roseville, CA 

No oral comments   No oral comments  No comments Page 1 

Thursday, June 4, 2009, 3:00 p.m. Public Hearing Draft EIR Comments, Woodland, CA 

Local Resident Howard Lopez PT-32 to  
PT-43, PT-64 

to PT-66 

Pages 22 through 29, 
42 through 45 

Local Resident James Bennett PT-44 to 
PT-46 

Pages 30 through 31 

Local Resident Wilma Stephens Hill PT-47 to PT-
49 

Pages 31 through 33 

Local Resident Chris Ocha PT- 50 to PT-
53, PT-68 

Pages 33 through 35, 
49 

Local Resident Ed Mast PT-54 to PT 
55 

Pages 35 through 36 

Local Resident Fulton Stephens PT-56 to PT-
57 

Pages 36 through 37 

Local Resident Paul Smith PT-58 to PT-
63, PT-69 

Pages 37 through 41, 
50 

PG&E Barbara Butterfield PT-67 Page 47 

Thursday, June 4, 2009, 5:30 p.m. Public Hearing Draft EIR Comments, Woodland, CA 

Local Resident Barbara Dibble PT-70 to PT-
77 

Page 17 through 21 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET A 1 

A-1 All work in the Project alignment will adhere to the measures outlined in 2 
Applicant Proposed Mitigation (APM) CR-3, APM CR-4, and APM CR-5, which are 3 
included in the Draft EIR in Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary; Section 4.5.4 of 4 
the Draft EIR.  These APMs address inadvertent discoveries of buried materials and 5 
require notification of the local Native American community prior to subsurface 6 
excavations at prehistoric archaeological sites.   7 

 8 

 9 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET B 1 

B-1 The statement and concerns regarding economic impact to farmland is 2 
included in the public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when 3 
they consider certification of the EIR and consider whether to approve the proposed 4 
Project.  PG&E has their own process, separate from the Environmental Impact 5 
Report prepared pursuant to the CEQA, which addresses negotiations with 6 
landowners.  In developing projects, PG&E identifies routes based on engineering 7 
and environmental considerations.  In performing the field work prior to submitting an 8 
application for a proposed project to the CSLC, PG&E often engages in discussions 9 
with landowners and may be able to address their concerns.  PG&E prefers to work 10 
out property rights with landowners in a mutually agreeable manner.  PG&E will work 11 
with landowners and their tenant farmers to arrive at agreed upon compensation 12 
both for the value of the pipeline easement, as well as the impacts to agricultural 13 
crops resulting from this pipeline Project.  The CSLC is not involved in the PG&E 14 
discussions and negotiations with landowners.   15 

PG&E provided an application to the CSLC for a lease of CSLC lands, thereby 16 
triggering the need for environmental review of their proposed pipeline Project.  The 17 
CSLC is the lead agency for the preparation of an EIR in accordance with CEQA.  18 
The CEQA process is a public disclosure and participation process regarding the 19 
environmental effects of a proposed project.   20 

The proposed 40-mile pipeline Project would temporarily disturb 511 acres of 21 
farmland within four counties (329 acres in Yolo County, 91 acres in Sutter County, 22 
18 acres in Sacramento County, and 73 acres in Placer County).  Based on 23 
response to comment S-15, pages 4.2-24 and 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR have been 24 
revised to reflect that the proposed Project would prohibit the planting of deep-rooted 25 
plants, such as trees or vines within 10 feet (rather than the previously stated 15 26 
feet) on either side of the pipeline centerline (20 feet, rather than 30 feet total within 27 
the permanent easement).  This would result in the limitation of crops grown on 102 28 
acres of farmland within the four counties to row crops, field crops, or any other 29 
crops that do not involve deep-rooted plants.  The proposed Project would result in 30 
the loss of 2.0 acres of orchards located within Yolo County.  The proposed Project 31 
would permanently impact 2.55 acres of farmland across all four counties due to the 32 
aboveground stations.  Temporary and permanent agricultural impacts are 33 
discussed on pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR, and revisions to the 34 
Draft EIR can be reviewed in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR.   35 
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Both temporary and permanent economic losses of normal farm operations are 1 
required to be compensated as stated in the California Code of Civil Procedure.  2 
PG&E is required to provide financial compensation for temporary and permanent 3 
loss of agricultural uses through the California Code of Civil Procedure, as follows: 4 

• Section 1245.030(b) requires compensation for property damage, including 5 
crop damage, resulting from pre-construction project studies, testing, 6 
surveying, etc. 7 

• Section 1263.210(a) requires all property improvements, including agricultural 8 
crops and associated facilities and infrastructure, be included in project land 9 
rights acquisition compensation. 10 

• Section 1263.250(a) requires compensation for crop damage/losses resulting 11 
from project construction.  It also requires scheduling project construction to 12 
avoid impacts to agricultural crops when possible. 13 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b), effects analyzed under CEQA 14 
must be related to a physical change in the environment.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15 
15125 (a) provides that an EIR must include a description of the physical 16 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they exist at the time of the 17 
Notice of Preparation of the EIR, or at the time environmental analysis is 18 
commenced (baseline conditions).  The introduction of the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, 19 
provides a definition of the affected environment, and each major resource section of 20 
the Draft EIR provides an environmental setting, including agricultural resources.  21 
Attempting to determine future uses of farmland currently planted in field or row 22 
crops that would be converted to orchard or vineyard is too speculative for 23 
evaluation.   24 

We analyzed the impact to agricultural resources based on baseline conditions 25 
being able to continue once the pipeline was installed and the topsoil restored.  Most 26 
of the agricultural land along the proposed Project alignment is used for row or field 27 
crops.  Refer to pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of 28 
temporary and permanent impacts to agricultural land.  The temporary impacts to 29 
the 511 acres of farmland would not result in a physical change to the environment 30 
for more than three weeks in any one area, or in the case of horizontal directional 31 
drilling (HDD), for more than four weeks.  In addition, the amount of farmland 32 
permanently impacted (2.55 acres) across all four counties, and the amount of 33 
farmland converted from         34 
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deep-rooted plants to other types of crops (2.0 acres of orchard loss) located within 1 
Yolo County does not represent a significant regional loss. 2 

B-2 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 3 

B-3 Please refer to response to comment B-1.  Public Utility Easements 4 
(PUEs) may exist in which PG&E and other utilities have installed facilities. 5 
However, in general PUEs do not provide sufficient rights and protection for large 6 
transmission facilities.  Therefore, PG&E acquires easements to install transmission 7 
facilities rather than PUEs. 8 

Segmenting property with a utility easement for a buried pipeline does not preclude 9 
the use of the easement for farming, once construction of the pipeline is complete, 10 
but only precludes the planting of deep-rooted crops.  As discussed on page ES-32, 11 
while Alternative Options A, B, C, D, E, and G would result in similar impacts to 12 
agricultural resources as the proposed Project, these options would reduce the 13 
number of agricultural fields that would be segmented by the Project.  However, 14 
implementation of these alternative options would result in increased impacts 15 
associated with factors such as movement of the pipeline closer to roadways, 16 
residences, and in some cases businesses, thereby increasing the number of people 17 
that would be at risk if a rupture of the pipeline were to occur with a subsequent 18 
explosion and/or fire.  Please also refer to responses to comments B-1 and E-3. 19 

B-4 As noted on page 4.2-24 of the Draft EIR, most farming practices would 20 
be allowed to resume within the permanent easement following pipeline completion.  21 
The pipeline is proposed to be constructed with 5 feet of soil coverage in order to 22 
allow farming activities such as discing or deep-ripping to continue within the entire 23 
easement.  PG&E has increased the soil coverage beyond minimum requirements 24 
from 3 feet to 5 feet because PG&E’s experience has demonstrated that this depth 25 
is sufficient to eliminate most threats from agricultural operations.  Restrictions to 26 
crossing the easement would exist during project trenching, installation, and backfill.  27 
As described on page 2-54 of the Draft EIR, such restrictions would be expected to 28 
last no more than three weeks.   29 

B-5 Please refer to response to comment B-1 for a discussion regarding 30 
landowner compensation. 31 

Regarding pipeline access, the Draft EIR on page 2-38 of Section 2.0, Project 32 
Description, states, “Routine maintenance along the majority of the line would 33 
consist of quarterly to annual patrolling (e.g., foot or aerial patrol), cathodic 34 
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protection, and surveys.  PG&E would maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent easement 1 
along the length of the Project, with the exception of the Powerline Road DFM, 2 
which would have a 35-foot-wide permanent easement.  Vegetation maintenance 3 
would be as needed to maintain a 30-foot-wide corridor centered on the pipe that is 4 
free of deep-rooted plants.  Because the majority of the route is grassland, row 5 
crops, or rice fields, very few areas are expected to require vegetation maintenance 6 
by PG&E.”  (Please note that in response to comment S-15, the 30-foot-wide 7 
corridor that is free of deep-rooted plants has been decreased to a 20-foot-wide 8 
corridor.  Please refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for changes to the 9 
Draft EIR.) 10 

PG&E has provided information that some annual patrols are conducted from the air 11 
so no access to the property is required.  When a patrol or inspection on the ground 12 
is required, vehicles will use existing farm roads and off-road travel will be on foot.  13 
PG&E tries to schedule these ground inspection activities at such times that they do 14 
not impact agricultural activities.  In the unlikely event of ground disturbing 15 
maintenance activities, PG&E will work with the landowner to minimize disruption to 16 
their property and activities. 17 

B-6 The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to 18 
account for individual risks to the public due to the potential for fires and explosions, 19 
which may result from pipeline releases.  A revised System Safety and Risk of Upset 20 
report was completed by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, and is 21 
included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR. Revisions to the Draft EIR, 22 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and 23 
Planning, regarding the risk analysis are provided in Section 4.0 of this Revised 24 
Final EIR.  The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated 25 
and reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared 26 
the aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 27 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 28 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 29 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 30 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 31 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 32 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk. 33 

In addition, Table 5.1.5-1 of the report, as well as Table 4.7-6 on pages 4.7-34 and 34 
4.7-35 of the Draft EIR, summarizes the potential consequences from fires and 35 
explosions at various distances from the proposed pipeline.   36 
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Generally, natural gas could be released from a leak or rupture in the pipeline.  If the 1 
natural gas reached a combustible mixture and an ignition source was present, a fire 2 
and/or explosion could occur.   3 

The individual risk significance threshold used in the Revised Final EIR is an annual 4 
likelihood of one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for serious injury or fatality (used by the 5 
California Department of Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically 6 
determined for the maximally exposed individual (assumes that a person is present 7 
continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year). 8 

The maximum risk posed by Line 406 in Yolo County before mitigation is 9 
1:2,137,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,274,000 chances of fatality per year.  The 10 
highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately above the 11 
pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the pipeline. 12 
Because the calculated individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the 13 
risk is considered to be less than significant. 14 

The level of risk posed by Line 406 in Yolo County before mitigation is 1:350,000, 15 
which is 3 times greater than the level of risk generally considered acceptable.  After 16 
mitigation, the level of risk posed by Line 406 would be approximately 1:700,000, 17 
which is still greater than the level of risk generally considered acceptable.  The 18 
overall total annual likelihood of serious injury or fatality, taking into account the 19 
entire pipeline route, is 1:16,000 before mitigation.  The mitigation measures being 20 
imposed on the Project would reduce the risk by approximately 50 percent.  21 
However, the individual risk of serious injury or fatality would still be approximately 22 
1:30,000, 33 times greater than the level of risk generally considered acceptable.  23 
(Please refer to page 4.7-33 and 4.7-39 of the Draft EIR.) 24 

The lead agency recognizes that the risks remain significant even after mitigation 25 
has been implemented to reduce the magnitude of the risks.  The CSLC will need to 26 
balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the proposed 27 
Project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to 28 
approve the Project.  If the EIR is certified by the CSLC, a statement of overriding 29 
considerations will need to be adopted at the time of certification and approval of the 30 
Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 31 

B-7 In addition to all other applicable federal and State codes, regulations, and 32 
industry standards for pipeline design, the CSLC requires that the pipeline design 33 
also meet the requirements of current seismological engineering standards such as 34 
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the “Guidelines for the Design of Buried Steel Pipe” by American Lifeline Alliance 1 
and “The Guidelines for the Seismic Design and Assessment of Natural Gas and 2 
Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipelines” by the Pipeline Research Council International, Inc.  3 
The CSLC also required that all engineered structures, including pipeline alignment 4 
drawings, profile drawings, buildings, structures, and other appurtenances and 5 
associated facilities, be designed, signed, and stamped by California Registered 6 
professionals certified to perform such activities in their jurisdiction. 7 

The faults within the Project area are discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, 8 
Geology and Soils (reference pages 4.6-19 through 4.6-31). 9 

The geotechnical report prepared for the proposed Project notes that “evidence 10 
suggests that, although the Dunnigan Hills fault shows compelling evidence of 11 
surface rupture a few miles north of the proposed alignment, the fault becomes 12 
buried in the area where the proposed alignment crosses it.”  The Draft EIR provides 13 
an impact and mitigation measure regarding earthquake faults and seismic risks to 14 
the pipeline.  A portion of Impact GEO-1 on page 4.6-39 of the Draft EIR has been 15 
revised.  Mitigation Measure (MM) GEO-1 on page 4.6-39 and 4.6-40 of the Draft 16 
EIR has also been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 17 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 18 

B-8 Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR evaluates a number of alternatives or options 19 
along the proposed pipeline alignment to reduce or avoid one or more impacts of the 20 
proposed Project.  This comment expresses a preference for the No Project 21 
Alternative (1st choice) or Option E (2nd choice).  The No Project Alternative means 22 
that PG&E would not construct/operate the natural gas pipeline along the proposed 23 
route.  Option E would involve a minor realignment of the proposed Line 406 route to 24 
follow CR-19, east of CR-87.  At CR-19A, it would extend back to the north via an 25 
existing dirt road and underneath a large electrical transmission corridor.  The 26 
pipeline would then cross an irrigation lateral and continue north where it would 27 
converge back with the proposed Line 406 route, just west of I-505.  The pipeline 28 
would then follow the same route as the proposed Project east of I-505.  This 29 
alternative would increase slightly the total length of the pipeline.  Figure 3-2D of the 30 
Draft EIR shows Option E.   31 

The reason Option E was considered is that it would meet all of the basic Project 32 
objectives and would reduce segmenting agricultural fields in the Hungry Hollow 33 
area.  However, this alternative would require locating the pipeline closer to several 34 
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residences and result in the removal of trees from an existing orchard situated along 1 
CR-19.   2 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 3 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 4 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 5 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 6 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which 7 
is the construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all 8 
project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time 9 
to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the 10 
EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project 11 
will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC 12 
mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 13 
10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 14 
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From:  <dibblesbs@inreach.com> 
To: "Crystal Spurr" <spurrc@slc.ca.gov> 
Date:  06/01/2009 8:32 PM 
Subject:   gas pipe line 

This is in regards to the proposed gas pipe line 406-407 that is proposed to go through my 
property located at 27960 C.R. 19 North of Esparto.  It will devalue my property as long as the 
pipe line is in service, which is for 50 years.  The amount you have offered is incredibly low 
$7700.00 for 50 years, is ridiculous. 

You restrict me from growing grapes or any deep rooted crops, if you have looked at our area 
you have seen numerous new orchards going into production, as the income from these crops are 
signifinaly higher than the crops now grown. Almonds are going for $4500.00 per acre and 
grapes at $4200.00 per acre. I barley make enough to pay my property taxes now so this will 
leave me at a great disadvantage for future income. 

I will receive no benefit from the gas line. They have not offered me free Gas and Electric for the 
right to use and destroy my land. 

When the geologist came out to talk to me about this project he informed me that the gas line 
was 100% safe. I went into goggle search and found this to be untrue, there have been 22,500 
ruptures to 30-36 inch gas pipe lines. 

The C.R. 16 route I asked about. I was informed that this route was not considered because of 
side hill "solving" (his word) I have driven this route and again this is untrue as the area 
proposed between C.R. 87 and Interstate 505 is as flat as the C.R. 16 alternate. From there the 
line will have to go through the Dunnigan hills which according to you will cause "slouving". 

I have been lets not say lied to but have been told things that are untrue, so I cannot believe 
anything I have been told about this project. 
My mother lives just to the West of me at 28000 C.R. 19 she is very concerned about this project 
also as we share income of my property, and the possibility of a pipe line rupture. 

I thought I lived in the United States, at least that is what they told me when I went to war to 
defend this country. I might as well live in a third world communist country where you have No 
rights, as this is what you are trying to tell me. 

William Dibble 
Barbara Dibble 
Dorothy Dibble 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET C 1 

C-1 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 2 

C-2 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 3 

C-3 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 4 

C-4 Please refer to response to comment B-6.  Please see the Revised 5 
System Safety and Risk of Upset report in Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.  6 
Also, please see Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, as revised in the Revised Final EIR, 7 
and the EDM Services, Inc. report included in Appendix H for a discussion of the 8 
number of pipeline incidents on 30- to 36-inch natural gas pipelines.  Both include 9 
credible references regarding pipeline incident statistics. 10 

C-5 The commenter is referring to the use of CR-16 as a pipeline alignment.  11 
While portions of Option A and Option B follow CR-16 (refer to pages 3-12 and 3-13 12 
of the Draft EIR), it is the portion of the Line 406 Central Alternative that would cross 13 
hillsides between Hwy 505 and I-5 for which sloughing was a primary concern.  The 14 
Line 406 Central Alternative was considered but eliminated from full evaluation in the 15 
Draft EIR (refer to pages 3-10 and 3-11 of the Draft EIR) because this proposed 16 
pipeline alignment alternative would be longer than the preferred alternative 17 
(resulting in greater impacts) and would require crossing a greater amount of 18 
potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, nesting habitat for burrowing owls, 19 
and other habitats utilized by special-status species.  This alternative would also 20 
require construction along sidehills, which would present additional engineering, 21 
construction, and maintenance considerations. 22 

C-6 Please refer to responses to comments B1 and C-4.  23 

 24 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET D 1 

D-1 Please refer to Figures 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6, which provide detailed views of 2 
the proposed pipeline location within Sutter County.  Portions of Sutter County 3 
affected by the Project are shown on various figures throughout the Draft EIR, 4 
including Figure 2-1, 2-2, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-12, and 2-15; Figure 3-2A, 3-2 Map 2 5 
of 3, 3-2G Map 3 of 3, and 3-3; Figure 4.2-1B and 4.2-1C; Figure 4.3-1; Figure 4.4-1, 6 
4.4-2, and 4.4-3; Figure 4.6-1, 4.6-2B, 4.6-2C, 4.6-3, and 4.6-4; Figure 4.8-1; Figure 7 
4.9-1B and 4.9-1C; Figure 4.13-1; and Figure 5-1.   8 

D-2 Please refer to APM CR-3, APM CR-4, and APM CR-5, which are 9 
included in Section 4.5.4 of the Draft EIR.  These APMs address the inadvertent 10 
discovery of archaeological resources.  As described on page 4.5-36 of the Draft 11 
EIR, these APMs require PG&E to consult with the local Native American community 12 
prior to any subsurface excavation at prehistoric archeological sites to give them the 13 
opportunity to monitor the excavations; allow supervision of trenching by a qualified 14 
professional archaeologist and/or geo-archeologist; stop work near discovered 15 
potential resources; and develop a Discovery Plan indicating the appropriate 16 
treatment of archeological materials or human remains.  17 

D-3 Comment acknowledged.  As outlined in APM CR-4, on page 4.5-36 of the 18 
Draft EIR, the discovery of human remains outside a dedicated cemetery will require 19 
compliance with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.  20 

D-4 As discussed above in response to comment D-2, and as outlined in APM 21 
CR-3, APM CR-4, and APM CR-5, the PG&E would work with the local Native 22 
American community during Project implementation.  These APMs are included in 23 
the revised Mitigation Monitoring Program in Appendix F of this Revised Final EIR. 24 

 25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET E 1 

E-1 CSLC acknowledges that the Dunnigan Hills area is referred to as an 2 
appellation of origin by at least five vintners.  Text has been added to page 4.2-2, 3 
line 11 of the Draft EIR describing the Dunnigan Hills appellation area.  Refer to 4 
Section 4.0 of the Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  5 

E-2 Pages 4.8-11 through 4.8-13 of the Draft EIR discuss construction-related 6 
impacts to groundwater flow and supply (see Section 4.8.5, Hydrology and Water 7 
Quality).  As proposed in APM HWQ-3 and APM HWQ-4, and APM BIO-20 and 8 
APM BIO-21, the Project incorporates design features and construction techniques 9 
that reduce potential impacts to groundwater flow to less than significant levels.  10 
Trenching or directional drilling in accordance with these APMs would ensure that 11 
the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 12 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 13 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.  As discussed on 14 
page 4.4-80 in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, implementation of APM BIO-5, 15 
APM BIO-7, APM BIO-13, APM BIO-16, and APM BIO-23 would further reduce 16 
potential impacts to groundwater flow to less than significant levels.  Please also 17 
refer to response to comment F-5. 18 

E-3 Yolo County General Plan goals regarding agriculture that are applicable 19 
to the proposed Project are included on page 4.2-19 of the Draft EIR.  Page 1-8 of 20 
the Draft EIR has been revised to indicate that PG&E, as a CPUC-regulated entity, 21 
is not required to adhere to county or city zoning or land use designations, nor are 22 
they required to obtain discretionary permits from such jurisdictions.  However, 23 
PG&E may be required to obtain ministerial permits, such as grading and 24 
encroachment permits, from affected counties, cities or other local jurisdictions, such 25 
as reclamation districts.  Furthermore, PG&E may be required to obtain permits or 26 
approvals from certain reviewing authorities such as those listed in Section 1.0, 27 
Introduction, under the heading 1.4 Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory 28 
Requirements, beginning on page 1-8 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to section 4.0 of this 29 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 30 

While PG&E, as a CPUC-regulated entity, is not required to adhere to local 31 
jurisdiction regulations, Yolo County’s General Plan policies were taken into 32 
consideration during the preparation of the Draft EIR.  As noted on page 4.2-24 of 33 
the Draft EIR (as amended in Section 4.0 of the Revised Final EIR), restrictions on 34 
deep-rooted plants and vines would affect approximately 102 acres of farmland in 35 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-26 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-27 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Revised Final EIR  

Yolo County.  The majority of the land within the proposed permanent easement is 1 
grassland, row crops, or rice fields, and these activities could continue within the 2 
permanent easement.  Attempting to determine that future uses of farmland currently 3 
planted in field or row crops would be converted to orchard or vineyard is too 4 
speculative for evaluation.  The temporary impacts to the 511 acres of farmland 5 
would not result in a physical change to the environment for more than three weeks 6 
in any one area, or in the case of HDD, for more than four weeks.  In addition, the 7 
amount of farmland permanently removed (2.55 acres) across all four counties, and 8 
the amount of farmland converted from deep-rooted plants to other types of crops 9 
(2.0 acres of orchard loss) located within Yolo County does not represent a 10 
significant regional loss.  In addition, it is not an uncommon practice to plant 11 
commercial cover crops in vineyards and orchards between the rows, such as fava 12 
beans.  Such shallow-rooted crops would be allowed within the 10 feet on either side 13 
of the pipeline. 14 

PG&E would coordinate with landowners, tenant farmers, and adjacent property 15 
owners prior to and during construction of the proposed pipeline in order to 16 
coordinate the construction schedule with agricultural activities such as crop 17 
spraying, crop irrigation, and harvest activities.  For construction activities within rice 18 
fields, the proposed plan is that PG&E work with landowners to isolate the right-of-19 
way prior to the fall, so that construction can begin on May 1 (or as soon as the field 20 
is sufficiently dry) without interfering with the rice field preparation, planting, and 21 
flooding schedule (refer to the Draft EIR, page 2-51). 22 

The proposed Project would prohibit the planting of deep-rooted plants, such as 23 
trees or vines within 10 feet on either side of the pipeline centerline (20 feet total 24 
within the permanent easement).  This would result in the limitation of crops grown 25 
on approximately 102 acres of farmland within the four counties to row crops, field 26 
crops, or any other crops that do not involve deep-rooted plants.  Most of the 27 
agricultural land along the proposed Project alignment is currently used for row or 28 
field crops, and those types of uses would be allowed to continue within the entire 29 
pipeline permanent easement once the pipeline has been installed and the topsoil 30 
restored. 31 

While Attachment A to Comment Letter E is a letter sent in response to the Kinder 32 
Morgan Concord to West Sacramento Pipeline Project, not the Line 406/407 Natural 33 
Gas Pipeline Project discussed in this Draft EIR, the CSLC has provided responses 34 
to those comments that are applicable to this Project.  Both Yolo County and 35 
Sacramento County have received notices regarding the availability of the Draft EIR 36 
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and have been provided the opportunity to provide comments during the public 1 
review period.  The Yolo County Board of Supervisors has submitted comments on 2 
the PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIR (refer to Comment Set H).  3 
Sacramento County did not provide written comments. 4 

Response to Comments in Attachment A of Comment Set E: 5 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 1     One of the Project objec-6 
tives is to install Project facilities in a safe, efficient, environmentally sensitive, and 7 
cost-effective manner.  An attempt has been made to locate the pipeline along 8 
edges of agricultural fields.  In some areas, the pipeline has been located through 9 
agricultural fields in order to avoid placing the pipeline close to houses along the 10 
roadways, and to avoid impacting additional trees that might be used for nesting by 11 
numerous protected birds.  As a part of the proposed Project, PG&E has increased 12 
the soil cover beyond minimum requirements from 3 feet to 5 feet because its past 13 
experience has demonstrated that this depth is sufficient to eliminate most threats 14 
from agricultural operations, such as discing or deep-ripping.   15 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 2     As noted on page 2-1 of 16 
the Draft EIR, HDD construction technique uses a hydraulically-powered horizontal 17 
drilling rig to tunnel under vertically and/or horizontally-large sensitive surface 18 
features such as water courses, levees, and wetlands.  Table 2-5, beginning on 19 
page 2-56 of the Draft EIR (as revised in this Revised Final EIR), indicates that 20 
sensitive features with levees, such as the Knights Landing Ridge Cut, the West 21 
Yolo Bypass/Drainage, East Yolo Bypass/Tule Canal, Sacramento River, and East 22 
Levee Road would be crossed using HDD technologies.  Table 2-1, on page 2-17 of 23 
the Draft EIR indicates the depth at which these features would be crossed.  The 24 
protection of levees is discussed in Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, and Section 4.8, 25 
Hydrology and Water Quality (refer to page 4.6-38 and pages 4.6-42 through 4.6-56, 26 
and page 4.8-40 through 4.8-41 of the Draft EIR, respectively).   27 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 3     PG&E would coordinate 28 
with landowners, tenant farmers, and adjacent property owners prior to and during 29 
construction of the proposed pipeline in order to coordinate the construction 30 
schedule with agricultural activities such as crop spraying, crop irrigation, and 31 
harvest activities.  For construction activities within rice fields, the proposed plan is 32 
that PG&E work with landowners to isolate the right-of-way prior to the fall, so that 33 
construction can begin on May 1 (or as soon as the field is sufficiently dry) without 34 
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interfering with the rice field preparation, planting, and flooding schedule (refer to the 1 
Draft EIR, page 2-51). 2 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 4    PG&E requires that within 3 
their 50-foot permanent easement, a 20-foot-wide corridor located in the center be 4 
maintained free of deep rooted crops in order to perform routine maintenance 5 
activities, such as annual patrolling (by foot or aerial patrol), cathodic protection and 6 
other surveys.    Other types of crops, such as row crops, field crops, and rice fields, 7 
can be planted within that 20-foot-wide corridor.  The pipeline is proposed to be 8 
constructed with 5 feet of soil coverage in order to allow farming activities such as 9 
discing or deep-ripping to continue within the entire easement.  PG&E has increased 10 
the soil coverage beyond minimum requirements from 3 feet to 5 feet because 11 
PG&E’s experience has demonstrated that this depth is sufficient to eliminate most 12 
threats from agricultural operations.  Excavations in excess of 5 feet present 13 
additional construction challenges (and cost) due to the need for trench benching or 14 
shoring for worker entry.  In addition, the comment letter from the Yolo County Farm 15 
Bureau (comment set Y) notes that “We appreciate that PG&E has decided to bury 16 
the pipeline under 5 feet of dirt.  This provides safety for agricultural operations 17 
above the pipeline.”  See response to comment E-3, bullet 1, for discussion of depth 18 
below crops.  With regard to constructing the pipeline beneath irrigation or drainage 19 
ditches, PG&E will address depth on a site-by-site basis as these irrigation features 20 
are encountered and determine, in consultation with the property owner, the 21 
appropriate depth to place the pipeline. 22 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 5     For the length of the pro-23 
posed pipeline PG&E will likely encounter varying conditions that will require 24 
consideration including soil types.  Refer to Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, for a 25 
discussion of soil types likely to be encountered in the Project area.  This pipeline 26 
occurs outside of the primary and secondary Delta and, therefore, peat soils are not 27 
a concern with the proposed Project. 28 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 6     As discussed under the 29 
heading “Pipe Buoyancy” on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, PG&E would apply criteria 30 
specified in DOT 49 CFR section 192.317 to protect the Project from flooding 31 
hazards.  For portions of the Project within the FEMA-designated 100-year flood 32 
zone, PG&E would apply a factor of safety (FS) of 1.5 to decrease the downward 33 
force of backfill acting on the pipe.  In addition, a relative compaction of 80 percent 34 
would be required to ensure the backfill would be stable during the first winter 35 
seasons.  Soil conditions, pipe geometry, and depth of the HDD crossings are 36 
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sufficient to prevent buoyancy concerns of the HDD crossings.  To address the 1 
potential for scour within the Yolo Bypass, a concrete coating would be applied to 2 
provide a downward force of 10 lbs/ft or 2-inch minimum thickness whichever is 3 
greater.   4 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 7     PG&E will coordinate con-5 
struction of the proposed Project with all property owners and agencies and acquire 6 
permits and approvals as required by the CPUC.  As noted under Section 1.4, 7 
Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory Requirements, in addition to the action by the 8 
CSLC, the proposed Project may require encroachment permits from affected local 9 
flood control or reclamation districts including the Sacramento, Yolo, Placer, and 10 
Sutter Counties, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, Yolo-County Flood Control 11 
and Water Conservation District and the Placer County Flood Control and 12 
Conservation District. 13 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 8     PG&E has indicated that 14 
they will not store or handle hazardous waste or materials within the project area in 15 
quantities exceeding State thresholds.  Therefore, they will not be preparing a 16 
Business Emergency Response Plan and Inventory.   17 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 9     PG&E, as a CPUC-regu-18 
lated entity, is not required to adhere to county or city zoning or land use 19 
designations, nor are they required to obtain discretionary permits from such 20 
jurisdictions.  However, PG&E may be required to obtain ministerial permits, such as 21 
grading and encroachment permits, from affected counties, cities or other local 22 
jurisdictions, such as reclamation districts.  Furthermore, PG&E may be required to 23 
obtain permits or approvals from certain reviewing authorities such as those listed in 24 
Section 1.0, Introduction, under the heading 1.4 Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory 25 
Requirements, beginning on page 1-8 of the Draft EIR. 26 

Response to Comment E-3, Attachment A, Bullet 10     The pipeline does not 27 
pass through the City of Davis. 28 

E-4 As indicated on page 4.12-19 of Section 4.12, Population and 29 
Housing/Public Services/Utilities and Service Systems, the purpose of the Project is 30 
to support existing and approved future planned population growth in the Project 31 
area.  The proposed Project is intended to extend natural gas service to planned 32 
residential and commercial developments in Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento 33 
counties as approved by their respective General Plans and Specific Plans.  General 34 
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Plans and Specific Plans are required to go through an environmental review 1 
process.  The General Plans of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento and Placer counties and 2 
the City of Roseville have been taken into account in the following sections:  Section 3 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, and Section 4.12, Population and Housing/Public 4 
Services/Utilities and Service Systems.  The proposed Project has no jurisdiction 5 
over the approval of residential development.  With the exception of six aboveground 6 
stations, totaling 2.55 acres, the pipeline would be underground and following 7 
installation, the temporary and permanent easement areas would be restored to pre-8 
construction conditions or in accordance with pre-arranged landowner requirements.  9 

E-5 PG&E is required by statute to procure 20 percent of its electricity from 10 
renewable energy resources beginning in 2010.  However, facilities with which 11 
PG&E has executed power purchase agreements have not yet been built, and the 12 
CPUC’s rules of flexible compliance allow up to 3 years for deliveries to meet the 13 
targets.  PG&E expects to meet its 20 percent obligation with deliveries received 14 
during the 3 years following 2010.   15 

Nonetheless, an increase in the use of renewable sources of electricity is not 16 
expected to eliminate the need for the proposed Project.  The Project is necessary to 17 
provide reliable natural gas service to existing core residential and small commercial 18 
customers, and extend service to planned residential and commercial development 19 
in Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and Placer Counties.  A reduction in power generation 20 
gas usage will have no effect on the need for additional pipeline capacity to serve 21 
these customers. 22 

PG&E’s natural gas load growth forecasts for core residential and small commercial 23 
customers are updated and scaled to reflect the use of readily available ENERGY 24 
STAR® technologies in new home construction, and Energy-Efficiency Audits and 25 
Rebates offered for existing homes and businesses.  The extent to which these 26 
energy efficiency measures have been used to reduce natural gas consumption has 27 
been taken into account in PG&E’s load growth forecast. 28 

E-6 Refer to response to comment E-4.  As described on page 1-4 of the Draft 29 
EIR.  The CSLC is the State agency with jurisdiction and management control over 30 
California’s sovereign and submerged lands.  This EIR will be used by the CSLC to 31 
exercise its jurisdictional responsibilities in making its decision to grant a lease for 32 
the pipeline river crossing at the Sacramento River.  33 

 34 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET F 1 

F-1 Please refer to responses to comments B-1, B-3, and B-4. 2 

F-2 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 3 

F-3 Please refer to response to comment B-1.   4 

F-4 Please refer to response to comment B-6. A revised System Safety and 5 
Risk of Upset report was completed by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, 6 
and is included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.   The risk analysis was 7 
revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and reported as individual risk.  8 
In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the aggregate risk to the individual 9 
risk threshold. The individual risk significance threshold used in the Revised Final 10 
EIR is an annual likelihood of one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for serious injury or 11 
fatality (used by the California Department of Education for school sites).  The risk 12 
level is typically determined for the maximally exposed individual (assumes that a 13 
person is present continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year). 14 

The maximum risk posed by Line 406 in Yolo County before mitigation is 15 
1:2,137,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,274,000 chances of fatality per year.  The 16 
highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately above the 17 
pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the pipeline. 18 
Because the calculated individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the 19 
risk is considered to be less than significant. 20 

Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis 21 
of the risks associated with the proposed pipeline based on the System Safety and 22 
Risk of Upset report was completed by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project.  23 
This report is included as a part of Appendix H.  Table 5.1.5-1 of the EDM report, as 24 
well as Table 4.7-6 on pages 4.7-34 and 4.7-35 of the Draft EIR, summarizes the 25 
potential consequences from fires and explosions at various distances from the 26 
proposed pipeline.  As noted in the table, the consequences of an explosion at 1,260 27 
feet from the release are not anticipated to result in any injuries; for this case, 10 28 
percent window glass breakage would be anticipated with no injuries to building 29 
occupants.  The consequences of a torch fire at 1,540 feet from the pipeline are not 30 
anticipated to cause detrimental impacts to humans from prolonged exposure.  The 31 
consequences of an explosion from a release at 1,890 feet would include some 32 
glass breakage but no injuries to building occupants.   33 
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F-5 Pages 4.8-11 through 4.8-13 of the Draft EIR discuss potential impacts to 1 
water quality (see Section 4.8.5, Hydrology and Water Quality).  As proposed in 2 
APM HWQ-3 and APM HWQ-4, and APM BIO-20 and APM BIO-21, the Project 3 
incorporates design features and construction techniques that reduce potential 4 
impacts to groundwater flow to less than significant levels.  As discussed in Impact 5 
HWQ-2, the Project has the potential to interrupt or degrade groundwater used for 6 
private or municipal purposes.  Accordingly, MM HWQ-2 (as amended in this 7 
Revised Final EIR) would required testing of wells identified as potentially at risk and 8 
consultation with landowners, should wells be affected (please refer to page 4.8-21 9 
through 4.8-22 of the Draft EIR).  Implementation of MM HWQ-2 would ensure that 10 
Project construction activities would avoid potential conflicts with private water wells, 11 
irrigation wells, and water pipelines.  Refer to section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 12 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 13 

F-6 Swainson’s hawk and other special-status bird species are discussed in 14 
Table 4.4-3 (refer to pages 4.4-30 through 4.4-38 of the Draft EIR and as amended 15 
in this Revised Final EIR).  Figure 4.4-2 shows California Natural Diversity Database 16 
(CNDDB).  As discussed on page 4.4-33, Swainson’s hawks were observed on 17 
numerous occasions during surveys of the Project alignment, and suitable nesting 18 
and foraging habitat was confirmed throughout the scattered trees, open grasslands, 19 
and agricultural areas along the proposed alignment.  Implementation of APMs BIO-20 
1 through BIO-19, APM BIO-29, APM BIO-30, and APM BIO-35, MM BIO-2a, MM 21 
BIO-2b, MM BIO-4a, MM BIO-4b, MM BIO-4c, and MM BIO-4d would reduce 22 
impacts to Swainson’s hawk and other special-status bird species to less than 23 
significant levels.  As noted on pages 4.4-125 through 4.4-126, Options A and B, 24 
portions of which would run along SR 16, would result in fewer potential impacts to 25 
nesting birds.  However, as discussed in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, 26 
Options A and B would result in a greater magnitude of impacts to agricultural 27 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, soils,  risk of upset hazards, land 28 
use and traffic.  Also, by placing the pipeline in close proximity to Durst Organic 29 
Farmers, a new High Consequence Area (HCA) would potentially be created along 30 
the pipeline as defined by DOT 192.903, based upon the number of employees and 31 
the number of days they would congregate near the pipeline.  32 

F-7 As discussed on page ES-32, while Alternative Options A, B, C, D, E, and 33 
G would result in similar impacts to agricultural resources as the proposed Project, 34 
these options would reduce the number of agricultural fields that would be bisected 35 
by the Project.  However, implementation of these alternative options would result in 36 
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increased impacts associated with factors such as movement of the pipeline closer 1 
to roadways, residences, and in some cases businesses, thereby increasing the 2 
number of people that would be at risk if rupture of the pipeline were to occur with a 3 
subsequent explosion and/or fire (resulting in an increase in the magnitude of the 4 
societal risk).  Please also refer to responses to comments B-1, B-3, B-4, B-5, and 5 
E-3. 6 

F-8 The proposed alignment crosses through agricultural fields containing 7 
crops only in locations where an alignment paralleling existing county road and farm 8 
roads would not reduce the environmental impacts, including agriculture.  If the 9 
proposed pipeline were to follow a path along existing roadways rather than cross 10 
through agricultural fields, the pipeline would still be located within the agricultural 11 
fields along those roadways.  There are jurisdictional requirements regarding the 12 
distance from roadways that the pipeline must be located. Paralleling roadways 13 
could result in an increase in the amount of land needed for the pipeline, and in 14 
some cases bring the pipeline closer to residences.  As an example, Options D and 15 
E would increase the pipeline length by 860 and 3,480 feet, respectively, within 16 
those agricultural fields paralleling the roadways. 17 

The proposed Project use restrictions within the permanent easement would prohibit 18 
the planting of deep-rooted plants, such as trees or vines, within 10 feet on either 19 
side of the pipeline centerline (20 feet total within the permanent easement).  This 20 
would result in the limitation of crops grown on approximately 102 acres of farmland 21 
within four counties to row crops, field crops, or any other crops that do not involve 22 
deep-rooted plants.  Most of the agricultural land along the proposed Project 23 
alignment is currently used for row or field crops, and those types of uses would be 24 
allowed to continue within the entire pipeline permanent easement once the pipeline 25 
has been installed and the topsoil restored. 26 

F-9 Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR evaluates a number of alternative options 27 
along the proposed pipeline alignment to reduce or avoid one or more impacts of the 28 
proposed Project.  This comment expresses a preference for the No Project 29 
Alternative, Option A, Option F, Option B, Option E, and Option D, in that order.   30 

The No Project Alternative means that PG&E would not construct/operate the 31 
natural gas pipeline along the proposed route.  This option would not meet the 32 
Project objectives, and continued growth in Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer 33 
counties would put further strain on existing natural gas infrastructure, and could 34 
result in emergency restriction or interruption of services. 35 
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Option A would increase the overall pipeline length by approximately 2,200 feet 1 
through the edges of mostly agricultural fields, increasing the impacts to agricultural 2 
lands including existing vineyards and orchards.  Also, by placing the pipeline in 3 
close proximity to Durst Organic Farmers, a new “high consequence area” or “HCA” 4 
would potentially be created along the pipeline as defined by DOT 192.903, based 5 
upon the number of employees and the number of days they would congregate 6 
within a certain distance (646-foot impact radius) from the proposed pipeline.   7 

Option F would not alter the length of the overall pipeline, but would result in 8 
bisecting an agricultural field instead of extending along the edge of the field.  This 9 
option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological resources by bordering 10 
an ephemeral drainage with adjacent wetlands that the Project avoids. 11 

Option B would increase the overall pipeline length by approximately 2,640 feet 12 
through the edges of mostly agricultural fields, increasing the impacts to agricultural 13 
lands including existing orchards.  Also, by placing the pipeline in close proximity to 14 
Durst Organic Farmers, a new “high consequence area” or “HCA” would potentially 15 
be created along the pipeline as defined by DOT 192.903, based upon the number 16 
of employees and the number of days they would congregate near the pipeline. 17 

Option E would involve a minor realignment of the proposed Line 406 route to those 18 
agricultural lands along County Road 16.  This option would increase the overall 19 
pipeline length by roughly 3,480 feet, along the edges of agricultural fields.  This 20 
option would impact more trees and would move the pipeline closer to residences 21 
along County Road 16. 22 

Option D would involve a minor variation to the proposed Line 406 route to those 23 
agricultural lands along County Road 19.  This option would increase the overall 24 
pipeline length by roughly 860 feet through the edges of agricultural fields.  This 25 
option would need to take into consideration the ditch along County Road 19, would 26 
impact an additional orchard, and would move the pipeline closer to residences 27 
along the road.  28 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 29 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 30 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 31 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 32 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which 33 
is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all 34 
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project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time 1 
to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the 2 
EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project 3 
will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC 4 
mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 5 
10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 6 

F-10  Please refer to responses to comments B-1 and B-3.  7 

F-11 Please refer to response to comment F-9. 8 

 9 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET G 1 

G-1 The commenter provided background information regarding the location of 2 
planned and proposed schools in the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) and the 3 
Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) areas.  The proposed Line 407 is intended to 4 
serve the PVSP (approved by Placer County Board of Supervisors on July 16, 5 
2007), and the SVSP (still in the planning stages). 6 

Within the approved PVSP are seven dedicated school sites that will be developed 7 
by the Center Joint Unified School District.  School sites are also proposed to be 8 
included in the SVSP, and a land use plan shows five proposed school site 9 
locations.  Two dedicated school sites within the PVSP (one high school and one 10 
elementary school) are located within 1,500 feet of the proposed Project pipeline.  11 
The commenter states that the planned high school site is located within 50 feet of 12 
the proposed pipeline, and the planned elementary school is located within 1,400 13 
feet of the proposed pipeline. The commenter also states that one proposed school 14 
site within the SVSP (elementary school) is located approximately 1,500 feet north of 15 
the proposed Project pipeline.   16 

As noted in Table 4.7-6 of the revised risk analysis attached to the Revised Final 17 
EIR as Appendix H-3, the impacts are very minor at distances greater than 800 to 18 
1,000 feet. Since the planned elementary school site boundaries within the PVSP 19 
and the SVSP are located 1,400 feet and 1,500 feet, respectively, from the proposed 20 
pipeline, it is unlikely that serious risks would be posed to the student body.  At this 21 
distance from the pipeline, the consequences from a potential fire or explosion are 22 
not expected to result in any injuries. Since the SVSP is still within the planning 23 
stages, the proposed schools sites can be moved to locations outside of the school 24 
district recommended safety buffer prior to finalizing that plan. 25 

The location of the PVSP schools were considered in the Draft EIR (please refer to 26 
pages 4.7-5, 4.7-6, and 4.9-1).  Alternative Option I, Option J, Option K, and Option 27 
L were considered in order to reduce risks to the proposed school sites (please refer 28 
to pages 3-55 through 3-57 of the Draft EIR).  The impacts of these options in 29 
regards to the proposed school sites are discussed under Impacts of Alternatives in 30 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and 31 
Planning (please refer to page 4.7-42 through 4.7-45 and 4.9-29 through 4.9-31 of 32 
the Draft EIR, as revised in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR). 33 

G-2 In the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR and in Sections 4.3, Air 34 
Quality; 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 4.9, Land Use and Planning; and 35 
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4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, school sites are identified as sensitive land uses.  1 
Sections 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of 2 
the Draft EIR also provide language regarding the California Education Code, 3 
section 17213, and the California Code of Regulations, Title 5, section 14010(h), 4 
regarding the 1,500-foot study zone buffer between school sites and high-pressure 5 
gas pipelines.  Page 3-3 of the Draft EIR considers potential land use conflicts 6 
associated with school siting requirements that require school districts to perform 7 
risk analyses when a school site is located within 1,500 feet of an easement for an 8 
underground pipeline as one of the reasons considered for looking at alternative 9 
locations.  Safety risks to planned school sites are discussed in the Executive 10 
Summary and in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and 4.9, Land Use 11 
and Planning, as revised in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR.   12 

Alternative Options I, J, K, and L were developed to attempt to reduce the magnitude 13 
of risks to two planned school sites within the PVSP area.  Options I and J looked at 14 
moving the pipeline to a distance greater than 1,000 feet from the school site, based 15 
on the results of a risk analysis, so as to reduce the risk to the school population if a 16 
pipeline leak were to occur resulting in a fire or explosion. As noted in Table 4.7-6 of 17 
the revised risk analysis attached to the Revised Final EIR as Appendix H-3, the 18 
impacts are very minor at distances greater than 800 to 1,000 feet. At this distance 19 
from the pipeline, the consequences from a potential fire or explosion are not 20 
expected to result in any injuries. Therefore, Option I routes the pipeline 21 
approximately 1,550 feet from the planned high school site to move the pipeline 22 
outside the CDE study zone and reduce the risk, and would place the pipeline within 23 
agricultural fields.  Option J would move the pipeline even further from the planned 24 
high school, but would move the pipeline closer to residences.  Moving the pipeline 25 
to a distance of 1,550 feet from the planned high school is adequate since the risk 26 
analysis shows that no fatalities or injuries are expected to occur if a pipeline release 27 
and subsequent fire or explosion were to result at a distance greater than 1,000 feet 28 
from the pipeline.   29 

Option K places the pipeline route outside the 1,500-foot study zone, while Option L 30 
has the construction of the pipeline within the proposed alignment for Line 407-E, 31 
within the 1,500-foot study zone, but at a depth of 35 feet to reduce the magnitude of 32 
the risk to the planned elementary school.  In Option L, PG&E would use HDD to 33 
place the pipeline at this increased depth (approximately 35 feet deep).  PG&E has 34 
also proposed to jointly develop a risk analysis with the School District to determine 35 
pipeline impacts to the school (refer to APM ALT-L) as a part of Option L.  Since the 36 
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planned elementary school site would be located 1,400 feet from the pipeline, it is 1 
already at an adequate distance from the pipeline that no fatalities or injuries are 2 
expected to occur if a pipeline release and subsequent fire or explosion were to 3 
result.  Therefore, moving the pipeline another 150 feet (as in Option K) from the 4 
planned elementary school and impacting wetlands and vernal pools is not 5 
necessary.  Increasing the length of the HDD in the area of the planned elementary 6 
school would serve to reduce the risks of third-party damage and serve to further 7 
reduce the safety risks to the school. 8 

G-3 Please refer to response to comment G-2. 9 

G-4 The Center Joint Unified School District has indicated a preference for 10 
Option J over Option I.  Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR evaluated a number of 11 
alternatives or options along the proposed pipeline alignment to reduce or avoid one 12 
or more impacts of the proposed Project.  Both alternative options would have 13 
greater impacts to biological resources but these impacts could be mitigated to less 14 
than significant levels.  Both options would meet all of the basic Project objectives 15 
and would increase the distance of the pipeline from a planned high school along 16 
Baseline Road.  However, Option J would place the pipeline close to several 17 
residences, while Option I would go through agricultural fields. 18 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 19 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 20 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 21 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 22 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which 23 
is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all 24 
project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time 25 
to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the 26 
EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project 27 
will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC 28 
mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 29 
10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 30 

G-5 The Center Joint Unified School District has indicated a preference for 31 
Option K over Option L.  Both options were considered due to proximity to the 32 
planned elementary school site in the PVSP area.  Option K places the pipeline 33 
route outside the 1,500-foot study buffer zone, while Option L has the construction of 34 
the pipeline within the proposed alignment for Line 407-E, within the 1,500-foot 35 
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buffer study zone, but at a depth of 35 feet to reduce the magnitude of the risk 1 
potential to the planned school.  In Option L, PG&E would use HDD to place the 2 
pipeline at this increased depth (approximately 35 feet deep).  PG&E has proposed 3 
to jointly develop a risk analysis with the School District to determine pipeline 4 
impacts to the school (refer to APM ALT-L).   5 

Option K would increase impacts to biological resources by placing the pipeline 6 
within an area that has wetlands, vernal pools, and giant garter snake habitat.  While 7 
Option L would not increase or decrease any of the impacts associated with the 8 
proposed pipeline, Option L was designed to decrease the magnitude of the risks to 9 
the planned elementary school and minimize impacts to biological resources that 10 
would result from implementing one of the other alternative option at this location.  11 

In addition, please review Letter P from Hefner, Stark and Marois, representing 12 
Placer Vineyards Development Group, LLC, who indicate in comment P-8 that there 13 
is flexibility in the PVSP with regard to the elementary school.  The comment 14 
indicates that “there may be some ability to relocate the elementary school site 15 
further south away from the pipeline by swapping the adjacent park site with the 16 
school site, thereby increasing the distance of the school site from Baseline Road to 17 
greater than 1,500 feet.” 18 

G-6 Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states, “...an EIR shall describe 19 
a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or the location to the project, which 20 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 21 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 22 
comparative merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable 23 
alternative to a project.  Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 24 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 25 
participation…”  With regard to proximity to the planned elementary school site, the 26 
CSLC has considered a reasonable range of alternatives including the No Project 27 
Alternative, Option I, Option J, Option K, and Option L.  The comment identified one 28 
alternative to be considered, the utilization of multiple smaller pipelines to deliver gas 29 
in lieu of the high pressure pipeline on Baseline Road, and to locate these away 30 
from school sites.   31 

The primary design objective of the Project is to increase the capacity of the overall 32 
local transmission pipeline network serving the greater Sacramento Valley Region, 33 
including West Placer, Sacramento, and El Dorado counties.  To meet this design 34 
objective, Line 407 must be large enough in diameter and operate at high enough 35 
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pressure to function as a major rib extension from PG&E’s backbone pipeline 1 
system (Line 400 and Line 401) to transport gas from Line 406 into 12-inch/16-2 
inch/24-inch Line 123 operating at 500 psig in West Placer County, and 12-inch/16-3 
inch Line 119 operating at 500 psig in Sacramento County. 4 

A range of sizes from 24- to 36-inch diameter and operating pressures of 800 psig 5 
and 975 psig were evaluated for Line 407 to identify the optimal design to increase 6 
the capacity of the integrated network and meet the long-term load growth projected 7 
for the system.  A 30-inch diameter pipeline extending along the proposed route 8 
operating at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 975 psig for both 9 
Line 406 and Line 407 was identified as the design that provided the greatest overall 10 
system benefit at the lowest marginal cost and impact to the environment. 11 

To replace the capacity of 30-inch Line 407, PG&E would need to install either two 12 
parallel 24-inch transmission pipelines, or four parallel transmission pipelines 13 
consisting of two 20-inch and two 16-inch pipelines, all operating at the same MAOP 14 
as Line 407.  Installing multiple smaller diameter pipelines in lieu of a single 30-inch 15 
pipeline would increase the mileage of pipelines within the project area and would 16 
increase the impact on the environment, the risk of serious injury and fatality, as well 17 
as the cost of serving the load growth projected on the system.   18 

The volume of gas that can flow through a pipeline depends primarily on the 19 
operating pressure differential, the pipe diameter, and the length of the pipeline.  20 
When the operating pressure or pipe diameter is reduced, the natural gas flow rate 21 
is also reduced.  As a result, a reduction in the line diameter would require higher 22 
pressures in order to flow the required 180,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per day.  23 
On the other hand, a reduction in the operating pressure would require a larger 24 
diameter line (or multiple lines) in order to flow the same volume.  Specifically, a 30-25 
inch line will flow nearly 20 times more natural gas than a 10-inch diameter line 26 
operating under similar conditions.  In other words, almost twenty 10-inch diameter 27 
lines would be required to flow the same volume of natural gas as a single 30-inch 28 
line.   29 

It is clear that substituting numerous smaller diameter natural gas transmission lines 30 
in a similarly developed residential and commercial area would pose a much higher 31 
risk to the public than the proposed single 30-inch diameter transmission line.  32 
Although the actual results would depend on the population density and other 33 
factors, the use of numerous (roughly 20) 10-inch diameter lines would pose a risk 34 
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on the order of 10 to 15 times that of a single 30-inch line flowing an equivalent 1 
volume of natural gas. 2 

G-7 The CSLC recognizes that the Center Joint Unified School District 3 
supports Option I.  Please refer to response to comment G-4.  4 

G-8 CSLC recognizes Center Joint Unified School District’s preference for 5 
Option J.  Please refer to response to comment G-4. 6 

G-9 CSLC recognizes Center Joint Unified School District’s preference for 7 
Option K.  Please refer to response to comment G-5. 8 

G-10 A risk analysis was completed for the proposed Project pipeline and all 9 
alternative options.  Alternative Option L would significantly reduce or eliminate the 10 
likelihood of the line being damaged by third parties since the line would be installed 11 
using HDD techniques, well below normal excavation depths.   12 

The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to account for 13 
individual risks to the public due to the potential for fires and explosions, which may 14 
result from pipeline releases.  The risk assessment included risk measurement 15 
terminology that was not defined in earlier versions of the document, which has 16 
resulted in some confusion.  A revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was 17 
completed by EDM Services, Inc. (October 2009) for the proposed Project, and is 18 
included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.  19 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 20 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 21 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 22 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 23 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 24 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 25 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 26 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 27 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk. 28 

The individual risk significance threshold used in the EIR is an annual likelihood of 29 
one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for fatality (used by the California Department of 30 
Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically determined for the maximally 31 
exposed individual (assumes that a person is present continuously—24 hours per 32 
day, 365 days per year). 33 
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The planned school site is located along Line 407.  The maximum risk posed by Line 1 
407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,115,000 chance of 2 
fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation is 3 
1:4,255,000, and after mitigation is 1:8,475,000.  Because the calculated individual 4 
risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be less than 5 
significant. 6 

As noted in Table 4.7-6 of the revised risk analysis attached to the Revised Final 7 
EIR as Appendix H-3, the impacts are very minor at distances greater than 800 to 8 
1,000 feet. Since the planned elementary school site boundary is located 9 
approximately 1,350 1,400 feet from the proposed pipeline alignment, it is unlikely 10 
that serious risks would be posed to the student body.  At this distance from the 11 
pipeline, the consequences from a potential fire or explosion are not expected to 12 
result in any injuries.  Option K would increase the magnitude of potential impacts to 13 
wetland features while not decreasing the risk.  Option K would cross an additional 14 
vernal pool, vernal swale, seasonal swales, and seasonal wetland features and 15 
potentially result in direct impacts to special-status vernal pool branchiopods and 16 
plant species (refer to page 4.4-133 of the Draft EIR).  Also, please see responses to 17 
comments F-4 and G-5. 18 

G-11 As noted in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, a Northern Alternative (located 19 
north of the Center Joint Unified School District’s proposed school sites) was 20 
considered but ultimately rejected from full evaluation.  As discussed on page 3-6 of 21 
the Draft EIR, this alternative was eliminated because it would expose the proposed 22 
pipeline to the greatest risk from fault rupture, and result in greater impacts to 23 
biological resources, particularly vernal pool habitat, involve more than 40 waterway 24 
crossings, and impact local agricultural production more extensively than the 25 
proposed Project.  Furthermore, the alternative would locate the natural gas supply 26 
further from many of the developments that are planned in the area that would 27 
receive service from the pipeline. 28 

The Draft EIR fully evaluated four options to address the proposed Project’s 29 
proximity to the future school sites: Option I, Option J, Option K, and Option L.  Refer 30 
to responses to comments G-1, G-4, G-5, and G-10.   31 

G-12 PG&E plans to install remotely operated valves at the Capay Meetering 32 
Station and the Yolo Junction Pressure Limiting Station, which would help to control 33 
the flow of gas into Lines 406 and 407.  PG&E will be required to also install 34 
automatic shutdown valves in three all locations:  Capay Metering Station, Yolo 35 
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Junction Station, Powerline Road Main Line Valve Station (which includes the Riego 1 
Road Regulating Station), Baseline/Brewer Road Main Line Valve Station, and 2 
Baseline Road Pressure Regulating Station.   3 

The required DOT regulations, along with PG&E Project features that meet and 4 
exceed the minimum requirements, would reduce risks of project upset.  Even 5 
though the project risk impacts are less than significant, additional measures shall 6 
be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset. MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-7 
2b have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 8 
the Draft EIR. 9 

These measures include the use of modern pipe, regular internal inspections using a 10 
high resolution instrument (smart pig), corrosion mitigation, and the installation of 11 
automatic or remotely operated shut-down valves.   12 

G-13 Please see responses to comments G-4 and G-5 for discussion of Options 13 
I through L.  Methane sensors are not generally recommended because emission 14 
levels under normal pipeline operations should not be considered hazardous to the 15 
public.  Per CPUC regulations, PG&E odorizes its natural gas.  The level of 16 
odorization is such that it is generally detectable by human smell below levels that 17 
are considered hazardous.  PG&E also performs leak surveys on its pipelines on 18 
either an annual or semi-annual basis, and hazardous leaks are repaired promptly.    19 

With regard to the implementation of a “emergency hazardous materials release 20 
response action plan,” PG&E will prepare and implement a hazardous substance 21 
control and emergency response plan as outlined in APM HAZ-2 and HAZ-6.  The 22 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) must be adopted with approval of the Project and 23 
certification of the EIR.  The MMP includes monitoring and reporting procedures that 24 
PG&E, the CSLC, or the County CUPA must carry out.   25 

G-14 All pressure regulating stations are located further than one-quarter mile 26 
(1,320 feet) from existing and proposed school sites.  Within the Center Joint Unified 27 
School District, the Baseline Road Pressure Regulating Station would be located 28 
approximately 2,790 feet from the existing Coyote Ridge Elementary School (within 29 
Roseville’s city limits) and approximately 3,170 feet from the closest planned school 30 
site.  The Baseline/Brewer Main Line Valve Station would be located approximately 31 
1,340 feet from the parcel boundary of a proposed high school site located in the 32 
PVSP.  As described on pages 4.7-30 through 4.7-31 in Section 4.7, Hazards and 33 
Hazardous Materials, PG&E has indicated that a Public Safety Information Program 34 
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will be implemented during operation of the pipeline.  As indicated on page 2-83 1 
through 2-85 of the Draft EIR, PG&E would respond to emergencies in accordance 2 
with PG&E’s Gas System Maintenance and Technical Support Emergency Plan 3 
Manual.  This manual contains procedures, including pre- and post-emergency 4 
planning, on-scene response, and incident reports that are followed in the event of 5 
an emergency, to ensure prompt and effective response.  Procedures within the 6 
manual have been designed in accordance with State and Federal regulations, 7 
including 40 CFR Park 265, Health and Safety Code (Chapter 6.95), and titles 19, 8 
22, and 27 of the California Code of Regulations.  The manual is reviewed annually 9 
with local agencies to ensure that it is current and that all personnel understand the 10 
plan and their responsibilities (please refer to Section 2.8, Project Description, 11 
subheading 2.8.1, Public Safety).  12 

G-15 Please refer to response to comment G-13 regarding methane detectors.  13 
Pages 4.12-8 and 4.12-9 of the Draft EIR have been revised to correctly describe 14 
the Center Joint Unified School District.  Furthermore, a discussion of the Elverta 15 
Joint School District has been added to correctly reflect school districts serving the 16 
Project area.  Refer to Section 4.0 of the Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 17 
EIR. 18 

G-16 References to the Placer County Unified School District on pages 4.13-19, 19 
4.13-23 and 4.13-24 of the Draft EIR referring to the Placer County Unified School 20 
District have been revised to refer to the Center Joint Unified School District.  Refer 21 
to Section 4.0 of the Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 22 

G-17 The commenter provides text summarizing the comment letter.  See 23 
responses to comments G-1 through G-16. 24 

 25 
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June 12, 2009 

Crystal Spurr, Project Manager 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline Project  
 State Clearinghouse No. 2007062091 
 California State Lands Commission EIR No. 740 

Dear Ms. Spurr, 

The County of Yolo appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline Project dated April 29, 2009. The proposed 
project involves construction of 40 miles of new pipeline spanning from western Yolo County to the City of 
Roseville, of which approximately 27 miles would be located in unincorporated Yolo County. The Board of 
Supervisors understands the necessity to increase and extend natural gas service to residential and 
commercial customers in Yolo County and the greater Sacramento Valley region. However, we do have 
comments and concerns with particular details of the proposed project. The county’s comments and 
concerns are as follows: 

Project Description

PG&E proposes to use a portion of the Clark Pacific site near the intersection of Best Ranch Road and 
County Road 100B (APN: 027-050-05) for pipe storage during the construction of Line 407 East and West 
segments of the project. Clark Pacific received a Use Permit (ZF #2007-078) in April 2008 to conduct their 
precast concrete business operations. The county requests that PG&E apply for a zone conformance letter 
with the Planning and Public Works Department to ensure that use of the site for pipe storage is consistent 
with the existing Use Permit for the property. Additional permits will be required for any grading and 
construction on the site, and a Use Permit modification may be required if the storage of pipe and estimated 
truck trips and traffic generation are found to be inconsistent with the Use Permit.   

Agricultural Resources    

In general, the 27 mile stretch of the project that traverses Yolo County is designated Agriculture in the Yolo 
County General Plan. Yolo County has a longstanding history of implementing policies to encourage and 
enhance agricultural production within the county. Thus, the county is concerned that agricultural uses will 
be limited within the permanent easement. The pipeline is proposed to be constructed with 5 feet of soil 
coverage in order to allow farming activities such as discing or deep-ripping to continue within the 
permanent easment.  As a result, the Project will limit the future use of approximately 152.81 acres of 
farmland to row crops, field crops, or crops that do not involve deep rooted plants.  Deep rooted crops, such 
as orchards and vineyards (which are two of Yolo County’s leading crops), would not be allowed within 15 
feet in either direction of the pipeline centerline. The county disagrees with the analysis in the Draft EIR that 
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assumes 3.1 acres of orchard is not a signficant impact because it can be converted to another type of 
shallow root crop. It is illogical to assume that it would be practical and profitable to plant row crop or field 
crop on 3.1 acres in the middle of a mature orchard. Thus, the removal of 3.1 acres of orchard is a 
significant impact that requires appropriate mitigation.  

Biological Resources

PG&E has incorporated several Applicant Proposed Measures (APM) to mitigate for the loss of potential 
Swainson’s hawk nesting and foraging habitat. However, the impact of potentially removing 206 trees within 
the Project site is of serious concern to the Yolo County Natural Heritage Program. Please contact Maria 
Wong, Habitat JPA Manager (530-405-4885), well in advance of any plan to remove or disturb trees or 
vegetation, and before construction of aboveground facilities, to ensure consistency with the Natural 
Heritage Program and its Swainson’s Hawk Interim Mitigation requirements.

Land Use and Planning

After the acquisition of ROW, please submit a clear and detailed map to the Planning and Public Works 
Department that shows the final route of the natural gas pipeline within Yolo County. The location of the 
pipeline and permanent easement will be necessary in order to make future land use decisions.  

Transportation and Traffic

Yolo County concurs with the minimum cover of 5 feet above the top of pipe for drainages, irrigation canals, 
and road crossings. However, the Draft EIR does not identify or discuss the proposed parallel distance of 
the pipeline from the county’s right-of-way (ROW). The county requests that the edge of easement for the 
pipeline be placed at a minimum of 50 feet from the boundary of any existing county easement or ROW. 
This will ensure that the county can safely complete future road improvements and related excavations, as 
necessary.  In addition, a 100 foot buffer from PG&E’s easement to the edge of any bridge or parallel 
drainage crossing is also requested.  

Please refer to the Yolo County Improvement Standards when planning any work within or near road 
crossings or within the county ROW. Encroachment permits and road closure permits must be obtained 
from the Public Works Division in advance of any construction within the county’s facilities.  A Franchise 
Agreement will also be required.  In addition, be advised that trenching and backfilling within the county 
ROW cannot be completed without observation and confirmation by a county inspector.  

For the safety of road crews and the general public, the county also requests that PG&E place well marked, 
permanent postings at all road and ditch crossings indicating the location of the high pressure gas line.   

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to review this environmental document. If you have any questions about the 
items addressed in this letter, please contact David Morrison, Assistant Director of Planning and Public 
Works, by e-mail at david.morrison@yolocounty.org or by phone at (530) 666-8041.  

Sincerely,

Mike McGowan, Chair 
Yolo County Board of Supervisors 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET H 1 

H-1 PG&E will work with landowners and local agencies regarding the 2 
construction of the pipeline Project.  The Draft EIR identifies existing agricultural or 3 
commercial/industrial yards that may be utilized during the construction of the 4 
proposed Project.  PG&E would be required to work with the County on compatibility 5 
with local land use issues and existing permits.  Also, PG&E will obtain ministerial 6 
permits for discreet locations where required.     7 

H-2 PG&E has reduced the permanent easement restricted use area to 10 feet 8 
on either side of the pipeline, which is a total of 20 feet.  The acreage of orchards 9 
converted to other types of crops would now be a total of 2.0 acres.  Pages 4.2-24 10 
and 4.2-25 in the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of the Revised 11 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 12 

Attempting to determine that future uses of farmland currently planted in field or row 13 
crops would be converted to orchard or vineyard is too speculative for evaluation.  14 
The temporary impacts to the 511 acres of farmland would not result in a physical 15 
change to the environment for more than three weeks in any one area, or in the case 16 
of HDD, for more than four weeks.  In addition, the amount of farmland permanently 17 
removed (2.55 acres) across all four counties, and the amount of farmland converted 18 
from deep-rooted plants to other types of crops (2.0 acres of orchard loss) located 19 
within Yolo County does not represent a significant regional loss.  In addition, it is 20 
not an uncommon practice to plant commercial cover crops in vineyards and 21 
orchards between the rows, such as fava beans.  Such shallow-rooted crops would 22 
be allowed within the 10 feet on either side of the pipeline. 23 

H-3  Comment acknowledged.  MM BIO-2a on page 4.4-89 of the Draft EIR 24 
has been revised to require consultation with Yolo County’s Natural Communities 25 
Conservation Plan / Habitat Conservation Plan Joint Powers Agency manager prior 26 
to the removal or disturbance of trees or vegetation and before construction of 27 
aboveground facilities.  Page 4.4-57 of Section 4.4 has been revised to include a 28 
discussion of the Yolo County Natural Heritage Program.  Refer to Section 4.0 of the 29 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 30 

H-4 PG&E has indicated that they will notify local jurisdictions of the final 31 
permanent 50-foot right-of-way and pipeline location prior to the commencement of 32 
construction.  The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 33 
Natural Gas Pipeline Project at one of the public meetings.  The first decision will be 34 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the project.  The second decision to 35 
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be made by the CSLC will be whether to approve the proposed project, which is 1 
construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, and any alternatives 2 
that were analyzed in the Draft EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the 3 
public meeting where the Project will be considered by the Commissioners will be 4 
mailed to everyone on the CLSC mailing list and to everyone who has commented 5 
on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting.The 6 
Commission meeting record will contain the discussion and decision and the record 7 
will be placed on the website. 8 

H-5  PG&E has indicated that they coordinate with County Public Works 9 
representatives on an ongoing basis as needed to ensure that County road 10 
construction and/or improvement projects are not adversely impacted by PG&E’s 11 
gas line easements adjoining County rights-of-way (ROW).  While the commenter 12 
suggests that a 50-foot buffer between the edge of County roadways and PG&E 13 
easements should exist, most County Public Works departments acknowledge that 14 
sufficient clearances exist for maintenance of each parties’ respective facilities (gas 15 
lines and roads) where the public utility easement adjoins the edge of the ROW.  16 
Agricultural landowners argue that placement of a gas line easement 50 feet from 17 
the edge of roadway, within their fields, creates the potential for a 50-foot severance 18 
strip in their fields, for which extra compensation must be paid to them.  Different 19 
environmental and economic factors also come into play when deciding to locate a 20 
gas line easement 50 feet from the edge of an existing roadway easement, such as 21 
the existence of wetlands or other environmental or economic factors.  All of this 22 
requires that final decisions on placement of the gas line easement be made on an 23 
overall Project design basis. 24 

Where PG&E’s gas line easement runs parallel and contiguous to a County road, 25 
the gas line will be located in the center of a 50-foot easement, putting the gas line 26 
itself between 20 and 25 feet from the edge of the County ROW.  County ROWs, in 27 
agricultural areas such as where the Project is located, are typically between 60 feet 28 
and 120 feet wide.  The paved portions of roadways typically only occupy 29 
approximately 20 feet in the center of these rights of way.  As a result, where 30 
PG&E’s gas line easement runs parallel and contiguous with the County’s ROW, the 31 
gas line will usually be located between approximately 45 feet and 65 feet from the 32 
edge of the paved roadway.  Such clearances should be more than sufficient for the 33 
proper maintenance and repair of the roadways and gas lines within the Project 34 
area.   35 
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H-6 Yolo County is listed as a reviewing authority or regulatory agency in 1 
Section 1.0, Introduction, subsection 1.4, Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory 2 
Requirements.  PG&E holds a franchise agreement with Yolo County for the “Laying, 3 
constructing and maintaining gas pipes, mains and appurtenances, dated June 7, 4 
1948, Ordinance Number 212.”  PG&E has agreed to coordinate with Yolo County 5 
inspectors to ensure compliance with encroachment permit conditions.   6 

H-7 PG&E intends to place pipeline markers at all road and ditch crossings 7 
indicating the location of the high-pressure gas lines.  Additionally, pipeline markers 8 
will be spaced such that the next marker is within line of sight or no more then ½ 9 
mile away in accordance with DOT 192.707.  Placement of pipeline markers may be 10 
impractical within class 3 and 4 areas because of street improvements, traffic, and 11 
landscaping and negative visual impacts.  If so, PG&E will seek approval from 12 
property owners or the governmental agency involved prior to placing the markers. 13 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET I 1 

I-1 Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of alternatives that were 2 
considered but eliminated from further evaluation (refer to Figure 3-1 of the Draft 3 
EIR).  One of the main reasons for not locating the pipeline in the foothills is that it 4 
increases the risk of pipeline rupture due to faults and placing the pipeline within 5 
side-hills in that geographic area. One alternative included a northern route 6 
alternative.  While this alternative would locate the pipeline in a less populated area, 7 
this alternative was eliminated from further evaluation because: 1) it would expose 8 
the proposed pipeline to the greatest risk from fault rupture due to much of the 9 
proposed right-of-way for the pipeline being located on side-hills adjacent to the 10 
county roads; 2) greater impacts to biological resources; more than 40 waterway 11 
crossings; and 3) impacts to local agricultural production would be more extensive 12 
than the proposed project.  A second alternative included a southern route.  This 13 
alternative was eliminated from further evaluation because: 1) it would require 14 
crossing Cache Creek and more tributaries of Steelhead Creek; 2) would require 15 
longer crossings over agricultural lands; and 3) would affect more people due to 16 
construction through the suburban communities of North Natomas and Elverta.  A 17 
third alternative included a central route.  This alternative was eliminated from further 18 
evaluation because it would cause significant impacts to local water features and to 19 
habitat utilized by special-status species. 20 

Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR also evaluates a number of alternative options along the 21 
proposed pipeline alignment to reduce or avoid one or more impacts of the proposed 22 
Project. The proposed alignment crosses through agricultural fields containing crops 23 
only in locations where an alignment paralleling existing county road and farm roads 24 
would not reduce the environmental impacts, including those to agriculture.  If the 25 
proposed pipeline were to follow a path along existing roadways rather than cross 26 
through agricultural fields, the pipeline would still be located within the agricultural 27 
fields along those roadways.  There are jurisdictional requirements regarding the 28 
distance from roadways that the pipeline must be located. Paralleling roadways 29 
could result in an increase in the amount of land needed for the pipeline, and in 30 
some cases bring the pipeline closer to residences.  As an example, Options D and 31 
E would increase the pipeline length by 860 and 3,480 feet, respectively, within 32 
those agricultural fields paralleling the roadways. 33 

Please also refer to responses to comments B-1, B-3, and B-4. 34 

 35 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET J 1 

J-1 CSLC acknowledges that an encroachment permit for work within 2 
Caltrans’ right-of-way will be required.  Page 1-8 of the Draft EIR includes Caltrans 3 
in the list of reviewing authorities and regulatory agencies (refer to Section 1.0, 4 
Introduction).  As stated on page 4.13-8 of Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, 5 
APM TRANS-2 and APM TRANS-3 indicate that PG&E will obtain encroachment 6 
permits from Caltrans, as well as Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer counties.  7 
Furthermore, a Traffic Management Plan will be prepared prior to the issuance of 8 
encroachment permits and is subject to the local jurisdiction’s review and approval.  9 
Accordingly, any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way would be conducted 10 
under an encroachment permit. 11 

J-2 As indicated in response to comment J-1, a Traffic Management Plan will 12 
be prepared and provided to Caltrans for review and approval.   13 

As indicated in APM TRANS-3 construction of the pipeline and associated truck trips 14 
would occur for 10 hours a day, 6 days a week, unless otherwise permitted by the 15 
local jurisdiction.  As indicated on page 4.13-20 of the Draft EIR, approximately 80 16 
vehicle trips are expected to occur daily as a result of the Project.  These trips would 17 
include all construction-related commuting and hauling of equipment and would not 18 
simultaneously occur during peak traffic periods of 6 to 9 A.M. and 3 to 6 P.M. 19 

PG&E is required to obtain permits from Caltrans where the pipeline crosses state 20 
highways.  This occurs at Highway 505, Interstate 5, and Highway 70/99.  PG&E will 21 
utilize HDD construction methods to minimize traffic impacts at those crossing 22 
locations.   23 

 24 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET K 1 

K-1 The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to 2 
account for individual risks to the public due to the potential for fires and explosions, 3 
which may result from pipeline releases. The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis 4 
that has been clarified to account for individual risks to the public if a pipeline release 5 
were to occur with a subsequent fire or explosion.  The risk assessment included 6 
risk measurement terminology that was not defined in earlier versions of the 7 
document, which has resulted in some confusion.  A revised System Safety and Risk 8 
of Upset report was completed by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, and 9 
is included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.  10 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 11 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 12 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 13 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 14 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 15 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 16 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 17 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 18 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk. 19 

The Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) is located along Line 407.  The maximum risk 20 
posed by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 21 
1:4,115,000 chance of fatality per year.  Because the calculated individual risk is 22 
less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be less than 23 
significant. 24 

The Draft EIR provides an analysis of the risks associated with current and planned 25 
land uses in the area of the proposed pipeline.  A  System Safety and Risk of Upset 26 
report was completed by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, and is 27 
included as a part of Appendix H of the Draft EIR.  A detailed discussion of the risks 28 
can be found in Sections 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 4.9, Land Use, 29 
of the Draft EIR.   30 

Natural gas could be released from a leak or rupture.  If the natural gas reached a 31 
combustible mixture and an ignition source was present, a fire and/or explosion 32 
could occur.  The Specific Plan areas (including the proposed SVSP) will be 33 
considered Class 3 areas per 49 CFR 192.5 once they are developed, and are 34 
shown as such on Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIR.   35 
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PG&E has proposed as a part of their Project to install the pipeline to meet or 1 
exceed the current pipeline regulations (49 CFR 192) (refer to pages 4.7-36 and 4.7-2 
37 of the Draft EIR, as revised in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR).  The 3 
proposed pipeline’s exceedance of the regulations is summarized as follows: 4 

• PG&E intends to install minimum 0.375-inch wall thickness pipe on the 30-5 
inch diameter segments.  A large proportion of the proposed pipeline would 6 
consist of 0.375-inch-wall thickness steel pipe (Grade X-65) designed for a 7 
Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 975 pounds per square 8 
inch gauge (psig).  For Class 1 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall 9 
thickness is 0.3125-inch; a 0.375-inch wall thickness is proposed, 20 percent 10 
greater than the minimum required.  For Class 2 areas, the minimum 11 
regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.375-inch; a 0.406-inch wall thickness is 12 
proposed, 8 percent greater than the minimum required.  For Class 3 areas, 13 
the minimum regulated wall thickness is 0.4875-inch; a 0.500-inch wall 14 
thickness is proposed, 3 percent greater than the minimum required. For 15 
Class 1 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.3125-inch; 16 
0.375-inch wall thickness is proposed, 20 percent greater than the minimum 17 
required.  For Class 2 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 18 
0.375-inch; 0.406-inch wall thickness is proposed, 8 percent greater than the 19 
minimum required.  For Class 3 areas, the minimum regulated wall thickness 20 
is 0.4875-inch; 0.500-inch wall thickness is proposed, 3 percent greater than 21 
the minimum required.  The additional wall thickness will provide added 22 
strength. 23 

• The minimum regulated cover for transmission pipelines is 3 feet in Class 2, 3, 24 
and 4 areas.  The Project as proposed would include 5 feet of cover in all class 25 
areas.  This would provide increased protection from third party damage. 26 

• PG&E proposes to “butt-weld” all pipeline sections (pipes are welded together 27 
without the ends overlapping).  The project as proposed would include 28 
radiographic inspection of all circumferential welds.  The minimum regulations 29 
(49 CFR 192.243) require only 10 percent, 15 percent and 100 percent 30 
nondestructive testing of welds in Class 1, Class 2, and Class 3 / 4 areas 31 
respectively. This additional testing will help to ensure structural integrity. 32 
Welds that do not meet American Petroleum Institute 1104 specifications would 33 
be repaired or removed.  Once the welds are approved, the welded joints 34 
would be covered with a protective coating and the entire pipeline would be 35 
electronically and visually inspected for any faults, scratches, or other damage 36 
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prior to installation of the pipeline.  The Project as proposed would include full 1 
penetration circumferential welds of all pipe joints, radiographic inspection of all 2 
circumferential welds, and external coating of all weld joint areas to protect the 3 
pipe joint areas from external corrosion.  The minimum regulations (49 CFR 4 
192.243) require only 10 percent, 15 percent and 100 percent nondestructive 5 
testing of welds in Class 1, Class 2, and Class 3 / 4 areas respectively.  This 6 
additional testing will help to ensure structural integrity. 7 

• The Project as proposed would include inspections and testing for cathodic 8 
protection, valve testing, pipeline patrols, and leak surveys on a regular basis.  9 
High Consequence Area (HCA) risk assessment would be completed every 10 
seven years. 11 

• A Pipeline Integrity Management Plan must be prepared for pipe within HCAs.  12 
This program must comply with 49 CFR 192 Subpart O. 13 

The required DOT regulations, along with PG&E Project features that meet and 14 
exceed the minimum requirements, would reduce risks of project upset.  Even 15 
though the project risk impacts are less than significant, additional measures shall 16 
be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset. MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-17 
2b have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 18 
the Draft EIR. 19 

The project design features and the proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR 20 
(MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-2b, as amended in this Final EIR) reduce the risk by 21 
roughly 50 percent.  The measures include the use of modern pipe, regular internal 22 
inspections using a high-resolution instrument (smart pig), corrosion mitigation, and 23 
the installation of automatic or remotely operated shut-down valves.  However, the 24 
individual risk of fatality would still be approximately 1:30,000, which exceeds the 25 
individual risk significance threshold of 1:1,000,000 (used by the California 26 
Department of Education for school sites). 27 

Measures have been implemented to reduce the risks of explosion, torch fires, and 28 
flash fires.  However, the lead agency recognizes that the risks remain significant 29 
and unavoidable even after mitigation.  The CSLC will need to balance the 30 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the proposed Project 31 
against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve 32 
the Project.  If the EIR is certified by the CSLC, a statement of overriding 33 
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considerations will need to be adopted at the time of certification and approval of the 1 
Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 2 

K-2 The following discussion is in response to the bulleted list included in the 3 
comment letter: 4 

Response to Comment K-2, Bullet 1     PG&E indicated they have been working 5 
with the SVSP civil engineering firm of MacKay and Somps to coordinate the 6 
pipeline vertical and horizontal alignment with the future road alignments dictated by 7 
the City of Roseville.  PG&E has used the best design information available in 8 
locating the pipeline.  Currently the road improvement plans are limited to line work 9 
in plan view only.  The Baseline Road design has not progressed to include future 10 
elevations, drainages or utility infrastructure.  PG&E has designed the line with 8 feet 11 
of cover in known intersections.  The proposed 5 feet of cover is generally adequate 12 
for driveway crossings.  In the absence of final road improvement design drawings, 13 
PG&E has increased cover at major road crossing to 8 feet.  It is PG&E’s experience 14 
that 8 feet of cover will generally allow for typical road construction and utility 15 
crossings.  PG&E would like to work with SVSP to coordinate design of underground 16 
utilities so that potential conflicts can be addressed prior to construction of the 17 
pipeline.  18 

The commenter has indicated that the proposed pipeline should be buried with a 19 
cover of 15 feet to avoid conflicts with other utilities.  A mitigation measure (MM LU-20 
1d) has been added to section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, to address potential 21 
conflicts with utilities. Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 22 
the Draft EIR.  23 

Response to Comment K-2, Bullet 2     The industry best practice is to install 24 
transmission pressure pipelines in a private easement whenever possible.  PG&E 25 
does have transmission pipelines under paved road surfaces in Roseville, but those 26 
lines were installed post road improvements when no suitable location existed 27 
beyond the paved surface. 28 

The industry best practice is based upon public and worker safety.  A private 29 
easement provides PG&E with additional control of co-occupants and uses.  Patrols 30 
and maintenance activities can be accomplished without exposing workers to traffic.  31 
The pipeline can be exposed to add future taps to serve the communities or for 32 
inspection without damaging the road surface or impeding traffic.   33 
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Response to Comment K-2, Bullet 3     As noted above in response to Bullet 2, 1 
PG&E has utilized the best available information regarding the Baseline Road 2 
alignment.  PG&E will adjust the pipeline alignment if feasible once the road design 3 
is finalized.  4 

PG&E has located the 50-foot easement at the future Baseline Road back of curb 5 
per plans provided by the design firm of MacKay and Somps.  This easement is 6 
planned to be contiguous with the proposed landscape strip.   7 

PG&E indicated they communicated to the City of Roseville that locating a Class 1 8 
bike path above the pipeline is acceptable and a compatible use.  PG&E intends to 9 
locate the pipeline in the center of the 50-foot easement.  PG&E’s easement 10 
description does not exclude shrubs and groundcover, nor does it exclude all trees.  11 
Vegetation exclusion is limited to “deep-rooted trees” within 10 feet of the pipeline 12 
centerline 13 

K-3 PG&E has indicated they advised City of Roseville representatives that 14 
the station location has some flexibility; however, the existence of sensitive 15 
resources, and operational constraints, will limit potential locations.  PG&E 16 
representatives are available to work with both the City and the CSLC on this issue. 17 

K-4 PG&E has indicated they advised City of Roseville representatives that 18 
these underground valves are existing equipment installed during a previous project 19 
and have discussed with the City allowable and compatible uses over and near 20 
these existing valves.  PG&E representatives are available to work with the City on 21 
this issue. 22 

K-5 The aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Section 23 
4.1, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, PG&E has 24 
indicated they met with City of Roseville representatives and has agreed to work 25 
with the City to enclose the proposed Baseline Road station in a manner, and using 26 
materials, compatible with the planned development and acceptable to both parties. 27 

 28 

 29 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET L 1 

L-1 The commenter provided some introductory remarks to preface the 2 
comment letter, as well as state designations for ozone and particulate matter.  3 
Table 4.3-1 on page 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR shows Placer County as nonattainment 4 
for ozone and particulate matter. 5 

L-2 The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) and 6 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) jurisdictions 7 
and thresholds are discussed on page 4.3-37 and 4.3-38 of the Draft EIR, in Section 8 
4.3, Air Quality.  As shown in Table 4.3-4, PCAPCD has the more stringent 9 
thresholds.  As such, the PCAPCD’s thresholds were applied to construction activity 10 
that would occur within Placer County, consistent with the PCAPCD’s 11 
recommendation. 12 

L-3 An air quality analysis was completed for the Project, the results of which 13 
were summarized in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to 14 
Section 4.0 of this document for revisions to the Draft EIR, as well as the revised Air 15 
Quality Data and Methodology that are included in Appendix D-8 of this Revised 16 
Final EIR.  Because of the type of information available, and the complexity of 17 
conducting an air quality analysis for a Project consisting of multiple pipelines and 18 
spanning multiple air districts, the CSLC determined that the most appropriate 19 
approach to completing the analysis would be to utilize a combination of hand-20 
calculations using the OFFROAD emission factors and the URBEMIS default load 21 
factors for each equipment piece, and the URBEMIS model for the on-road hauling, 22 
dust generation, and operational emissions.  Because a Project-specific construction 23 
fleet is not known for the Dunnigan Hills portion of Line 406, the URBEMIS default 24 
assumptions and values were used for these emissions estimates. 25 

L-4 Pages ES-15, 4.3-47, 4.3-48, 4.3-63, 4.3-65, 4.3-67, 4.3-69, and 4.3-73 26 
(Table 4.3-35) of the Draft EIR have been revised to include the suggested 27 
mitigation measure for construction work completed within the jurisdiction of the 28 
PCAPCD.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 29 
EIR.  MM AQ-1c is included in the revised Mitigation Monitoring Program provided 30 
as Appendix F to in this Revised Final EIR. 31 

L-5 The commenter advised of PCAPCD’s Rule 501 requirements, which 32 
requires a PCAPCD permit prior to construction and installation of stationary sources 33 
including any engine greater than 50 brake horsepower or any boiler with heat 34 
greater than 1,000,000 Btu per hour.  CSLC acknowledges that a permit may be 35 
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required.  The PCAPCD is listed in Section 1.4, Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory 1 
Requirements, on page 1-9 of the Draft EIR. 2 

 3 

 4 
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Larry Greene 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER

June 12, 2009 

Crystal Spurr, Project Manager 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento CA, 95825 
spurrc@slc.ca.gov

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for PG&E Line 406/407 
Natural Gas Pipeline Project (SAC200901335) 

Dear Ms. Spurr, 

Thank you for giving the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) the opportunity to comment on the project known as PG&E Line 406/407 
Natural Gas Pipeline Project partially located within the Natomas Joint Vision area of the 
County of Sacramento along Powerline Road (Line DFM).  The District has the following 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report: 

• APM AQ-1 and APM AQ-2 on page 4.3-39 deviates from District standard 
mitigation for heavy-duty construction vehicles (http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/ 
StandardConstructionMitigationLanguage.pdf). The current measures lack 
oversight.  Add the following mitigation measures: 

o For all work done within the SMAQMD, the project shall provide a plan, for 
approval by the lead agency and SMAQMD, demonstrating that the heavy-
duty (> 50 horsepower) self-propelled off-road vehicles to be used in the 
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, 
will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction1 compared to the most recent CARB fleet 
average at time of construction; and 

The project representative shall submit to the lead agency and SMAQMD a 
comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to 
or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or 

1 Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of newer model year engines, low-emission 
diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other 
options as they become available. 
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more hours during any portion of the construction project. The inventory 
shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, and projected 
hours of use for each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated 
and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that 
an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no 
construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of subject 
heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide 
SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline including start date, 
and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site 
foreman.

o For all work done within the SMAQMD, the project shall ensure that 
emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project 
site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any 
one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or 
Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the lead agency and 
SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-
compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall 
be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual survey 
results shall be submitted throughout the duration of the project, except 
that the monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in 
which no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include 
the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each 
survey. The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site 
inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall 
supersede other SMAQMD or state rules or regulations. 

and/or:

If at the time of construction, the SMAQMD has adopted a regulation 
applicable to construction emissions, compliance with the regulation may 
completely or partially replace this mitigation.  Consultation with SMAQMD 
prior to construction will be necessary to make this determination. 

• Table 4.3-7 located on page 4.3-44 states that construction emissions will exceed 
the SMAQMD's maximum daily threshold for oxides of nitrogen.  However, it 
appears the maximum daily emissions are estimated for the whole line, and not 
the portion within the SMAQMD.  Please clarify if 348.10 pounds per day is the 
maximum daily emissions expected to occur within the SMAQMD.  If not, an 
analysis needs to be done to bifurcate emissions released in SMAQMD and 
emissions released in FRAQMD.

• MM AQ-1b on page 4.3-47 calls for the proponent to "pay a mitigation fee to the 
respective local air districts to offset NOX emissions which exceed the applicable 
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thresholds after all other mitigation measures have been applied."  Estimate the 
fee to be paid to SMAQMD by the proponent.  If maximum daily emissions within 
the SMAQMD exceed 85 pounds of NOX after mitigation is applied, emissions 
above the threshold can be offset though an off-site mitigation fee based on the 
Carl Moyer program cost effectiveness which is currently $16,000/ton of NOX.
The SMAQMD's fee calculator can be found at http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/ 
ConstructionEmissionsMitigationFeeCalculator.xls. If a mitigation fee is not 
identified in the FEIR, the fee will be determined at the time of construction.  All 
fees must be paid prior to initial ground disturbance. 

• On page 7 of the MMP, specifically list the AQ-1b NOX mitigation measures listed 
on page 4.3-47. 

• PuriNOx fuel is no longer available in the Sacramento Region.  Please remove it 
as a mitigation option. 

• SMAQMD applauds the proponent for the applicant proposed measures starting 
on page 4.3-39.  However, APM AQ-11 on page 4.3-40 which states that 
"Contractors will limit operation on “spare the air” days within each County" 
while laudable, may be difficult to implement effectively, since there are no goals 
or standards for limiting operation.  Please either elaborate on how operations 
will be limited or remove the mitigation measure. 

• The document provides the results of an analysis of the construction-related 
CO2E emissions in Table 4.3-12.   For the DFM line which is in the SMAQMD’s 
jurisdiction, the reported emissions are 181.30 MT CO2E in 2010.  In total, 
including the impacts created in other air districts, the project will generate 
2,681.94 MT CO2E over 4 years.  The document seeks to reduce this impact to 
zero through the purchase of carbon offsets in Mitigation Measure 3.  MMAQ3 
currently reads "The applicant shall participate in a Carbon Offsets Program with 
CCAR, CARB or one of the local air districts, and will purchase carbon offsets 
equivalent to the projected project’s GHG emissions to achieve a net zero 
increase in GHG emission during construction phase." 

It’s laudatory that the DEIR recognizes this impact and seeks to offset the impact 
to zero.  The SMAQMD is working on a pilot off-site GHG mitigation program, but 
the program is not operational at this point. The SMAQMD recommends the 
carbon offsets be purchased through a bona-fide carbon market. We do not 
believe that CARB currently has such a market. The Climate Action Registry (CAR 
not CCAR) and the Chicago Climate Exchange have such markets.

The SMAQMD recommends that the mitigation measure also state by when the 
fee should be paid. The SMAQMD suggests the following language: 
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MMAQ-3  GHG Emission Offset Program. The applicant shall participate in a 
Carbon Offsets Program with CAR, Chicago Climate Exchange or another 
bona-fide provider of carbon offsets, and will purchase carbon offsets 
equivalent to the projected project’s GHG emissions to achieve a net zero 
increase in GHG emission during construction phase prior to the beginning of 
construction. 

• This project will be subject to all SMAQMD rules applicable at the time of 
construction, including but not limited to those identified in attachment 1.
Additional information on SMAQMD rules can be found at www.airquality.org or 
by calling the Compliance Assistance Hotline at (916) 874-4884. 

SMAQMD staff thanks the State Lands Commission for the opportunity to present our 
comments and any questions may be sent to me at pphilley@airquality.org or by calling 
(916) 874-4882. 

Sincerely,

Paul Philley 
Assistant Air Quality Planner / Analyst 

C:  Larry Robinson, Program Coordinator, SMAQMD 
 Sondra Anderson, Air Quality Planner II, FRAQMD 

Attachments:

1) SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement 
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Attachment 1: SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 1/07)

The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or 
construction document language for all development projects within the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD): 

All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of 
construction.  A complete listing of current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by 
calling 916.874.4800.  Specific rules that may relate to construction activities or building 
design may include, but are not limited to: 

Rule 201: General Permit Requirements.  Any project that includes the use of 
equipment capable of releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) 
from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation.  The applicant, developer, or operator of a 
project that includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater should contact the 
District early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin the permit application 
process.  Portable construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers, 
lighting equipment, etc) with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower are 
required to have a SMAQMD permit or a California Air Resources Board portable 
equipment registration. 

Other general types of uses that require a permit include dry cleaners, gasoline 
stations, spray booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate emissions. 

Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust 
emissions from earth moving activities or any other construction activity to prevent 
airborne dust from leaving the project site. 

Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances.  Effective October 26, 2007, this rule prohibits 
the installation of any new, permanently installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled 
fireplaces in new or existing developments. 

Rule 442: Architectural Coatings.  The developer or contractor is required to use 
coatings that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the 
rule.

Rule 902: Asbestos.  The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of 
any regulated renovation or demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific 
requirements for surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of asbestos containing 
material.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET M 1 

M-1 Comment acknowledged.  Pages ES-15, 4.3-47, 4.3-48, 4.3-62, and 4.3-2 
73 (Table 4.3-35) of the Draft EIR have been revised to include the suggested 3 
mitigation measure for construction work completed within the jurisdiction of the 4 
SMAQMD.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 5 
EIR.  MM AQ-1d is included in the revised Mitigation Monitoring Program, Appendix 6 
F to in this Final EIR. 7 

M-2 The maximum daily emissions were not calculated based on location of 8 
construction activities, but rather based on what the ”worst-case” day of construction 9 
would be for each pipeline (Line 406, Line 407 W, Line 407 E, and the DFM).  For 10 
the construction of the DFM, maximum daily emissions shown in Draft EIR Table 11 
4.3-7 would have the potential to occur along the entire length of the pipeline, 12 
including the portion of the Project within the SMAQMD (refer to page 4.3-44 of the 13 
Draft EIR).  As shown in Table 4.3-7, 348.10 pounds per day is the maximum daily 14 
NOx emissions that would be expected to occur within the SMAQMD.   15 

M-3 The Draft EIR air quality analysis is based on the information available at 16 
the time of the analysis.  There is an inherent uncertainty in the analysis that makes 17 
calculating the required mitigation fees too speculative and inaccurate to be provided 18 
at this time.  For example, the construction equipment engine years are currently 19 
unknown; therefore, the off-road emission factors used for emissions calculations 20 
are statewide averages.  Further, the amount of Project emission reductions 21 
achievable through implementation of the APMs and mitigation measure cannot be 22 
calculated at this time because the specifics of the project equipment will be 23 
unknown until a contractor has been hired for project construction.  The mitigation 24 
fee component of MM-AQ-1b will be calculated closer to the time of construction to 25 
ensure that the calculation is as accurate as possible. 26 

M-4 MM AQ-1b and the listed NOx mitigation measure options are included in 27 
the revised Mitigation Monitoring Program, Appendix F to in this Final EIR.  Refer to 28 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to page 4.3-47 of the Draft EIR.   29 

M-5 The reference to PuriNOx fuel in MM AQ-1b has been removed and page 30 
4.3-47 of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 31 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  MM AQ-1b is included in the revised Mitigation 32 
Monitoring Program, Appendix F to in this Final EIR. 33 
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M-6  PG&E considers “Spare the Air” days as air quality constraints and will 1 
alert crews when a Spare the Air day is expected to occur.  This will encourage 2 
carpooling and reinforce the need to avoid unnecessary running of equipment.  On 3 
Spare the Air days, inspectors will identify equipment use that is not critical to the 4 
progress of the Project.  APM AQ-11 (Page 4.3-40) of the Draft EIR has been 5 
updated to reflect measures taken on Spare the Air days.  Please refer to Section 6 
4.0 of the Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 7 

M-7 Page 4.3-52 of the Draft EIR has been revised to modify MM AQ-3 to 8 
allow PG&E to purchase carbon offsets through existing carbon markets, and a 9 
timeline for compliance has been added.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 10 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  MM AQ-3 is included in the revised Mitigation 11 
Monitoring Program, Appendix F to in this Revised Final EIR. 12 

M-8 Please refer to response to comment M-7. 13 

M-9 Comment acknowledged.  Pages 4.3-25 through 4.3-29 of the Draft EIR 14 
included SMAQMD rules applicable at the time of the publication of the document. 15 

 16 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-86 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-87 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-88 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Revised Final EIR  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET N 1 

N-1 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter commends the Draft EIR, 2 
Section 4.3, Air Quality, for the commitment to mitigate air quality impacts to less 3 
than significant using both onsite and off-site mitigation.  The commenter advised 4 
that the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD) will provide 5 
assistance for the implementation of the mitigation.  No further response is 6 
necessary. 7 

N-2 The maximum daily emissions was not calculated based on location of 8 
construction activities, but rather based on what the “worst-case” day of construction 9 
would be for each pipeline (Line 406, Line 407 W, Line 407 E, and the DFM).  For 10 
the construction of portions of the pipeline in Sutter County, maximum daily 11 
emissions shown in Table 4.3-9 would have the potential to occur (refer to page 4.3-12 
45 of the Draft EIR).  As shown in Table 4.3-9, up to 707.96 pounds per day of NOx 13 
emissions, 69.23 pounds per day of ROG, 201.76 pounds per day of CO, 159.06 14 
pounds per day of PM10, and 28.81 pounds per day of PM2.5 emissions would be 15 
expected to occur during construction of the Project within the jurisdiction of the 16 
FRAQMD.   17 

 18 

 19 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET O 1 

O-1 Please refer to response to comment M-6. 2 

O-2 Pages 4.3-5, 4.3-6, and 4.3-26 of the Draft EIR have been revised to 3 
reflect the current PM2.5 attainment status of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer 4 
counties.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 5 
EIR.  6 

O-3 Please refer to response to comment O-2. 7 

O-4 Page 4.3-26 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the most recent 8 
information regarding the status of the Sacramento Regional 8-hour Ozone 9 
Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 10 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  11 

O-5 Please refer to response to comment O-2. 12 

O-6 Page 4.3-37, Table 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the 13 
current Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and Particulate 14 
matter (PM10) thresholds of the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District 15 
(YSAQ). 16 

O-7 Comment acknowledged.  The CSLC agrees with the commentor that the 17 
vehicle idling time of five minutes is a state requirement and not a mitigation 18 
measure.  Since the CLSC will hire a third-party monitor for construction of the 19 
project to ensure all APMs and mitigation measures are implemented, we would like 20 
to keep the 5-minute idling limit as a part of APM AQ-5 to ensure it is monitored. 21 
considers APMs to be components of the proposed Project.  Where necessary to 22 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels, additional mitigation measures are 23 
proposed in the Draft EIR. 24 

O-8 The Draft EIR has been revised to reflect annual (total tons) of ROG and 25 
NOx emissions for the portion of the Project that would be located in Yolo County 26 
and includes the correct thresholds of significance for the YSAQMD.  The revision to 27 
the NOx significance threshold reduced NOx to less than significant before mitigation.  28 
However, the revision to the PM10 significance threshold resulted in a change in 29 
PM10 to significant before mitigation.  Implementation of existing MM AQ-1a would 30 
reduce the PM10 impact to less than significant.  Page 4.3-38 has been revised to 31 
reflect the correct emission calculation methodology.  Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-43, 32 
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Table 4.3-8 on page 4.3-44, page 4.3-45, Table 4.3-11 on page 4.3-46, Table 4.3-14 1 
on page 4.3-53, page 4.3-54, Table 4.3-16 on page 4.3-55, Table 4.3-18 on page 2 
4.3-56, Table 4.3-20 on page 4.3-58, page 4.3-59, Table 4.3-22 on page 4.3-60 and 3 
page 4.3-61 of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Page 4.3-47 of the Draft EIR has 4 
also been revised to reflect the mitigated Line 406 PM10 emissions.  Refer to Section 5 
4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 6 

In addition, the air quality analysis appendix has been amended to include Appendix 7 
D-8, Yolo County Line 407 W Emissions, Appendix D-9, Line 406 Mitigated, and 8 
Appendix D-10, Alternatives Emissions Analysis - Yolo County.  Revised Air Quality 9 
Data are included in Appendix D-8 of this Revised.   10 

O-9 The acronym listed for YSAQMD in the Mitigation Monitoring Program has 11 
been revised, refer to Appendix F of in this Revised Final EIR.   12 

O-10 Please refer to response to comment O-8. 13 

O-11 Please refer to response to comment O-8.  The air emissions generated 14 
by the Dunnigan Hills grading portion of the proposed Project is provided in 15 
Appendix D-8 of this Revised Final EIR: URBEMIS Output, Line 406 file, Mass 16 
Grading Phase 5/04/2009 to 5/22/2009 - Dunnigan Hills. 17 

O-12 Please refer to response to comment O-8. 18 

O-13 The commenter is referring to the URBEMIS output that reads, “Fugitive 19 
Dust Level of Detail: Low”.  The selection does not equate to a low level of fugitive 20 
dust emissions, but the level of input detail required for calculation.  Within the 21 
construction module of the URBEMIS program, the modeler can select the following 22 
levels of detail dependent upon the type of project-specific information available: 23 
default, low, medium, and high.  The purpose of the levels of detail is to customize 24 
the emission calculations with known project parameters.  25 

The default level calculates fugitive dust emissions with a simple pounds per acre-26 
day emission rate.  The low level calculates fugitive dust emission based on the 27 
cubic yards of soil to be moved onsite and off-site.  The medium level can be used if 28 
the daily hours of operation per day and the hours per day of off-site haulage are 29 
known.  The high level of detail calculates fugitive dust based on the ton-miles per 30 
day of on-site and off-site soil haulage.  31 
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The low level of detail was selected to calculate fugitive dust emissions based on the 1 
cut and fill assumptions contained in Appendix D-8 of this Revised Final EIR.   2 

Per the methodology provided in Appendix D-8 of this Revised Final EIR, emissions 3 
generated by most off-road construction equipment was hand-calculated using the 4 
URBEMIS emission rates and load factors for the year of activity, and the known 5 
equipment types, horsepower, and hours of use.  The exceptions are for water 6 
trucks and the Dunnigan Hills grading phase, which were calculated using 7 
URBEMIS.  URBEMIS was primarily used to calculate fugitive dust (hence the cut 8 
and fill components), on-road hauling, and paving emissions.  The emissions 9 
generated by equipment that would conduct the cut and fill activities are contained in 10 
Appendix D-8 of this Revised Final EIR.  See comment O-14.  11 

O-14 The clarification for location of emissions outputs for construction of the 12 
propose Project segments is provided below: 13 

Construction Emissions Output Sources 14 

Construction Activity Calculation Methodology 

Output Location 
(within Appendix D-8 of this Revised 

Final EIR) 

Grading - Dunnigan Hills URBEMIS Appendix D-3, Line 406 Output. 

Trenching - Environmental 
Crew 

Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

Trenching - 18 Day Crews Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

Trenching - Tie-In Crew Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

Trenching - Hydro Test Crew Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

Trenching - Clean Up Crew Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

Trenching - Remaining URBEMIS Appendix D-3, early August fine 
grading phase 

Pipe Hauling URBEMIS Appendix D-3, late August fine 
grading phase 

HDD - Off-Road Emissions Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

HDD - URBEMIS Output URBEMIS Appendix D-3, early August fine 
grading phase 

Paving URBEMIS Appendix D-3, paving phase 

Jack and Bore - Off-Road 
Emissions 

Hand Calculation Appendix D-2 

Jack and Bore - URBEMIS 
Output 

URBEMIS Appendix D-3, mid-August fine 
grading phase. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET P 1 

P-1 The proposed Line 407 is intended to serve the PVSP (approved by 2 
Placer County Board of Supervisors on July 16, 2007), and the SVSP (still in the 3 
planning stages). 4 

Within the approved PVSP are seven dedicated school sites that will be developed 5 
by the Center Joint Unified School District.  School sites are also proposed to be 6 
included in the SVSP, and a land use plan shows five proposed school site 7 
locations.  Two dedicated school sites within the PVSP (one high school and one 8 
elementary) are located within 1,500 feet of the proposed Project pipeline.   9 

Alternative Options I, J, K, and L were considered in order to reduce risks to 10 
proposed school sites (refer to pages 3-55 through 3-57 of the Draft EIR).   11 

Both Option I and Option J would have greater impacts to biological resources, but 12 
these could be mitigated to less than significant levels.  However, Option J would 13 
place the pipeline close to several residences, while Option I would go through 14 
agricultural land. 15 

Option K would increase impacts to biological resources by placing the pipeline 16 
within an area that has wetlands, vernal pools, and giant garter snake habitat.  While 17 
Option L would not increase or decrease any of the impacts associated with the 18 
proposed pipeline, Option L was designed to decrease the magnitude of the risks to 19 
the planned elementary school and minimize impacts to biological resources that 20 
would result from implementing one of the alternative options at this location. 21 

P-2 One significant unavoidable impacts (Class I Impacts) associated with the 22 
Project are unique to a pipeline project and are is related to air emissions during 23 
construction. and exposure to people to unacceptable risk of upset/accident.  Other 24 
significant impacts that can be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class II) are 25 
related to the physical environment in which the pipeline would be placed such as 26 
biological and cultural resources, noise, water quality, etc.   27 

Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR explains that CEQA requires consideration of a range of 28 
reasonable alternatives to the Project or Project location that:  (1) could feasibly 29 
attain most of the basic Project objectives; and (2) could avoid or substantially 30 
lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed Project.  An alternative may not 31 
be eliminated simply because it is more costly or if it would impede the attainment of 32 
the Project objectives to some degree.  The CEQA Guidelines also require the 33 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-101 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-102 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Revised Final EIR  

selection of an environmentally superior alternative.  The determination of an 1 
environmentally superior alternative is based on the consideration of how the 2 
alternative fulfills the Project objectives and how the alternative either reduces 3 
significant impacts or substantially reduces the impacts to the surrounding 4 
environment.   5 

The Draft EIR described a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the Project 6 
and to the Project location, including the No Project Alternative in Section 3.0.  7 
These alternatives were evaluated for their ability to attain most of the Project goals 8 
and to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed 9 
Project.  Three major alternative routes were evaluated and rejected, as stated in 10 
Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, and one system-wide alternative was evaluated and 11 
rejected as stated in Section 3.2.4.  In summary, the overall proposed Project route 12 
was found to have the fewest significant environmental impacts or magnitude of 13 
significant environmental impacts.  Within the overall proposed Project route, an 14 
additional 12 alternatives (termed options) were developed.  These options were 15 
designed to minimize risk; minimize impacts to biota, listed species, and wetlands; 16 
and respond to land owners’ concerns.  None of the options was found to reduce 17 
athe Class I impact to a Class II impact; however, two options were found to 18 
decrease the magnitude of a Class I impact, risk of upset.  However, two options 19 
reduced the magnitude of the safety risk associated with two planned schools. 20 
Those options, I and L, in conjunction with the proposed Project, represent the 21 
environmentally superior alternative, which was adequately evaluated in the Draft 22 
EIR. 23 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 24 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 25 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 26 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 27 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which 28 
is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all 29 
project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time 30 
to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the 31 
EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project 32 
will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC 33 
mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 34 
10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 35 

 36 
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Since staff is recommending that the CSLC can approve the environmentally 1 
superior alternative, which includes Project with Option I and Option L, it is not 2 
necessary to revise the Project description to include options. 3 

P-3 The Project objectives, purpose, and need are presented in Section 1.1, 4 
Project Objectives, Purpose and Need, of the Draft EIR.  These Project objectives 5 
include increasing natural gas service reliability to existing customers in the 6 
Sacramento Valley region, including West Placer, Sacramento, and El Dorado 7 
counties and providing service to new residential and commercial developments 8 
over the next 25 years.  The Project is needed, in part, to service the following 9 
growth areas: the Metro Air Park, the Sutter Pointe Project, the PVSP, the Curry 10 
Creek Community Plan, and the SVSP.  In order to meet these objectives, Line 407 11 
must be large enough in diameter and operate at a high enough pressure to function 12 
as a major rib extension from PG&E’s backbone pipeline system (Line 400 and 401) 13 
to transport natural gas from Line 406 into the 12-, 16-, and 24-inch diameter Line 14 
123, which operates at 500 psig in West Placer County and the 12- and 16-inch 15 
diameter Line 119, which operates at 500 psig in Sacramento County. 16 

A range of sizes from 24- to 36-inch diameter and operating pressures of 800 psig 17 
and 975 psig were evaluated for Line 407 to identify the optimal design to increase 18 
the capacity of the integrated network and meet the long-term load growth projected 19 
for the system.  A 30-inch diameter pipeline extending along the proposed route 20 
operating at a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 975 psig for both 21 
Line 406 and Line 407 was identified as the design that provided the greatest overall 22 
system benefit at the lowest marginal cost and impact to the environment. 23 

To address installation of smaller diameter pipeline: 24 
A smaller diameter and/or lower operating pressure design would either limit, or 25 
prevent altogether, the pipeline from functioning as a major rib extension and fail to 26 
meet the primary design objective for the Project.  Reducing the size and/or MAOP 27 
will reduce the capacity added to the system, require additional transmission 28 
pipelines be built in the future either in the same right-of-way as the Project, or in 29 
other locations, and reduce the operational flexibility to re-route gas on the system to 30 
maintain reliable service to customers during pipeline maintenance. 31 

To replace the capacity of 30-inch Line 407, PG&E would need to install either two 32 
parallel 24-inch transmission pipelines, or four parallel transmission pipelines 33 
consisting of two 20-inch and two 16-inch pipelines, all operating at the same MAOP 34 
as Line 407.  Installing multiple smaller diameter pipelines in lieu of a single 30-inch 35 
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pipeline would increase the mileage of pipelines within the Project area, and would 1 
increase the impact on the environment, the risk of serious injury and fatality, as well 2 
as the cost of serving the load growth projected on the system.   3 

The volume of gas that can flow through a pipeline depends primarily on the 4 
operating pressure differential, the pipe diameter, and the length of the pipeline.  5 
When the operating pressure or pipe diameter is reduced, the natural gas flow rate 6 
is also reduced.  As a result, a reduction in the line diameter would require higher 7 
pressures in order to flow the required 180,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per day.  8 
On the other hand, a reduction in the operating pressure would require a larger 9 
diameter line (or multiple lines) in order to flow the same volume.  Specifically, a 30-10 
inch line will flow nearly 20 times more natural gas than a 10-inch diameter line 11 
operating under similar conditions.  In other words, almost twenty 10-inch diameter 12 
lines would be required to flow the same volume of natural gas as a single 30-inch 13 
line.   14 

The flow rate through a pipeline can be evaluated using the Weymouth formula; the 15 
flow rate is proportional to the pipe diameter to the 2.667 power (D2.667).  The public 16 
risks posed by these multiple lines in similar exposures, would be much greater than 17 
the proposed Project.  Substituting numerous smaller diameter natural gas 18 
transmission lines in a similarly developed residential and commercial area would 19 
pose a much higher risk to the public than the proposed single 30-inch diameter 20 
transmission line.  Although the actual results would depend on the population 21 
density and other factors, the use of numerous (roughly 20) 10-inch diameter lines 22 
would pose a risk on the order of 10 to 15 times that of a single 30-inch line flowing 23 
an equivalent volume of natural gas. 24 

To address thicker piping: 25 
The pipe as proposed has adequate thickness to resist damage from construction 26 
equipment beyond the size normally used in general construction.  PG&E has 27 
proposed, as a part of their Project, to install the pipeline to meet or exceed the 28 
current pipeline regulations (49 CFR 192).  Pipes with higher yield strengths than 29 
those proposed can suffer from metallurgical issues including excessive hardness, 30 
cracking, difficulty welding, etc.  Thick-walled steel pipelines are typically used for 31 
extreme conditions such as subsurface sea floor lines or risers.  During the 32 
manufacturing of thick-walled steel pipelines, the cooling rate at the time of 33 
quenching of the pipe becomes slow, particularly at the central portion due to its 34 
thickness, resulting in insufficient strength and toughness. This is because the 35 
cooling rate is slow, and there is a high probability that the pipe will be brittle. 36 
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As provided in the Project Description and on pages 4.7-36 and 4.7-37 of the Draft 1 
EIR, the following pipe wall thickness is proposed for the Project:   2 

• For Class 1 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.3125-inch; 3 
0.375-inch wall thickness pipe is proposed, 20 percent greater than the 4 
minimum required.   5 

• For Class 2 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.375-inch; 6 
0.406-inch wall thickness is proposed, 8 percent greater than the minimum 7 
required.   8 

• For Class 3 areas, the minimum regulated wall thickness is 0.4875-inch; 0.500-9 
inch wall thickness is proposed, 3 percent greater than the minimum required.   10 

The additional wall thickness will provide added strength.  For example, the 0.375-11 
inch to 0.406-inch thick pipe wall would resist a 73 ton machine and the 0.500-inch 12 
thick pipe wall would resist a 120 ton machine. 13 

To address deeper installations: 14 
As provided in the Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, and as noted on page 15 
4.7-36 of the Draft EIR, PG&E has proposed a minimum depth of cover of 60 inches 16 
(5 feet).  49 CFR 192.327 establishes the minimum depths of required cover.  For 17 
Class 1 areas, a minimum of 30 inches of cover is required.  For Class 2, 3, and 4 18 
areas, a minimum depth of cover of 36 inches is required.  As noted in the revised 19 
System Safety and Risk of Upset report, which was prepared by EDM Services, Inc. 20 
for the proposed Project and is included as a part of Appendix H-3 of this Revised 21 
Final EIR, of the Draft EIR, “Pipelines with a depth of cover of 48-inches or greater 22 
experienced a 30% reduction in third party caused incidents.” 23 

To address potential conflicts with other utilities, a mitigation measure (MM LU-1d) 24 
has been added to section 4.9, Land Use and Planning. Refer to Section 4.0 of this 25 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  26 

To address protective outer casings with beacons: 27 
Installing the carrier pipe inside a casing pipe may reduce the potential for damage 28 
from third parties, but would cause other technical issues.  For example, an outer 29 
casing has the potential to increase the risk due to external corrosion.  A cased 30 
installation would increase the likelihood of external corrosion, since the cathodic 31 
protection system would be shielded from the carrier pipe.  Should a leak develop, it 32 
would be difficult or impossible to locate, since the gas would be contained within the 33 
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casing and migrate to the casing vent.  Inspection and repairs to the carrier pipe 1 
would also be problematic, since the pipe would not be accessible without first 2 
removing the casing. 3 

To address lower pressure pipeline:   4 
The proposed system ties into other line segments.  As a result, the operating 5 
pressure must be high enough to be able to inject into the other segments and 6 
provide a great enough differential pressure to achieve the required flow rate.  For 7 
example, Line 407-E would extend east from the junction of Line 407-W at Powerline 8 
Road and connect with Line 123 at the intersection of Baseline and Fiddyment 9 
Roads.  In order for Line 407-E to feed the existing Line 123, the operating pressure 10 
in Line 407-E must be higher than Line 123, which operates at 500 psig.  Otherwise, 11 
gas would flow from Line 123 into Line 407E, instead of the other way around.  As a 12 
result, the Project objectives cannot be achieved by reducing the operating pressure 13 
of the proposed line segments without the construction of a compressor station. 14 

Even though the project risk impacts are less than significant, additional measures 15 
would be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset. MM HAZ-2a and MM 16 
HAZ-2b have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 17 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 18 

The Project Design Features and the proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR 19 
(MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-2b) reduce the risk by approximately 50 percent.  These 20 
measures include the use of modern pipe, regular internal inspections using a high 21 
resolution instrument (smart pig), corrosion mitigation, and the installation of 22 
automatic or remotely operated shut-down valves.  However, the overall Project 23 
individual risk of serious injury or fatality would still be approximately 1:30,000, which 24 
exceeds the individual risk significance threshold of 1:1,000,000 for serious injury or 25 
fatality (used by the California Department of Education for school sites). 26 

Measures have been implemented to reduce the public risks.  However, the lead 27 
agency recognizes that the risks remain significant even after mitigation.  The CSLC 28 
will need to balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of 29 
the proposed Project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining 30 
whether to approve the Project.  If the EIR is certified by the CSLC, a Statement of 31 
Overriding Considerations will need to be adopted at the time of certification and 32 
approval of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 33 

P-4 Please refer to response to comment P-3.   34 
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P-5 Page 3-11 of the Draft EIR describes the “System/Facility Alternatives,” 1 
which would construct approximately 15 separate projects within existing right-of-2 
way (ROW) already owned by PG&E, to the extent feasible.   3 

This alternative was rejected from consideration in the Draft EIR because of its 4 
additional length, the number of river crossings, and lack of offsetting benefits such 5 
as avoidance of biological or other resources.  This alternative would also have 6 
generated greater construction impacts and would affect more people than the 7 
proposed Project because portions would be constructed in proximity to the towns of 8 
Yolo and Woodland.   9 

PG&E provided information that to provide natural gas service to customers within 10 
the service territory without the construction of the proposed Lines 406, 407, and the 11 
DFM, the installation of 63 miles of new transmission pipelines would be required, at 12 
significant additional expense and increased risk to the public.  In order to replace 13 
the capacity of the 30-inch transmission line, PG&E would need to install several 14 
smaller pipelines (refer to response to comment P-3).  Installing multiple smaller 15 
diameter pipelines in lieu of a single 30-inch pipeline would increase the mileage of 16 
pipelines, thereby increasing impacts on the environment, the risk of serious injury 17 
and fatality, and the cost of serving the load growth projected on the system.  18 

 19 
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Below is an example of what PG&E would have to install for a systems alternative: 1 

FAC FACILITIES LENGTH DIAMETER MAOP
ID Location MILES INCHES PSIG

L172 24" // 20" L172 from 40.07 to 49.28 (800 psig MAOP / 800 psig FDP) Parallel E/O Hwy 5 from N/O Dunnigan to Zamora, Yolo Co 9.296 24 800
L172 24" // 20" L172 from 49.28 to 66.59 (800 psig MAOP / 800 psig FDP) Parallel E/O Hwy 5 from Zamora to S/O Woodland, Yolo Co 16.427 24 800
L119 2.5 miles 8" Truxel DFM North Natomas, Sac Co 2.500 8 720
L123 12" New DFM in Baseline Rd from L123 to Pleasant Grove Rd in Sutter Co (720 psig MAOP) West Placer, South Sutter, North Sac Co 9.000 16 720
L116 24" // 12" L116 from MP 3.86 to MP 9.60 (720 psig MAOP / 720 psig FDP) E/O Davis to West Sac across Yolo Causeway, Yolo Co 5.540 24 720
L119 16" // 12" L119 from Antelope Meter Sta - south N/O Hwy 80, North Highlands, Sac Co 0.780 16 720
FLSM 16" // 12"in Palm and Madison btwn Hemlock DR and east of Fair Oaks Blvd E/O Hwy 80, North Highlands, Carmichael, Citrus Heights, Fair Oaks 4.590 16 720
L173 12" // 8"/6" from MP 5.51 north to Penryn N/O Hwy 80 north of Rocklin, West Placer Co 4.740 12 720
L173 12" // 6" Barton Rd DFM N/O Hwy 80, Loomis, East Roseville 2.520 12 720
L173 12" // 6" from MP 12.48 to MP 16.58 N/O Hwy 80, Loomis, Penryn 3.540 12 720
L202 12" // 6/8" L202 in Grass Valley/Nevada City Grass Valley, Nevada Co 3.000 12 720
L123 Replace 12" with 16" L123 S/O Lincoln, West Placer Co 4.200 16 720

Totals 66.133  2 

 3 

 4 
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P-6 Please refer to responses to comments P-2 and P-3. 1 

P-7 Page ES-32 of the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR identifies the 2 
environmentally superior alternative to be incorporating Alternative Options I and L 3 
into the proposed Project alignment based on the decrease in the magnitude of 4 
impacts to safety risks to planned schools.  Please refer to responses to comments 5 
G-5 and G-6 for a discussion of these options.  6 

P-8 Both options K and L were considered due to proximity to the planned 7 
elementary school site in the PVSP area.  Option K places the pipeline route outside 8 
the 1,500-foot study zone, while Option L has the construction of the pipeline within 9 
the proposed alignment for Line 407-E, within the 1,500-foot study zone, but at a 10 
depth of 35 feet to reduce the magnitude of the risk to the planned school.  In Option 11 
L, PG&E would use HDD to place the pipeline at this increased depth (approximately 12 
35 feet deep).  PG&E has proposed to jointly develop a risk analysis with the School 13 
District to determine pipeline impacts to the school (refer to APM ALT-L).   14 

Option K would increase impacts to biological resources by placing the pipeline 15 
within an area that has wetlands, vernal pools, and giant garter snake habitat.  While 16 
Option L would not increase or decrease any of the impacts associated with the 17 
proposed pipeline, Option L was designed to decrease the magnitude of the risks to 18 
the planned elementary school and minimize impacts to biological resources that 19 
would result from implementing the other alternative option at this location.  20 

The planned school site is located along Line 407.  The maximum risk posed by Line 21 
407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,115,000 chance of 22 
fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation is 23 
1:4,255,000, and after mitigation is 1:8,475,000.  Because the calculated individual 24 
risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be less than 25 
significant. 26 

Please also refer to response to comment P-2.   27 

P-9 The conclusion that the environmentally superior alternative is the 28 
proposed alignment with options I and L incorporated is described in the Executive 29 
Summary following the discussion of the proposed Project and all 12 of the options.   30 

Text has been added to the Draft EIR on page 3-12, line 8 and page 3-58, line 25, 31 
identifying the environmentally superior alternative.  The environmentally superior 32 
alternative is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive 33 
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of all project components, and Options I and L. Refer to Section 4.0 of the Revised 1 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.   2 

P-10 See responses to comments P-1 through P-9.  Text has been added to 3 
the Executive Summary indicating that Options I and L, the environmentally superior 4 
alternatives, would better promote the objectives of the Project than the proposed 5 
alignment or other options (page ES-32, line 29).  Refer to Section 4.0 of the 6 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 7 

It should be noted that a revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was 8 
completed by EDM Services, Inc. (October 2009) for the proposed Project, and is 9 
included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR. The risk assessment included 10 
risk measurement terminology that was not defined in the document, which has 11 
resulted in some confusion.  The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has 12 
been clarified to account for individual risks to the public due to the potential for fires 13 
and explosions, which may result from pipeline releases.  The maximum risk posed 14 
by Line 407 in the area of the planned schools before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and 15 
after mitigation it is 1:4,115,000 chances of fatality per year.  This is less than the 16 
1:1,000,000 threshold used by the California Department of Education for siting 17 
schools. The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located 18 
immediately above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away 19 
from the pipeline.    Because the calculated individual risk is less than the threshold 20 
of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be less than significant. 21 

Societal Risk:  Societal risk is the probability that a specified number of people will 22 
be affected by a given event.  Several release scenarios were used that could 23 
impact both building occupants and vehicle passengers.  The California Department 24 
of Education (CDE) approach for evaluating the risk to the student population uses 25 
two calculated parameters: an average individual risk across the depth of the 26 
campus site, and a site population risk indicator parameter.  The CDE does not 27 
specify numerical criteria of acceptability or unacceptability for these indicators (CDE 28 
Guidance Protocol for School Site Pipeline Risk Analysis, 2007).  The threshold 29 
values for societal risk vary greatly, depending on the agency or jurisdiction.  There 30 
are no prescribed societal risk guidelines for the United States or the State of 31 
California.  The Committee for the Prevention of Disasters and the Netherlands use 32 
an annual probability of 1.0 x 10-3 (1:1,000) or less.  This criterion has been used to 33 
evaluate the proposed project.  The societal risk posed by the proposed project is 34 
less than the significance threshold of 1:1,000 or less. 35 
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P-11 The environmentally superior alternative, that is the proposed alignment 1 
including Options I and L, was identified and adequately analyzed through the EIR 2 
process.  Sections 4.0 through 4.14 of the Draft EIR provide a comprehensive 3 
analysis of the proposed alignment and the additional analysis with Options I and L 4 
is summarized in the Executive Summary.  The rationale for selecting these options 5 
is provided in Section 3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects, of the Draft EIR.  6 
No additional environmental evaluation of the Project or Project plus options is 7 
necessary.  Please refer to responses to comments P-1 through P-7.   8 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 9 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 10 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 11 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 12 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative, which is construction of 13 
the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all project components 14 
and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time to approve any of the 15 
other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR. 16 
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Klein Family Farms        June 12, 2009 
913 Ridgeview Drive 
Woodland, CA 95695 

California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

Dear Crystal Spurr, 

 I would like to take this time to thank you and the California State Lands 
commission for giving our family the opportunity to speak on this issue that greatly 
impacts our family farm.  I would like to begin by giving you and the commission a little 
background information about our family farming operation.  This particular farm is 
being farmed by two 3rd generation brothers and their children. Today’s family farm has 
been developed by many years of dedication and hard work. Our farm operations were 
started by our grandfather, John W. Klein, in 1962.  He migrated up to the fertile and 
diverse ground in Yolo County from Indio California in hopes to satisfy a dream of 
starting a family farm to support himself and his future family.  He started farming with a 
$2,500 loan, which he put his household furniture up for collateral (because this is all he 
had) for a production loan, to lease 200 acres of ground that no one else wanted to farm.  
Today our family farms approximately 5,000 acres of top quality land which produce 
tomatoes, wheat, sunflowers and almond trees.  We employ approximately 20 full time 
employees and up to 300 contracted employees during the season for, planting, pruning, 
harvesting and hoeing weeds.  Each year approximately 4,000 semi truck loads of 
commodities are delivered off our farm ever year.  

If you know any farmers you know farming is one of those professions that it is 
not an 8am-5pm, 5 days a week job, it is a way of life.  For this reason, I have great 
concern about the Natural Gas Pipeline 406 going right threw the middle of 
approximately 25% of our farm operation.  We have talked to PG&E many times about 
moving the pipeline so it will be placed along side of the county road to minimize the 
impact to our family farm.  PG&E’s reply is that “it is too costly.”  This project is going 
to be a hardship for our farm.  The project is going to affect our permanent crop plantings 
like almonds, also affect our producing of all crops that we have contracted to deliver.
These contracts are earned over many years of showing we can produce quality and 
quantity.  This pipeline will create an economic hardship on our family farm, not only to 
us personally, but also to the employees, contracted labor, fertilizer companies, chemical 
companies, seed companies, parts stores, equipment companies, fuel companies, etc. that 
we deal with on a daily basis. 

The 406 pipeline also disrupts the infrastructure of our parcels when it comes to 
the most vital part of farming and that is water.  During the growing season, we move 
water from one location to another by ditch or underground pipeline.  It will be hard to 
move water when PG&E’s pipe goes through a parcel.
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There is also a concern of meeting federal, state, and local regulations in regards 
to chemical application.  Our farm, not being organic, sprays pesticides, herbicides, 
fumigations and fungicides year-round.  A lot of the chemicals we must use have 
restrictions such as, 72 hours before reentering parcel and up to 500 feet work zones.
This restricts accessibility to or near parcels.   

These may or may not be things PG&E has considered, but are items very 
important to us on a daily basis.  I am sure it is easy for PG&E to only see that this 
project may effect a few, but will bring better service to many and more income to them.   
PG&E needs to know that this project they are proposing does not just affect a parcel of 
dirt, but 3 generations of literally hard blood and sweat that has been put into the soil, so 
others can simply go to the supermarket when they want to have food on their table. 

  I would like to close my letter by saying that PG&E has offered us a 
compensation package that does not even come close and is offensive to the land values 
and the economic loss we will have if this project goes through as planned.  Please 
reconsider the project route and the compensation plan.  Thank you for your time and if 
you have any more questions please feel free to call Chris anytime at 530-681-5607. 

Sincerely,

Chris Ochoa & Mark Ochoa 
Klein Family Farms 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET Q 1 

Q-1 The comment provides background information on the status of the Klein 2 
Farms including the number of acres farmed, number of seasonal and full-time 3 
employees, and number of truck trips associated with the operation. 4 

Q-2 The statement and concerns regarding economic impact to farmland is 5 
included in the public record and will be taken into account by decision makers when 6 
they consider certification of the EIR and consider whether to approve the proposed 7 
Project. 8 

The proposed Project would result in the loss of 2.0 acres of orchards located within 9 
Yolo County.  The proposed Project would permanently impact 2.55 acres of 10 
farmland across all four counties.  Most of the agricultural land along the proposed 11 
Project alignment is currently used for row or field crops; these uses could continue 12 
within the permanent pipeline easement.  Temporary and permanent agricultural 13 
impacts are discussed on pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR.   14 

Both temporary and permanent economic losses of normal farm operations are 15 
required to be compensated as stated in the California Code of Civil Procedure.  16 
PG&E is required to provide financial compensation for temporary and permanent 17 
loss of agricultural uses through the California Code of Civil Procedure, as follows: 18 

• Section 1245.030(b) requires compensation for property damage, including 19 
crop damage, resulting from pre-construction project studies, testing, 20 
surveying, etc. 21 

• Section 1263.210(a) requires all property improvements, including agricultural 22 
crops and associated facilities and infrastructure, in project land rights 23 
acquisition compensation. 24 

• Section 1263.250(a) requires compensation for crop damage/losses resulting 25 
from project construction.  It also requires scheduling project construction to 26 
avoid impacts to agricultural crops when possible. 27 

Q-3 Page 4.2-22 of the Draft EIR has been revised to include APM AGR-1, 28 
which requires that PG&E provide advance notification of Project activity to adjacent 29 
landowners and tenant farmers to provide adequate warning of construction activity.  30 
This mitigation measure would ensure that all landowners along the alignment are 31 
notified of pending construction activity.  APM AGR-1 requires PG&E to provide 32 
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advance notice (between two and four weeks prior to construction), by mail, to all 1 
landowners and tenant farmers along the pipeline right-of-way.  This advance notice 2 
requirement would also require that a mechanism be set up for contacting PG&E 3 
and/or the construction contractor to ensure landowners and tenant farmers can 4 
coordinate scheduling.  The inclusion of APM AGR-1 would ensure that adequate 5 
notice is provided to underlying or adjacent property owners who may be affected by 6 
project construction.  Provision of such notice would allow concerned landowners or 7 
agricultural operators (such as Klein Family Farms) the opportunity to contact PG&E 8 
or the construction contractor to work out timing concerns.   9 

PG&E has committed to working with landowners and their tenant farmers to avoid 10 
or minimize impacts to agricultural crops and disruption to crop irrigation systems 11 
during the proposed pipeline construction, including temporary or permanent re-12 
configuration of crop irrigation systems to maintain irrigation to crops adjacent to the 13 
pipeline construction right-of-way.  PG&E and their pipeline construction contractors 14 
will take reasonable measures to avoid damage to crop irrigation systems and will 15 
immediately repair all damage that does occur to crop irrigation systems during the 16 
proposed pipeline construction.  MM HWQ-2 has been revised to also reflect these 17 
commitments.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 18 
Draft EIR. 19 

PG&E was able to download a copy of this letter from the CSLC website on June 17, 20 
2009, has reviewed this comment, and is aware of the commenter's concern.  PG&E 21 
has further committed to work with Klein Family Farms to ensure fair compensation if 22 
farming operations including irrigation, application of chemicals and harvest times 23 
are affected by the proposed pipeline construction work. 24 

Q-4 PG&E has committed to working with landowners and their tenant farmers 25 
prior to and during construction of the proposed pipeline to coordinate the 26 
construction schedule with agricultural crop spraying schedules and harvest 27 
activities, and to minimize crop production losses.  Please also refer to response to 28 
comment Q-3. 29 

Q-5 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment Q-2. 30 

Q-6 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment Q-2. 31 

 32 

 33 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET R 1 

R-1 Please refer to responses to comments K-1 through K-5 regarding the 2 
comment letter submitted by the City of Roseville.  Their letter included comments 3 
regarding the SVSP. 4 

The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to account for 5 
individual risks to the public if a pipeline release were to occur with a subsequent fire 6 
or explosion.  The risk assessment included risk measurement terminology that was 7 
not defined in earlier versions of the document, which has resulted in some 8 
confusion.  A revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was completed by 9 
EDM Services, Inc. (October 2009) for the proposed Project, and is included as 10 
Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.  11 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 12 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 13 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 14 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 15 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 16 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 17 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 18 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 19 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk. 20 

The Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) is located along Line 407.  The maximum risk 21 
posed by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 22 
1:4,115,000 chance of fatality per year.  Because the calculated individual risk is 23 
less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be less than 24 
significant. 25 

R-2 Please refer to responses to comments G-1, G-2, and P-7.  The MOU 26 
between Placer County and the City of Roseville is discussed on page 4.9-17 of the 27 
Draft EIR, under the heading City of Roseville General Plan and Sphere of Influence.  28 
The Draft EIR considered the impact to potential land uses of the SVSP (refer to 29 
Impact LU-2 on page 4.9-20 of the Draft EIR).  Pipeline inspections are required and 30 
would be completed by PG&E, including High Consequence Area (HCA) risk 31 
assessments, which would be completed every seven years that the proposed 32 
Project is in operation (refer to pages 4.7-36 and 4.7-37 of the Draft EIR). 33 
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In the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR and in Sections 4.3, Air Quality; 4.7, 1 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 4.9, Land Use and Planning; and 4.10, Noise, of 2 
the Draft EIR, school sites are identified as sensitive land uses.  Sections 4.7, 3 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 4.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR 4 
also provide language regarding the California Education Code, section 17213, and 5 
the California Code of Regulations, Title 5, section 14010(h), regarding the 1,500-6 
foot study zone between school sites and high-pressure gas pipelines.  Page 3-3 of 7 
the Draft EIR considers potential land use conflicts associated with school siting 8 
requirements that require school districts to perform risk analyses when a school site 9 
is located within 1,500 feet of an easement for an underground pipeline as one of 10 
the reasons considered for looking at alternative locations.  Safety risks to planned 11 
school sites are discussed in the Executive Summary and in Section 4.7, Hazards 12 
and Hazardous Materials and 4.9, Land Use and Planning, as revised in Section 4.0 13 
of this Revised Final EIR.   14 

School sites are proposed to be included in the SVSP, and a land use plan shows 15 
five proposed school site locations.  One proposed school site within the SVSP 16 
(elementary school) is located approximately 1,500 feet north of the proposed 17 
Project pipeline.  As noted in Table 4.7-6 of the revised risk analysis attached to the 18 
Revised Final EIR as Appendix H-3, the impacts are very minor at distances greater 19 
than 800 to 1,000 feet. Since the planned elementary school site boundary is located 20 
approximately 1,500 feet from the proposed pipeline, it is unlikely that serious risks 21 
would be posed to students and others at the school site.  At this distance from the 22 
pipeline, the consequences from a potential fire or explosion are not expected to 23 
result in any injuries. 24 

R-3 Please refer to response to comment K-2 regarding the comment letter 25 
submitted by the City of Roseville.  PG&E has indicated that the industry best 26 
practice is to install transmission pressure pipelines in a private easement whenever 27 
possible.  PG&E does have transmission pipelines under paved road surfaces in 28 
Roseville, but those lines were installed post road improvements when no suitable 29 
location existed beyond the paved surface. 30 

The industry best practice is based upon public and worker safety.  A private 31 
easement provides PG&E with additional control of co-occupants and uses.  Patrols 32 
and maintenance activities can be accomplished without exposing workers to traffic.  33 
The pipeline can be exposed to add future taps to serve the communities or for 34 
inspection without damaging the road surface or impeding traffic.   35 
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PG&E  indicated they have utilized the best available information regarding the 1 
Baseline Road alignment.  PG&E will adjust the pipeline alignment if feasible once 2 
the road design is finalized. PG&E has located the 50-foot easement at the future 3 
Baseline Road back of curb per plans provided by the design firm of MacKay and 4 
Somps.  This easement is planned to be contiguous with the proposed landscape 5 
strip.   6 

R-4 Please refer to response to comment K-2 regarding the comment letter 7 
submitted by the City of Roseville.  PG&E indicated they have been working with the 8 
SVSP civil engineering firm of MacKay and Somps to coordinate the pipeline vertical 9 
and horizontal alignment with the future road alignments determined by the City of 10 
Roseville.  PG&E has used the best design information available in locating the 11 
pipeline.  Currently the road improvement plans are limited to line work in plan view 12 
only.  The Baseline Road design has not progressed to include future elevations, 13 
drainages or utility infrastructure.  PG&E has designed the line with 8 feet of cover in 14 
known intersections.  The proposed 5 feet of cover is generally adequate for 15 
driveway crossings.  In the absence of final road improvement design drawings, 16 
PG&E has increased cover at major road crossings to 8 feet.  It is PG&E’s 17 
experience that 8 feet of cover will generally allow for typical road construction and 18 
utility crossings.  PG&E has stated a willingness to work with SVSP to coordinate 19 
design and depth of underground utilities so that potential conflicts can be 20 
addressed prior to construction of the pipeline.  21 

The commenter has indicated that the proposed pipeline should be buried deeper to 22 
avoid conflicts with other utilities.  A mitigation measure (MM LU-1d) has been 23 
added to section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, to address potential conflicts with 24 
utilities. Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  25 

PG&E also indicated they communicated to the City of Roseville that locating a 26 
Class 1 bike path above the pipeline is acceptable and a compatible use.  PG&E 27 
intends to locate the pipeline in the center of the 50-foot easement.  PG&E’s 28 
easement description does not exclude shrubs and groundcover, nor does it exclude 29 
all trees.  Vegetation exclusion is limited to “deep-rooted trees” within 10 feet of the 30 
pipeline centerline 31 

R-5 Please refer to response to comments K-2, K-3, and K-4 regarding the 32 
comment letter submitted by the City of Roseville. PG&E has indicated they advised 33 
City of Roseville representatives that the station locations have some flexibility; 34 
however, the existence of sensitive resources, and operational constraints, will limit 35 
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potential locations.  PG&E representatives are available to work with both the City 1 
and the CSLC on this issue.  PG&E has also agreed to work with the City to enclose 2 
the proposed Baseline Road station in a manner, and using materials, compatible 3 
with the planned development and acceptable to both parties. 4 

PG&E has indicated they advised City of Roseville representatives that underground 5 
valves are existing equipment installed during a previous project and have discussed 6 
with the City allowable and compatible uses over and near these existing valves.  7 
PG&E representatives are available to work with the City on this issue. 8 

R-6 Please refer to responses to comments K-1, G-13, P-3, and U-12.  9 

The industry best practice is to install transmission pressure pipelines in a private 10 
easement whenever possible.  PG&E does have transmission pipelines under paved 11 
road surfaces in Roseville, but those lines were installed post road improvements 12 
when no suitable location existed beyond the paved surface.  The industry best 13 
practice is based upon public and worker safety.  A private easement provides 14 
PG&E with additional control of co-occupants and uses.  Patrols and maintenance 15 
activities can be accomplished without exposing workers to traffic.  The pipeline can 16 
be exposed to add future taps to serve the communities or for inspection without 17 
damaging the road surface or impeding traffic.   18 

PG&E indicated they have been working with the SVSP civil engineering firm of 19 
MacKay and Somps to coordinate the pipeline vertical and horizontal alignment with 20 
the future road alignments dictated by the City of Roseville.  PG&E has used the 21 
best design information available in locating the pipeline.  Currently the road 22 
improvement plans are limited to line work in plan view only.  The Baseline Road 23 
design has not progressed to include future elevations, drainages or utility 24 
infrastructure.  PG&E has designed the line with 8 feet of cover in known 25 
intersections.  The proposed 5 feet of cover is generally adequate for driveway 26 
crossings.  In the absence of final road improvement design drawings, PG&E has 27 
increased cover at major road crossing to 8 feet.  It is PG&E’s experience that 8 feet 28 
of cover will generally allow for typical road construction and utility crossings. PG&E 29 
has stated a willingness to work with SVSP to coordinate design of underground 30 
utilities so that the potential conflicts can be addressed prior to construction of the 31 
pipeline.  32 

The commenter has indicated that the proposed pipeline should be buried with a 33 
cover of 15 feet to avoid conflicts with other utilities.  A mitigation measure (MM LU-34 
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1d) has been added to section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, to address potential 1 
conflicts with utilities. Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 2 
the Draft EIR.  3 

With regard to protective outer casings, installing the carrier pipe inside a concrete 4 
casing  or casing pipe may reduce the potential for damage from third parties, but 5 
would cause other technical issues.  For example, an outer casing has the potential 6 
to increase the risk due to external corrosion.  A cased installation would increase 7 
the likelihood of external corrosion, since the cathodic protection system would be 8 
shielded from the carrier pipe.  Should a leak develop, it would be difficult or 9 
impossible to locate, since the gas would be contained within the casing and migrate 10 
to the casing vent.  Inspection and repairs to the carrier pipe would also be 11 
problematic, since the pipe would not be accessible without first removing the 12 
casing. 13 

PG&E has proposed as a part of their Project to install the pipeline to meet or 14 
exceed the current pipeline regulations (49 CFR 192) (refer to pages 4.7-36 and 4.7-15 
37 of the Draft EIR, as revised in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR).  PG&E 16 
intends to install minimum 0.375-inch wall thickness pipe on the 30-inch diameter 17 
segments.  A large proportion of the proposed pipeline would consist of 0.375-inch-18 
wall thickness steel pipe (Grade X-65) designed for a Maximum Allowable Operating 19 
Pressure (MAOP) of 975 pounds per square inch gauge (psig).  For Class 1 areas, 20 
the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.3125-inch; a 0.375-inch wall 21 
thickness is proposed, 20 percent greater than the minimum required.  For Class 2 22 
areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.375-inch; a 0.406-inch wall 23 
thickness is proposed, 8 percent greater than the minimum required.  For Class 3 24 
areas, the minimum regulated wall thickness is 0.4875-inch; a 0.500-inch wall 25 
thickness is proposed, 3 percent greater than the minimum required.  26 

Methane sensors are not generally recommended because emission levels under 27 
normal pipeline operations should not be considered hazardous to the public.  Per 28 
CPUC regulations, PG&E odorizes its natural gas.  The level of odorization is such 29 
that it is generally detectable by human smell below levels that are considered 30 
hazardous.  PG&E also performs leak surveys on its pipelines on either an annual or 31 
semi-annual basis, and hazardous leaks are repaired promptly.    32 

R-7 Please refer to comments R-1 through R-6. Please refer to responses to 33 
comments K-1, through K-5 regarding the comment letter submitted by the City of 34 
Roseville. 35 
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Kiefner & Associates, Inc. 

585 Scherers Court       Phone (614) 888-8220 
Worthington, Ohio 43085 www.kiefner.com Fax (614) 888-7323

June 12, 2009

Mr. Scott Clapp 
Gas Transmission Systems 
130 Amber Grove Drive, Suite 134 
Chico, California 95973 

Re: Review of EIR for PG&E Lines 406 & 407 

Dear Mr. Clapp: 

In accordance with your request, I have reviewed certain documents that are part of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) Lines 406 and 407 
proposed for construction between Esparta, Yolo County and Roseville, Placer County, CA.
Lines 406 and 407 are to be constructed from 30-inch OD line pipe and will transport natural gas 
at a pressure of 975 psig.  The pipeline route will cross primarily Location Class 1 (rural) areas, 
although it will also traverse Location Class 2 and Class 3 areas having greater amounts of 
development in the vicinity of the pipeline.  The Location Classes are determined by the amount 
of land development in the vicinity of the pipeline as defined by Federal pipeline regulations 
contained in Code of Federal Regulations Title 49 – Transportation, Part 192 – Transportation of 
Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards (49, CFR 192, or “Part 
192”).  The intrastate Lines 406 and 407 are under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utility 
Commission (CPUC) which has adopted 49 CFR 192 and enforces to its provisions.  The 
pipelines will be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained accordingly.  

The focus of my review was a risk assessment performed by EDM Services, Inc.  Overall, I 
found that the results of the risk assessment were credible and not inconsistent with other risk 
assessments that have been performed by other parties concerning similar pipelines.  However, I 
also discovered some data presented in EDM’s analysis that was inconsistent with other sources 
of data, and some statements or opinions that I did not fully agree with and which reasonable 
people might hold a difference of opinion over.  Although these variances in raw data or 
interpretation imply that some numerical results might change, these would not necessarily alter 
the overall conclusions or invalidate the assessment.  

The Table 1 below lists specific data presented, or statements made, in the Draft EIR dated April 
13, 2009 and my comments in response. Additional tables summarize some data I used to 
evaluate EDM’s analysis. 
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Table 1. Comments on the Draft EIR Risk Assessment 

Reference page or section Comment 

Section 2.1.2 bottom of page 2 Add closing statement: “Other portions of the regulations are 
prescriptive.”

Section 4.1.1, page 11 5,000 Btu/ft2-hr, 1% mortality corresponds to 30 seconds 
unabated exposure. An able-bodied person would take actions 
to increase the separation distance or seek cover during that 30 
seconds.

3,500 Btu/ft2-hr, 10-second exposure does not correspond to 
15% probability of fatality. According to Hymes (1983) a 45-
second exposure corresponds to 1% mortality. 

Section 4.1.2, page 13-14 Reference to 1970-1984 pipeline incident data is arguably not 
relevant because the data is 25-39 years old and standards and 
regulations for both new construction and the operation of 
existing lines have changed substantially. Changes are notable 
in the areas of fracture control for new pipe, routine use of ILI, 
adoption of damage prevention practices, and integrity 
management planning for high consequence areas, none of 
which were prevalent in 1970-1984. 

Section 4.1.2, page 14-15 We get values that are close but not identical to those reported 
by EDM. For 1988-2008, we see 0.037 injuries and 0.0064 
fatalities per 1,000 mi-yrs, compared with 0.040 and 0.010 
reported on page 14 for 1986-2007. PHMSA’s data web page 
for 1988 through 2008 tallies 382 “significant” incidents (same 
criteria as “reportable” incidents) for onshore gas transmission 
(323) and gathering (59) lines. This is much less than the 761 
incidents stated on page 15 for 2002-2007.  We get 0.18 
incidents per 1,000 mi-yrs instead of the 0.42 incidents per 
1,000 mi-yrs on page 16. However we get 0.019 injuries and 
0.0033 fatalities, about the same as the 0.019 and 0.004 stated 
on page 15. 

Figure 4.1.2-1, page 16 Using the tallies on PHMSA’s data web page, the upper curve 
should vary between just above 0.10 and just below 0.30.

Page 17 We get 0.18 reportable incidents per 1,000 mi-yrs, not 0.29 for 
onshore gathering and transmission lines. 

Pages 18-20 The US and CA hazardous liquid pipeline incident data may 
not be appropriate for evaluating the risk or threat associated 
with natural gas pipelines. Certainly pipelines in both 
categories are constructed from similar materials and to a 
layman would appear to present similar issues. However, they 
differ significantly in terms of operation, characteristics of 
transported products, failure modes, and consequences of a 
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failure. 

Page 21 Many of the factors in the bulleted items can be reasonably 
attributed to features associated with older pipelines and 
construction methods.  Frequencies of these factors should be 
adjusted to reflect rates of occurrence appropriate to the 
features of modern pipeline design and construction. 

Page 23 The first paragraph provides for a 30% reduction in damage by 
outside forces based upon the added depth in the pipeline 
design.  Additional reductions should be included to address 
other relevant issues such as resistance to immediate 
penetration from equipment afforded by the heavy wall 
thickness and large pipe used with this project, as well as the 
overall record of new large-OD pipe in Class 3 areas. Refer to 
discussion for Page 57, below. 

Page 27 PG&E will be installing remote monitoring of cathodic 
protection potentials at approximately 1-mile intervals along 
the route.  This will provide real time data of the cathodic 
protection system and allow for a timely response to make 
corrections.  The risk of incident due to corrosion should be 
significantly reduced. 

Pages 29-30 It is unclear why LPG pipelines are discussed (page 30). 
PHMSA’s incident data for LPG pipelines are not intermixed 
with data for natural gas lines, nor are LPG pipelines part of 
the proposed construction. Does Table 4.1.3-2 (page 29) 
include LPG lines, and if so, why? 

Page 30 The assertions that a release in an urban area is likely to cause 
more significant impacts to humans than a release in a rural 
area, and that the risk is understated for an urban area and 
overstated for a rural area both seem correct at first glance but 
appear to overlook some important factors. 

It is true that a worst-case scenario in an urban location would 
have greater consequences than a worst-case scenario in a rural 
location. But the probability of a worst-case scenario is greater 
in a rural location due to the higher operating stress levels and 
typically thinner wall pipe used in rural areas. It is noted for 
example that Class 3 lines comprise 11% of total gas pipeline 
mileage and 14% of gas pipeline reportable incidents, but there 
has only been one fatality caused by a Class 3 pipeline since 
1989. Since 2002, there have been no fatalities in Class 3 or 4 
and only one in Class 2.  The heavier wall and lower operating 
stress does affect the susceptibility to failure and can affect its 
mode. Most major natural gas pipeline failures in the US have 
occurred in rural areas, e.g. Carlsbad. Also, Class 3 would 
automatically be designated a High Consequence Area (HCA) 
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and therefore would be subject to special integrity management 
planning rules that most portions of Class 1 and 2 lines would 
not be. 

Baseline Frequency, page 31 We would use 0.18 incidents per 1,000 mi-yrs. 

Indoor explosions, page 43 This does not reflect real modes of failure. Migration of gas to 
interiors of occupied buildings is primarily a concern with 
distribution piping systems which exist in close proximity and 
relatively low pressure.  A leak at the operating pressure of 975 
psig would blow a hole in the soil and vent the gas. Also, a 
leak would not tend to precede a rupture of the pipe. 

Page 49, bottom of page Statement that the “frequency of serious injuries or fatalities 
…are extremely low due to the rural areas...” implies that the 
expected frequency would be greater in the more developed 
areas which is not supported by the data. 

Page 52, first full paragraph Statement that “should population or traffic volumes 
increase…the likelihood of serious injuries and fatalities would 
increase accordingly” does not account for changes in pipe 
wall, HCA designation, and IMP activity that offset increased 
risk by reducing likelihood of an incident.  Note zero fatalities 
in Class 3 and 4 areas. 

Page 55, HAZ-1a A stated mitigation is for pipe to be manufactured in year 2000 
or later. 49 CFR 192 currently requires pipe to comply with 
43rd (2004) or 44th (2008) editions of API 5L. Pipe mills 
currently only monogram pipe to 44th Edition, so pipe must be 
2008 vintage or newer. From a practical standpoint, it will be 
brand new pipe. 

Page 57, third-party damage 30-inch OD x 0.375-inch WT X65 pipe provides resistance to 
immediate penetration by equipment at the 98th percentile in 
terms of size or weight (about 73 T).  The 0.500-inch WT 
specified for Class 3 areas would resist an even larger machine 
(120 T) that is not used in general construction.  It is noted that 
the one fatal incident in Class 3 pipe that occurred in 1997 had 
0.281-inch WT which is resistant to machines only up to 45 T 
which are more common. 

Some supporting data from PHMSA’s website data summary page or downloadable data is 
summarized below.  Table 2 summarizes “reportable” or “significant” incident data from 2002-
2008 for natural gas onshore gathering and transmission (G&T) lines.  Incidents for lines of all 
ages and sizes are reported.  The average rate of occurrence per 1,000 mi-yrs is given at the 
bottom of the table.  Also listed is a tally of those that occurred in post-1980 large pipe (20-inch 
OD and larger) and small pipe (smaller than 20-inch OD). Because national mileage could not be 
easily broken down by both size and age (either size or age is readily done but not both), no 
average rates per mile-year are shown. However, it is noted that post-1980 pipe comprises 27% 
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of the total onshore G&T mileage, but the total number of incidents (50) and fatalities (1) in both 
post-1980 size ranges is only 13% and 14% of the total, respectively, indicating half the rate of 
occurrence for post-1980 pipe on a per mile-year basis.  This reflects the improved technology 
associated with modern pipelines, relative to the aggregate US natural gas pipeline system which 
has a mileage-weighted average age of 40 years. 

Table 2. Natural Gas Onshore G&T Pipeline Incidents, 2002-2008, All and Post-1980 

Year 
All G&T pipe incidents Post 1980, D=>20" Post 1980, D<20" 
Total Fatalities Injuries Total Fatalities Injuries Total Fatalities Injuries 

2002 40 1 5 3 0 0 4 0 0 
2003 62 1 8 3 0 0 6 0 0 
2004 44 0 3 2 0 0 6 0 0 
2005 68 0 7 0 0 0 2 0 0 
2006 62 3 5 4 1* 0 3 0 0 
2007 55 2 7 6 0 0 6 0 0 
2008 54 0 5 0 0 ** 5 0 ** 

TOTAL => 385 7 40 18 1 0 32 0 0 

Avg/yr => 55.000 1.000 5.714 2.571 0.143 0.000 4.571 0.000 0.000 
Avg/1000 mi-yr 0.1833 0.0033 0.0190             
*1982 vintage pipe 
**4 injuries reported for post-1980 pipe but pipe size not stated

Table 3 below compares the occurrences of incidents for all ages and sizes of natural gas G&T 
pipelines from 2002 through 2008 sorted by Location Class.  The proportionate representations 
of total system mileage of Location Classes 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 77.4%, 10.9%, 11.4%, and 0.3%, 
respectively.  These proportions of system mileage were used to estimate average rates per 1,000 
mile-years, shown below. It is apparent that rates of reportable incidents varies widely by class, 
but rates of fatalities in Class 1 and 2 are similar to each other, and rates of fatalities in Class 3 
and 4 are low (zero in the sample period).  A longer sampling period also shows near-zero 
fatality rates for Class 3 lines (there are no Class 4 lines in the proposed project).  This illustrates 
the effectiveness of the risk-informed design basis for pipelines by Location Class, as well as the 
focus of integrity management planning on high-consequence areas. 

Table 3. Natural Gas Onshore G&T Pipeline Incidents, 2002-2008, by Location Class 

Year
All Class 1 All Class 2  All Class 3  All Class 4  
Total Fatalities Injuries Total Fatalities Injuries Total Fatalities Injuries Total Fatalities Injuries 

2002 31 1 2 2 0 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 
2003 50 1 4 5 0 2 7 0 1 0 0 0 
2004 32 0 2 5 0 0 7 0 1 1 0 0 
2005 52 0 5 4 0 0 10 0 1 1 0 0 
2006 47 3 3 5 0 1 8 0 1 0 0 0 
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2007 39 1 4 5 1 1 10 0 1 0 0 0 
2008 40 0 5 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 

TOTAL 291 6 25 27 1 4 51 0 6 3 0 0 

Avg/yr 41.571 0.857 3.571 3.857 0.143 0.571 7.286 0.000 0.857 0.429 0.000 0.000 

Avg/1000 
mi-yr 0.1790 0.0037 0.0154 0.1198 0.0044 0.0178 0.2128 0.0000 0.0250 0.3106 0.0000 0.0000 

This concludes my review of the draft EIR for PG&E Lines 406 and 407.  If you have further 
comments of questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely,

Michael J. Rosenfeld, PE 
President 
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October 2009 3-155 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET S 1 

S-1 Comment acknowledged.  Page ES-2, lines 13 through 15, of the Draft 2 
EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 3 
the Draft EIR.  4 

S-2 Comment acknowledged.  Page ES-2, line 17, of the Draft EIR has been 5 
revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 6 

S-3 The comment suggests that additional explanation for the rejection of Line 7 
406 Central Alternative is needed.  Additional text is inserted on page ES-4 of the 8 
Draft EIR in the middle of Line 22.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 9 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 10 

S-4 The proposed additional text has been added to the Draft EIR on page 11 
ES-31 to clarify that the No Project Alternative would not meet the Project objectives.  12 
The CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) states that if the environmentally 13 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, then the EIR shall identify an 14 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  Furthermore, in 15 
response to comment P-10, text has been added to the Draft EIR on page ES-32, 16 
indicating that the incorporation of Options I and L would better promote the 17 
objectives of the Project than the proposed alignment or other options.  Refer to 18 
Section 4.0 of this Draft EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 19 

S-5 Comment acknowledged.  Page 1-4, lines 21 through 23, of the Draft EIR 20 
has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 21 
Draft EIR. 22 

S-6 Comment acknowledged.  Page 1-3, lines 4 through 5, of the Draft EIR 23 
has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 24 
Draft EIR. 25 

S-7  Comment acknowledged.  Page 1-8, lines 28 through 29, of the Draft EIR 26 
has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 27 
Draft EIR. 28 

S-8 PG&E requested that the reclamation districts be removed from the list of 29 
permitting/approving agencies on page 1-8 of the Draft EIR.  Upon contacting the 30 
reclamation districts, it has been understood that a PG&E representative has been in 31 
contact with the reclamation districts regarding required encroachment permits.  The 32 
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reclamation districts indicated that they did not want to move forward with the 1 
permitting until the EIR process was completed.  Accordingly, the reclamation 2 
districts have not been removed from page 1-8 of the Draft EIR. 3 

S-9 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-16, lines 3 through 5, and page 2-18, 4 
Table 2-2, of the Draft EIR have been revised to properly reflect that the DFM would 5 
be designed for a maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) of 975 psig.  6 
Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 7 

The sentence “Industry standards for pipeline sections installed via HDD technology 8 
require a pipe diameter to wall thickness ratio (D/t) of 50 or below,” has not been 9 
removed because these are general guidelines that also need to be followed by 10 
PG&E.  11 

S-10 Comment acknowledged.  Table 2-1 on page 2-17 and Table 2-3 on page 12 
2-49 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the appropriate depth of the 13 
Sacramento River crossing.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 14 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 15 

S-11 Comment acknowledged.  Table 2-2 on page 2-18 of the Draft EIR has 16 
been revised to correctly reflect the DFM’s attributes.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 17 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 18 

S-12 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-31, line 18, and page 4.10-27, line 11 of 19 
the Draft EIR have been revised to correctly reflect the Yolo Junction Pressure 20 
Limiting Station height.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions 21 
to the Draft EIR. 22 

S-13 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-37, line 1 through 3, of the Draft EIR 23 
has been revised.  Figure 2-9 and Figure 2-10 have been relabeled.  Refer to 24 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 25 

S-14 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-37 of the Draft EIR has been revised.  26 
Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 27 

S-15 Comment acknowledged.  The following revisions have been made to 28 
reflect that deep-rooted plants would not be allowed to be planted within 10 feet of 29 
the pipeline centerline, rather than within 15 feet as stated in the Draft EIR:  Page 30 
ES-2, line 19; Page 2-16, line 27; Page 2-37, line 20; Page 2-38, line 23; Page 4.1-31 
14, line 4; Page 4.2-22, lines 22 through 23; and Page 4.2-24, line 29.   32 
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Because the planting limitation zone decreased in size, estimates of the acreage of 1 
affected agricultural land was recalculated and pages 4.2-24,lines 28 through 36; 2 
page 4.2-25, lines 1 through 15; page 4.2-31, line 14; page 4.9-18, lines 23 through 3 
31; and page 4.9-31, lines 25 and 29, of the Draft EIR have been revised 4 
accordingly.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 5 
EIR. 6 

S-16 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-37, line 26, and page 4.13-22, line 27, 7 
of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 8 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 9 

S-17 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-49, lines 8 and 9, of the Draft EIR has 10 
been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 11 
Draft EIR. 12 

S-18 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-55, lines 21 through 22, of the Draft EIR 13 
has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 14 
Draft EIR. 15 

S-19 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-55, lines 31 through 33, of the Draft EIR 16 
has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 17 
Draft EIR. 18 

S-20 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-71, lines 16 through 18, of the Draft EIR 19 
has been revised to provide the option of using slurry backfill instead of concrete 20 
coating in order to address the potential for scour, providing that methods are 21 
approved by a California licensed civil engineer.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised 22 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 23 

S-21 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-80, lines 11 through 23; page 3-59, 24 
lines 15 through 17; page 2-20, lines 18 through 19; and page 2-38, lines 8 through 25 
12; of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the correct construction schedule.   26 

The updated construction schedule affects the air quality analysis included in 27 
Section 4.3, Air Quality.  Accordingly, page 4.3-38, lines 3 through 14, have been 28 
updated to explain that the construction schedule has changed, but the original 29 
construction period was used in the air quality analysis because it offers a more 30 
aggressive, worst-case scenario analysis.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 31 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 32 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-157 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-158 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

Furthermore, the following pages have been updated to indicate that continuous 1 
construction would take place at tie-in locations: Page 4.1-15, line 8; page 4.1-15, 2 
line 15 (MM AES-2);  page 4.4-62 (APM BIO-8); Page 4.10-26, line 18 (APM NOI-2); 3 
page 4.10-34, lines 25 through 29; page 4.10-35, line 13 (MM NOI-1a); page 4.10-4 
35, lines 24 through 27 (MM NOI-1b); page 4.10-36, lines 4 through 33 (MM NOI-5 
1c); page 4.10-37, lines 12 through 15; page 4.10-40, line 19; and page 4.12-23, line 6 
18.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 7 

S-22 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-83, lines 9 through 12, of the Draft EIR 8 
has been revised to better explain the locations at which GPS coordinates would be 9 
taken.  The text was revised as requested, with the exception of requiring GPS 10 
coordinates at pipe welds.  The new text indicates that GPS coordinates will be 11 
taken at a few reference pipeline welds.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 12 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 13 

S-23 Comment acknowledged.  Page 2-84, lines 28 through 34, of the Draft EIR 14 
have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 15 
the Draft EIR. 16 

S-24 The CSLC acknowledges that, as a CPUC-regulated public utility, PG&E 17 
is not subject to local land use and zoning regulations, and is thereby not required to 18 
obtain local discretionary permits, including minor use permits.  However, it is 19 
pertinent to disclose local jurisdiction regulations regarding the compatibility of the 20 
proposed pipeline and Williamson Act lands.  As such, the first paragraph on page 21 
4.2-19 has not been deleted.  However, additional text has been added to page 4.2-22 
19, line 2, of the Draft EIR in order to clarify PG&E’s role as a CPUC-regulated 23 
public utility in regards to local land use and zoning regulations.  Refer to Section 4.0 24 
of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 25 

S-25 Please refer to response to comment M-6.  A portion of the text in the 26 
Draft EIR has been revised to clarify measures PG&E will enact on spare the air 27 
days for APM AQ-11.  Page 4.3-40 of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to 28 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.   29 

S-26 While greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would not be significant on a 30 
project level, they are considered to be cumulatively significant and require 31 
mitigation.  It is currently not feasible to calculate greenhouse gas (GHG) emission 32 
reductions achievable through compliance with fleet standards and the ARB’s off-33 
road in-use fleet rules.  However, MM AQ-3 is applicable to actual impacts 34 
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(projected impacts after incorporation of mitigation).  As stated in the Draft EIR (refer 1 
to pages 4.3-51 and 4.3-52), APMs have the potential to reduce construction-2 
generated GHGs.  However, there are insufficient details and/or lack of 3 
methodologies to quantify the reductions.  When quantification of those reductions 4 
becomes feasible, then MM AQ-3 would be applied to the actual projected Project-5 
generated emissions after incorporation of the APMs and mitigation measures.  6 

The three programs identified on page 4.3-49 of the Draft EIR do not affect GHGs 7 
generated by construction equipment.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the EPA’s 8 
Natural Gas ENERGY STAR Program improves operational efficiency and reduces 9 
methane emissions from pipeline projects.  Operational methane emissions were not 10 
calculated and were not included in the Impact AQ-3 emissions analysis.  Therefore, 11 
reductions attributable to the Natural Gas STAR Program are not applicable.  12 
PG&E’s ClimateSmart™ Program is similarly not applicable to Impact AQ-3 as 13 
presented in the Draft EIR.  The ClimateSmart™ Program reduces offsets emissions 14 
generated by the end use of natural gas conveyed by PG&E.  GHG emissions from 15 
end use consumption (burning) of natural gas to be conveyed by the proposed 16 
Project were not calculated and did not factor into the significance determination.  17 
The California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) enables members to measure, verify, 18 
and publicly report their GHG emissions.  However, CCAR does not require that 19 
specific emission reductions be achieved or that specific emission reduction 20 
measures be implemented.  Although CCAR provides a mechanism for verification 21 
and publication, participation would not result in GHG emission reductions 22 
associated with the proposed Project.   23 

S-27 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-21, lines 17 through 18, of the Draft 24 
EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions 25 
to the Draft EIR. 26 

S-28 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-27 and page 4.4-28 (Table 4.4-3) of 27 
the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 28 
revisions to the Draft EIR.  Page 4.4-13 of the Draft EIR discusses the existence of 29 
jurisdiction vernal pools and vernal swales within the project area, which are habitat 30 
for species including the vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi). Applicant 31 
proposed measures (APM BIO-21 through APM BIO-24) and mitigation measures 32 
MM BIO-1a and MM BIO-1b address impacts to vernal pool species. 33 
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S-29 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-55, lines 5 through 8, of the Draft EIR 1 
have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 2 
the Draft EIR. 3 

S-30 Comment acknowledged.  Pages 4.4-84 through 4.4-87 (MM BIO-1c), of 4 
the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 5 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 6 

S-31 Comment acknowledged.  Pages 4.4-89 through 4.4-91 (MM BIO-2a) of 7 
the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 8 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 9 

S-32 The commenter requests a revision of the vegetation clearing restriction 10 
period from 10 days to 30 days and that the restriction be limited to the wet period.  11 
The purpose of the 10-day restriction is to minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and 12 
features such as seasonal wetlands and riparian habitat, it also minimizes the 13 
spread of invasive species or soil pests throughout the construction window (refer to 14 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR).  Therefore, the 10-day 15 
requirement has been retained for construction activities in wetlands, riparian areas, 16 
and other sensitive habitats, but not for agricultural areas and other non-sensitive 17 
habitat features.  Page 4.4-94, lines 10-12 (MM BIO-3), of the Draft EIR have been 18 
modified accordingly.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 19 
the Draft EIR. 20 

S-33 Please refer to response to comment S-32. 21 

S-34 Please refer to response to comment S-32. 22 

S-35 Please refer to response to comment S-32. 23 

S-36 This comment provides background information and orientation for 24 
comments S-37 through S-44.  Please refer to individual responses to comments S-25 
37 through S-44. 26 

S-37  The commenter requests modification of language regarding fencing of 27 
wetland features.  A portion of the requested text has been implemented.  Page 4.4-28 
81, lines 6-7, (MM BIO-1a) have been revised to indicate where jurisdictional 29 
wetlands should be fenced for maximum avoidance.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 30 
Revised Final EIR for revisions of the Draft EIR. 31 
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S-38 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-81, lines 10 through 11 (MM BIO-1a), 1 
of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 2 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 3 

S-39 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-81, line 16 through page 4.4-82, line 4 
5 (MM BIO-1a), page 4.4-85, lines 23 through 25 (MM BIO-1c), and page 4.4-94, 5 
lines 13 through 16 (MM BIO-3), of the Draft EIR have been revised to provide 6 
additional clarification about the conditions under which protective mats shall be 7 
used and/or the amount of topsoil that shall be salvaged.  Suggested modifications 8 
to the vegetation clearing were revised based on the rationale provided above in 9 
response to comment S-32.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 10 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 11 

S-40 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-82, lines 21-23, (MM BIO-1a), of the 12 
Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 13 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 14 

S-41 Comment acknowledged.  Pages 4.4-81 through 4.4-83, (MM BIO-1a), of 15 
the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 16 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 17 

S-42 Comment acknowledged.  Pages 4.4-81 through 4.4-83, (MM BIO-1a), of 18 
the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 19 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 20 

S-43 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-83, lines 1 through 7 (MM BIO-1a), of 21 
the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 22 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 23 

S-44 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-83, lines 17 through 21 (MM BIO-1a), 24 
of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 25 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 26 

S-45 The commenter requests a revision of the fencing practices discussed in 27 
MM BIO-1a and to clarify that plants used in restoration efforts be compatible with 28 
pre-construction conditions.  Language regarding fencing practices was revised to 29 
require fencing of sensitive resources within the 100 foot ROW and a 50-foot wide 30 
buffer on either side of the ROW, or as determined in consultation with USACE, 31 
USFWS, or CDFG.  Please refer to individual responses to comments S-46 through 32 
S-51. 33 
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S-46 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-85, lines 5 through 6 (MM BIO-1c), of 1 
the Draft EIR has been revised according to response to comment S-32.  Refer to 2 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  3 

S-47 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-85, lines 11 through 13 (MM BIO-1c), 4 
of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 5 
revisions to the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure BIO-1c outlines the measures for 6 
avoidance or, if riparian habitat cannot be avoided, restoration. 7 

S-48 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-86, lines 31 through 32 (MM BIO-1c), 8 
of the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify when matching pre-construction 9 
conditions are appropriate.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 10 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 11 

S-49 Please refer to response to comment S-45. 12 

S-50 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter requests that a portion of MM 13 
BIO-5 be removed.  Instead, the text on page 4.4-120, lines 13 through 14, of the 14 
Draft EIR is revised to be consistent with page 4.4-120, lines 26 through 31, which 15 
states that any rare plant species within the study area (including the 100 foot-wide 16 
right-of-way and a 50 foot-wide buffer zone on each side of the right-of-way, work 17 
areas, staging areas, and/or launcher/receiver stations) will be flagged, accurately 18 
mapped on construction plans, and fenced to protect the area occupied by the 19 
species during construction, per APM BIO-3.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised 20 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 21 

S-51 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter requests that a portion of MM 22 
BIO-5 be modified.  This requested revision was not implemented because it would 23 
render MM BIO-5 inconsistent with fencing requirements stated elsewhere in Section 24 
4.4, Biological Resources.  However, page 4.4-120, lines 26 through 31, were 25 
revised to clarify fencing requirements.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 26 
EIR for revision of the Draft EIR. 27 

S-52 Subsequent to this comment being made, PG&E revised its Pipeline 28 
Crossing Summary Table to add the vernal feature that was not identified in the 29 
original summary table as a new line item.  Accordingly, Table 2-5, starting on page 30 
2-56 of the Draft EIR has been updated and is included in Section 4 of the Revised 31 
Final EIR.  PG&E is currently working with the USFWS to determine the appropriate 32 
crossing method to minimize impacts to vernal pools.  An HDD has been proposed 33 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-162 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-163 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

to minimize impacts to the vernal feature inadvertently omitted from the original 1 
summary table, as well as the seasonal wetland complex surrounding this feature.  2 
However, until these details are worked out such that the crossing method to 3 
minimize impacts to vernal pools is identified and agreed to with the resource 4 
agencies, the text on page 4.4-79 of the Draft EIR will remain intact. 5 

S-53 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-84 (MM BIO-1b) of the Draft EIR has 6 
been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 7 
Draft EIR. 8 

S-54 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-93, lines 19 through 21 (MM BIO-3), 9 
of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 10 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 11 

S-55 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-93, lines 33 through 35 (MM BIO-3), 12 
of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 13 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 14 

S-56 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-94, lines 7 through 9 (MM BIO-3), of 15 
the Draft EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 16 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 17 

S-57 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter requests that a portion of MM 18 
BIO-4a be modified.  This requested revision was not implemented because it would 19 
render MM BIO-4a inconsistent with fencing requirements stated elsewhere in 20 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources.  However, page 4.4-102, lines 1 through 7 were 21 
revised to clarify the buffers required for elderberry shrubs.  Refer to Section 4.0 of 22 
this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 23 

S-58 Comment acknowledged.  The commenter requests modifications to the 24 
portion of MM BIO-4a that addresses potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk.  25 
However, CDFG also provided comments on the potential impacts to Swainson’s 26 
hawk that conflict with this request.  CDFG’s recommendations regarding MM BIO-27 
4a have been incorporated into the Draft EIR (refer to response to comment X-3).  28 
Therefore, only a portion of the text changes referencing the need to obtain a 29 
Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit have been implemented on page 4.4-104, lines 30 
8 through 13 (MM BIO-4a).  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 31 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 32 
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S-59 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-105, lines 1 through 3 and page 4.4-1 
105 (MM BIO-4b), lines 15 through 17 (MM BIO-4c) have been revised to remove 2 
the language limiting construction work to the period November through February 3 
due to the conflict with construction windows for work within giant garter snake 4 
habitat and the fact that mitigation for impacts to Swainson’s hawk is addressed in 5 
MM BIO-4a.  Implementing Alternative Option H if all suitable Swainson’s hawk trees 6 
cannot be avoided within the conservation areas is acknowledged to potentially 7 
result in greater impacts to biological resources.  Therefore, revisions have been 8 
made to page 4.4-105, lines 10 through 12 (MM BIO-4b) and page 4.4-105, lines 26 9 
through 29 (MM BIO-4c).  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions 10 
to the Draft EIR. 11 

S-60 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.4-120, lines 15 through 17 (MM BIO-5), 12 
of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 13 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 14 

S-61 Comment acknowledged.  Although it is acceptable to use the phrase 15 
Area of Potential Effect (APE) in CEQA documents, instances where APE was used 16 
in the Draft EIR have been changed to “cultural study area” in order to reduce 17 
confusion with the Project study area.  The specific places where changes have 18 
been made are as follows: Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, page 4.5-3, line 24; 19 
page 4.5-4, line 5; page 4.5-8, lines 20 through 21; page 4.5-21, line 31; page 4.5-20 
22, lines 10, 13 through 14, and 17; page 4.5-23, line 33; page 4.5-24, line 16; page 21 
4.5-25, line 15; page 4.5-28, line 24; page 4.5-35, line 31; page 4.5-36, line 5; and 22 
page 4.5-39, line 4.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 23 
the Draft EIR. 24 

S-62 Comment acknowledged.  The word “Three” has been changed to 25 
“Several” on page 4.5-1, line 10 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 26 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 27 

S-63  Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.5-3, lines 21 through 29, of the Draft 28 
EIR has been revised to provide a more complete and accurate description of the 29 
pedestrian field survey process.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for 30 
revisions to the Draft EIR. 31 

The commenter also requested that the following text be inserted: “If the existing 32 
documentation for previously recorded resources was adequate, or if the resources 33 
had been previously evaluated, the resource record was not updated.”  This 34 
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sentence was not inserted because site records were updated for adequately 1 
documented and previously evaluated resources.  For example, YOL-HRI-4/114 2 
Herman Ricter House DPR Update form in Appendix D of Appendix F-5 of the Draft 3 
EIR.   4 

S-64 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.5-11, line 16, through page 4.5-12, line 5 
3, have been moved to page 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR, beginning under the subheading 6 
Methodology.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 7 
Draft EIR. 8 

S-65 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.5-36, lines 13 through 19 (APM CR-3), 9 
of the Draft EIR has been revised to provide more specific information regarding the 10 
geo-archaeological study and monitoring activities.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 11 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 12 

S-66 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to responses to comments S-67 13 
and S-68. 14 

S-67 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.5-40, lines 20 through 21 of the Draft 15 
EIR have been updated to include the suggested sentence.  Refer to Section 4.0 of 16 
this Revision Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 17 

S-68 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.5-41, lines 25 through 26 of the Draft 18 
EIR have been updated to include the suggested sentence.  Refer to Section 4.0 of 19 
this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 20 

S-69 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.5-43, lines 5 through 21 (MM CR-1), of 21 
the Draft EIR have been revised to clearly identify steps to be taken if any unknown 22 
resources are identified.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions 23 
to the Draft EIR. 24 

S-70 Pages 4.5-43 through 4.5-46 of the Draft EIR state that the potential 25 
Cultural Resource impacts associated with Alternative Options A, B, D, E, and H 26 
would be greater than under the proposed Project because these alternative options 27 
occur in areas that have not been previously surveyed.  As such, MM CR-1, in 28 
association with APM CR-1 through CR-5, would be required to be implemented for 29 
these alternative options to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.   30 

Pages 4.5-45 through 4.5-48 have been revised and Table 4.5-2 updated to reflect 31 
that Alternative Options F, I, and J would have similar impacts on cultural resources 32 
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as the proposed Project.  Furthermore, similar text changes have been made on 1 
page ES-9, lines 13 through 16; page ES-11, lines 11 through 14; page ES-12, lines 2 
11 through 13; and page ES-24, Table ES-2.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised 3 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 4 

S-71 The geotechnical report prepared for the proposed Project notes that the 5 
pipeline alignment crosses three documented faults:  the Great Valley, Dunnigan 6 
Hills, and Willows faults.  The three faults are thought to exist at depth and do not 7 
reach the surface where they cross the proposed alignment; however, the Great 8 
Valley and Dunnigan Hills faults are considered active.  The geotechnical report for 9 
the proposed Project does not provide conclusive evidence that there are no fault 10 
movements or that the faults will not become active at or near the pipeline 11 
alignment.  Therefore, a site specific seismic analysis is needed for the proposed 12 
pipeline alignment in the area of the documented faults.  CSLC has considered 13 
PG&E’s proposed changes to the language in Impact GEO-1 and MM GEO-1.  A 14 
portion of Impact GEO-1 on Page 4.6-39 of the Draft EIR has been revised.  MM 15 
GEO-1 on page 4.6-39 and 4.6-49 of the Draft EIR has also been revised.  Refer to 16 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 17 

S-72 Comment acknowledged.  The word “then” has been changed to “than” on 18 
page 4.6-5, line 25 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 19 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 20 

S-73 Comment acknowledged.  The word “curst” has been changed to “crust” 21 
and “case” to “cause” on page 4.6-19, lines 13 through 14 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to 22 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 23 

S-74 Comment acknowledged.  The word “total” has been changed to “tonal” on 24 
page 4.6-23, line 7 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 25 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 26 

S-75 The document entitled Review of EIR for PG&E Lines 406 and 407, 27 
prepared by Kiefner and Associates, dated June 12, 2009 (included as an appendix 28 
to Comment Set S) on behalf of PG&E has been reviewed.  The responses are 29 
included in the responses to comments S-94 through S-97 below.  A revised System 30 
Safety and Risk of Upset report is included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final 31 
EIR.   This review did not result in any changes to the quantitative risk assessment 32 
presented in the System Safety and Risk of Upset report, included in Appendix H of 33 
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the Draft EIR.  As a result, no revisions to Table 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR are 1 
necessary. 2 

The applicable federal pipeline regulations (49 CFR 192) use a population density 3 
approach to develop design, operations, and maintenance standards for natural gas 4 
pipelines.  More rigorous requirements are imposed on pipelines in more densely 5 
populated areas than those in rural areas.  However, these standards should not be 6 
confused with a qualitative or quantitative risk assessment.  Such assessments, 7 
using the approach methodology presented in the Revised System Safety and Risk 8 
of Upset report, which was prepared by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, 9 
and is included as a part of Appendix H-3 of the Draft  Revised Final EIR, are 10 
routinely used to evaluate and quantify the risks posed by linear pipeline projects.  11 
These risk assessments estimate the likelihood of a variety of consequences that 12 
may result from a given facility while the federal and state pipeline regulations 13 
provide standards for design, operation, and maintenance. 14 

PG&E’s comments that the approach does not adequately take into account the 15 
specific attributes of the proposed pipeline, especially those attributes that relate to 16 
the vintage of the facility (e.g., advances in construction materials and techniques 17 
such as external coatings, radiographic inspection of weld joints, improvements in 18 
cathodic protection system monitoring, integrity management plans, etc.).   19 

As stated in the revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report, located in Appendix 20 
H-3 of the Draft this Revised Final EIR, newer pipelines do incur reportable incidents 21 
less frequently than pipelines constructed prior to about the 1940s.  (See Table 22 
4.1.2-2 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report.)  However, many of the 23 
causes of unintentional releases are to some extent time dependent.  For example, 24 
an older line is more likely to experience a release caused by external corrosion, 25 
since it takes time for external corrosion to develop a through wall pit, resulting in a 26 
release.  As stated in the Draft EIR, during the early years of operation, we would 27 
expect the rate of external corrosion caused incidents from the proposed pipe 28 
segment to approach zero.  However, the baseline probability of reportable releases 29 
is intended to reflect the average rate over a 50-year project life.  Using data from 30 
pipelines recently constructed, as the commenter suggests, would not accurately 31 
represent the average performance over the pipeline life.  These data might be 32 
useful in predicting the frequency of releases from the proposed pipeline during its 33 
early years of operation, but they would not be representative of the proposed 34 
pipeline over its 50-year project life. 35 
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PG&E provided data for another pipeline project (Line 108) which indicated that for 1 
gas transmission pipelines constructed after 1990, the frequency of reportable 2 
releases is reduced by less than 30 percent.  (These data have not been 3 
independently verified.)  The Line 406/407 Draft EIR used a baseline frequency of 4 
USDOT reportable unintentional releases of 0.196 incidents per 1,000 mile-years, 5 
before mitigation.  This value is roughly two-thirds (35 percent reduction) of the 6 
actual reportable incident rate from 2002 through 2008 for onshore gas transmission 7 
pipelines (0.30 incidents per 1,000 mile-years).  The baseline incident rate used in 8 
the Line 406/407 Draft EIR reflects a reduction to account for the “modern” pipeline 9 
being proposed by PG&E.  The methodology for making these adjustments is 10 
presented in on pages 21 through 27 of the revised System Safety and Risk of 11 
Upset report.  This reduction (35 percent reduction) closely matches the data 12 
provided by PG&E for their Line 108 project (30 percent reduction).  The baseline 13 
frequency was further reduced 50 percent to account for the proposed mitigation 14 
(e.g., modern line pipe, thicker pipe wall, use of marker tape in Class 3 areas, 15 
increased depth of cover, etc.).  The mitigated frequency of unintentional releases 16 
used in the quantitative risk assessment was 0.098 incidents per 1,000 mile-years, 17 
which is roughly one-third the frequency of reported releases from onshore gas 18 
transmission pipelines from 2002 through 2008 (0.30 incidents per 1,000 mile-19 
years). 20 

The commenter suggests that the safety associated with the proposed modern 21 
pipeline segments should far exceed the national average fatality rate of 1x10-5 22 
fatalities per mile-year.  The risk assessment included risk measurement terminology 23 
that was not defined in earlier versions of the document, which has resulted in some 24 
confusion.  A revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was completed by 25 
EDM Services, Inc. (October 2009) for the proposed Project, and is included as 26 
Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR. The EDM report findings are summarized in 27 
the Introduction to this section (Section 3.0) of the Revised Final EIR.  Revisions to 28 
the Draft EIR, Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land 29 
Use and Planning, regarding the risk analysis are provided in Section 4.0 of this 30 
Revised Final EIR.   31 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 32 
erroneously reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly 33 
compared the aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood 34 
of fatality of 1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an 35 
individual may be expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of 36 
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specific hazards, at a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as 1 
the probability of a fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated 2 
frequency of fatalities that one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the 3 
project components (the entire pipeline system).  There is no known established 4 
threshold for aggregate risk. 5 

Section 4.1.4 of the Draft EIR correctly stated that a commonly accepted individual 6 
risk significance threshold is an annual likelihood of one in one-million (1:1,000,000) 7 
for fatality (used by the California Department of Education for school sites).  The 8 
risk level is typically determined for the maximally exposed individual (assumes that 9 
a person is present continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year). 10 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 11 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 12 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 13 
after mitigation it is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk 14 
posed by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 15 
1:4,115,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM 16 
before mitigation is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation it is 1:8,475,000.  Because the 17 
calculated individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is 18 
considered to be less than significant. 19 

And in fact, the analysis presented in the Draft EIR results in a fatality rate roughly 20 
one-seventh the national average suggested by the commenter, versus six times the 21 
national average as stated by the commenter. 22 

In making the comparison, the commenter has made a mathematical error by not 23 
taking into account the length of the proposed pipeline segments when comparing 24 
the national fatality rate to the findings presented in the Draft EIR.  Using the data 25 
presented above and the methodology suggested by the commenter, one might 26 
expect the frequency of fatalities to be reduced by roughly one-third, from the 27 
national average of 1.0x10-5 fatalities per mile-year (actual USDOT data from 1988 28 
through 2008) to 0.67x10-5 fatalities per mile-year for the proposed Project.  Using 29 
this value and multiplying by the proposed 42-miles of new pipeline, the qualitative 30 
annual likelihood of fatalities from the proposed Project would be 2.8X10-4 fatalities 31 
per year (0.67x10-5 fatalities per mile-year x 42 miles = 2.81X10-4 fatalities per year).  32 
Using the commenter’s qualitative approach correctly would yield a result almost five 33 
times higher that the result presented in the Draft EIR (2.81x10-4 versus 6.08x10-5 34 
fatalities per year). 35 
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The predicted frequency of fatalities presented in the Draft EIR is 1.45x10-6 fatalities 1 
per mile-year (6.08x10-5 fatalities per year/42 miles = 1.45x10-6 fatalities per mile-2 
year).  This frequency is roughly one-seventh the frequency of fatalities suggested 3 
by the commenter (1x10-5 fatalities per mile-year), which is the national average for 4 
the period from 1988 through 2008.  However, based on the population density 5 
along the pipeline (the majority of the pipeline lies in very rural areas, with an 6 
extremely low population density), among other factors, the result presented in the 7 
Draft EIR is appropriate. 8 

The frequency of fatalities on domestic onshore gas transmission pipelines was 9 
3.4x10-6 fatalities per mile-year, for the period between from 2002 through 2008.  10 
The predicted frequency of fatalities from the proposed pipeline is less than one-half 11 
this value (3.4x10-6 versus 1.45x10-6 fatalities per mile-year). 12 

The commenter suggests that the frequency of external corrosion-caused incidents 13 
used in the Draft EIR should be significantly reduced because PG&E will install 14 
remote monitoring equipment, capable of monitoring cathodic protection potentials at 15 
approximately one-mile intervals.  While these devices offer real-time monitoring of 16 
the pipe to soil potential at the point of installation, they do not provide any data for 17 
points in between.  As a result, they are not effective in providing early detection of 18 
pitting corrosion due to coating holidays, or interference from third party 19 
substructures, etc.  The unmitigated external corrosion incident rate used in the Draft 20 
EIR was reduced by one-third to reflect the fact that the pipeline will be operated at 21 
ambient temperatures, have modern externally corrosion coating, and an impressed 22 
current cathodic protection system. 23 

S-76 The Draft EIR text on pages 4.7-14 and 4.7-15 have been clarified to 24 
reflect the fact that PG&E has adopted method two for determining High 25 
Consequence Areas.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 26 
the Draft EIR. 27 

S-77 Please refer to response to comment S-76. 28 

S-78 Please refer to response to comment S-76. 29 

S-79 The CSLC serves the people of California by providing stewardship of the 30 
lands, waterways, and resources entrusted to its care through economic 31 
development, protection, preservation, and restoration.  The CSLC has broad 32 
mandates for protection of California’s natural environment.  The CSLC staff often 33 
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prepare EIRs for projects that involve leases of State lands.  For this Project, the 1 
CSLC is the lead agency for the CEQA environmental document.  While PG&E is a 2 
CPUC-regulated public facility, other pipeline guidelines should be followed when 3 
those guidelines result in an increase in the public safety.  The federal regulations 4 
(49 CFR 192) are minimum safety requirements for pipeline facilities and the 5 
transportation of gas. The required DOT regulations, along with PG&E Project 6 
features that meet and exceed the minimum requirements, would reduce risks of 7 
project upset.  Even though the project risk impacts are less than significant, 8 
additional measures shall be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset. 9 
MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-2b have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 10 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 11 

 The risks posed by the proposed Project exceed generally acceptable significance 12 
thresholds (1:1,000,000 risk of serious injury or fatality).  As a result, mitigation 13 
measures must be developed to either avoid the impact altogether, minimize the 14 
impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, 15 
rectify the impact, or reduce or eliminate the impact over time (CEQA Guidelines 16 
Section 15370).   17 

S-80 The text has been changed on page 4.7-31 of the Draft EIR to reflect the 18 
clearing of vegetation to a 50-foot radius, unless this extends beyond the permanent 19 
right-of-way or temporary use area secured for construction.  Refer to Section 4.0 of 20 
this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 21 

S-81 Please refer to response to comment S-80.  22 

S-82  The suggested text change has been made to page 4.7-31 of the Draft 23 
EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 24 

S-83  The suggested text change has been made to page 4.7-36 of the Draft 25 
EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 26 

S-84 The commenter disagrees with the proposed requirement to perform a 27 
baseline smart pig inspection using a high resolution internal inspection tool within 28 
the first six months of pipeline operation, contending that the completed pipeline will 29 
be hydrostatically tested following construction. 30 

The proposed pipeline would be in close proximity to planned developments, 31 
including school facilities.  The risks posed by the proposed Project exceed 32 
generally acceptable significance thresholds (1:1,000,000 risk of serious injury or 33 
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fatality).  As a result, mitigation measures must be developed to either avoid the 1 
impact altogether, minimize the impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 2 
action and its implementation, rectify the impact, or reduce or eliminate the impact 3 
over time (CEQA Guidelines Section 15370).  The proposed mitigation requiring a 4 
baseline internal inspection is directed at minimizing the likelihood of an 5 
unintentional release, thereby reducing the risk to the public., which has been 6 
identified as a significant risk. 7 

The post-construction hydrostatic test proposed by PG&E is required by 49 CFR 8 
192.505.  As a result, it is not considered mitigation. 9 

The baseline or “fingerprint” internal inspection is intended to reduce the likelihood of 10 
an unintentional release by providing verification of construction quality and 11 
collecting inspection data for future reference, which can be compared to 12 
subsequent internal inspection results.  These comparisons allow the operator to 13 
determine corrosion rates and evaluate “hot spots.”  The value of conducting these 14 
inspections has been demonstrated.  For example, a recently constructed 25-mile, 15 
42-inch diameter gas pipeline was inspected six months after being commissioned; 16 
over 40,000 metal loss features were identified.  In this case, the vast majority of the 17 
defects were internal, which are not anticipated for the proposed Project.  But over 18 
800 external metal loss defects were also identified. 19 

The commenter suggests that performing an in-line inspection may not be the best 20 
technology for assessing potential threats and therefore may be in violation of 49 21 
CFR 192.921.  The proposed mitigation does not preclude PG&E from using other 22 
technologies to comply with 49 CFR 192 Subpart O.  The internal inspections 23 
required in the mitigation measure are intended to be in addition to the regulatory 24 
requirements; otherwise, these measures would not be considered mitigation.  25 
PG&E will likely be required to employ additional technologies to comply with the 26 
federal regulation. 27 

The commenter discusses limited resources for inspections and that mandating ILI 28 
on these new segments will detract from being able to inspect other lines.  This 29 
comment is noted.  The proposed mitigation requiring a baseline internal inspection 30 
is directed at minimizing the likelihood of an unintentional release, thereby 31 
minimizing reducing the risk to the public. 32 

S-85 Please refer to response to comment S-84. 33 
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S-86 The CSLC has considered PG&E’s proposed changes to the language in 1 
MM HAZ-2b, and the reasons for the need for PG&E to be able to remotely operate 2 
the valves.  The text of MM HAZ-2b, on page 4.7-38 of the Draft EIR, has been 3 
revised to incorporate both the features of the remotely controlled valves and the 4 
benefits of automatically controlled valves during potentially critical events (e.g., line 5 
ruptures).  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 6 
EIR. 7 

S-87 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.8-18, line 17, (MM HWQ-1) of the Draft 8 
EIR has been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 9 
the Draft EIR. 10 

S-88 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.8-18, lines 25 through 26, (MM HWQ-1) 11 
of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 12 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 13 

S-89 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.8-20, lines 18 through 31, (MM HWQ-2) 14 
of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 15 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 16 

S-90 Comment acknowledged.  Page 4.8-21, line 23 to page 4.8-22, line 22 17 
(MM HWQ-3); page 4.8-34, lines 30 through 24; and, page 4.1-13, lines 15 through 18 
18; of the Draft EIR have been modified.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 19 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 20 

S-91 Please refer to response to comment S-90. 21 

S-92 Please refer to response to comment S-90. 22 

S-93 Please refer to response to comment S-90. 23 

Response to Comment Set S’s Attachment 24 

S-94 The commenter states, “Although these variances in raw data or 25 
interpretation imply that some numerical results might change, these would not 26 
necessarily alter the overall conclusions or invalidate the assessment.”  This 27 
comment is noted and agreed. 28 

S-95 This comment pertains to numerous portions of the System Safety and 29 
Risk of Upset report, which was prepared by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed 30 
Project., and is included as a part of Appendix H of the Draft EIR.  Revisions have 31 
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been made to the System Safety and Risk Upset report, and it is included as 1 
Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR. are included in Section 4.0 of this Final EIR. 2 

Section 2.1.1, bottom of page 2     The recommended additional wording 3 
has been added. 4 

Section 4.1.1, page 11     The commenter notes that different sources 5 
provide different values and definitions for mortality after exposure to fires.  6 
The commenter notes that a radiant heat flux of 5,000 btu/ft2-hr is cited by 7 
one source as resulting in a 1 percent mortality after 30 seconds of unabated 8 
exposure.  In fact, in many cases, an able-bodied person would take actions 9 
to increase the separation distance or seek cover during that 30 second 10 
period.  The Draft EIR is correct; the reference cited (CDE 2007) uses a 1 11 
percent mortality for this radiant heat flux level.  The System Safety and Risk 12 
Upset report text has been revised to reflect the variance in different data 13 
sources.  Refer to page 22 of the Section 4.1.1 of the System Safety and Risk 14 
of Upset Report included in this Revised Final EIR as Appendix H-3 for 15 
revisions to the report Draft EIR. 16 

However, only the 8,000 btu/ft2-hr radiant heat flux isopleth was used in the 17 
quantitative risk assessment which begins on page 30 of the report.  As a 18 
result, any conservatism that may have been implied by these differences of 19 
professional opinion in the text on page 11 of the report was not reflected in 20 
the analysis.  In fact, any potential impacts beyond the 8,000 btu/ft2-hr 21 
isopleth were excluded from consideration, since able bodied persons would 22 
normally be expected to escape the exposure before the impact would be 23 
serious. 24 

Section 4.1.2, pages 13-14     The commenter suggests that presenting gas 25 
pipeline release data for the period between 1970 through June 1984 is not 26 
relevant.  Table 4.1.2-1 4.2.5-1 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report 27 
summarizes the various release data sets.  As indicated in this table, the 28 
frequency of reportable incidents for gas lines from 1970 through June 1984 29 
is essentially the same as that for hazardous liquid lines, during the period 30 
when the reporting criteria was the same ($5,000).  This demonstrates the 31 
similar incident rates between gas and hazardous liquid pipelines subject to 32 
the USDOT’s jurisdiction.  The data also helps illustrate the reduction in the 33 
frequency of injuries and fatalities over the past four decades.  It should be 34 
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noted that these baseline data were not used in the quantitative analysis, 1 
which begins on page 30 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report. 2 

Section 4.1.2, pages 14-15     The commenter questions the USDOT 3 
frequency of release data provided for July 1984 through 2007.  However, the 4 
commenter is not making an “apples to apples” comparison.  The commenter 5 
has tallied the “significant” incidents, as compiled by the USDOT.  The Draft 6 
EIR presents the “reported” incidents, as reported to the USDOT.  The 7 
USDOT filters the reported incidents and provides reports for “significant” 8 
pipeline incidents.  These incidents include those which result in: 9 

• fatality or injury requiring in-patient hospitalization; 10 

• $50,000 or more in total costs (measured in 1984 dollars);  11 

• highly volatile liquid releases of 5 barrels or more or other liquid releases 12 
of 50 barrels or more; or  13 

• liquid releases resulting in an unintentional fire or explosion. 14 

Section 4.21.2, pages 14 25 through 26 15 of the System Safety and Risk of 15 
Upset report, included in Appendix H-3 of the Revised Final Draft EIR, have 16 
been revised to reflect this information.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Final EIR 17 
for revisions to Appendix H of the Draft EIR.  18 

One of the primary differences is that the “reported” incidents include 19 
incidents that were considered significant in the judgment of the operator, 20 
even though they did not meet the other USDOT reporting criteria.  As a 21 
result, there are a higher number of “reported” incidents than there are 22 
“significant” incidents.  This difference is noteworthy.  For the eight year 23 
period from 2002 through 2008, there were 368 “significant” incidents and 614 24 
“reported” incidents from onshore gas transmission pipelines. 25 

Section 4.21.2, pages 25 14 through 26 15 of the System Safety and Risk of 26 
Upset report, which was prepared by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed 27 
Project, is included as a part of Appendix H-3 of the Draft Revised Final EIR 28 
and has been revised to clarify this difference. (pages 14 and 15).  The text 29 
has also been revised to correct an error on page 26 15 of the report, where 30 
some gathering line incidents were included in the data set.  No changes to 31 
the Draft EIR were necessary. 32 
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The commenter notes that there were 323 “significant” incidents on onshore 1 
gas transmission lines between 1988 through 2008.  This figure is in error.  2 
Data pulled from the USDOT Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 3 
Administration (PHSMA) web site on July 3, 2009 indicates that there were 4 
846 “significant” incidents on onshore gas transmission pipelines during this 5 
eleven year period and an additional 262 on offshore gas transmission line 6 
segments, for a total of 1,108.  Some of the incident rates cited by the 7 
commenter are also in error due to the incorrect number of incidents used in 8 
the calculations.  The table of “significant” incidents from onshore 9 
transmission pipelines, pulled directly from the PHSMA web site on July 3, 10 
2009 is presented below.  Similar tables are available for offshore and 11 
gathering lines. 12 

National Gas Transmission Onshore: 13 
Significant Incidents Summary Statistics: 1988-2008 14 

Year Number Fatalities Injuries Property 
Damage ($) 

1988 31 2 9 6,707,494 

1989 29 4 15 16,303,907 

1990 36 0 15 12,752,888 

1991 27 0 11 14,456,387 

1992 32 3 14 13,078,380 

1993 43 1 16 21,762,671 

1994 34 0 15 53,262,153 

1995 22 0 7 8,269,519 

1996 34 1 5 12,589,358 

1997 26 1 5 11,068,642 

1998 40 1 11 40,150,999 

1999 34 2 8 19,370,527 

2000 45 15 16 16,897,783 

2001 45 2 5 12,977,700 

2002 40 1 4 21,306,317 

2003 61 1 8 52,523,788 

2004 43 0 2 10,045,994 
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Year Number Fatalities Injuries Property 
Damage ($) 

2005 64 0 5 134,090,086 

2006 60 3 4 29,028,775 

2007 55 2 7 40,022,492 

2008 45 0 5 105,159,045 

Total 846 39 187 651,824,913 

Source:  http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/reports/safety/SigPSI.html 
 1 

The PHMSA onshore transmission pipeline incident report above was 2 
independently reconciled to within less than 4 percent of the data included in 3 
the PHMSA transmission pipeline raw incident database.  The raw 4 
transmission line incident database was downloaded from the PHMSA web 5 
site on July 3, 2009.  All incidents which occurred outside the period of 6 
January 1, 2002 and December 31, 2008 were deleted.  All incidents which 7 
were indicated to have occurred on an “offshore” or “gathering” line segment 8 
were also deleted.  The remaining data was filtered to only include those 9 
incidents which resulted in $50,000 or greater in property value, an injury, or a 10 
fatality.  This resulted in 535 incidents for the 2002 through 2008 period, 11 
slightly more than the 516 incidents reported by PHMSA for the same period 12 
in the above table.  The difference is that the PHMSA report reflects 13 
adjustments in the property damage to convert the result to 1984 constant 14 
dollars; this results in somewhat fewer incidents being included in their report 15 
than the reconciliation, which did not include an adjustment for inflation. 16 

Section 4.1.2, page 16    Figure 4.21.2-1 and related text on pages 27 and 17 
28 16 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report, included as Appendix H-18 
3 of this Revised Final EIR, have been modified to include “significant” 19 
incidents.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.  Refer to Section 4.0 20 
of this Final EIR for revisions to Appendix H of the Draft EIR. 21 

Section 4.1.2, page 17      A value for “significant” incidents has been added 22 
to the bullet list on page 28 17 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report, 23 
included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.  The value is the same 24 
as that proposed by the commenter.  No revisions to the Draft EIR were 25 
necessary.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Final EIR for revisions to Appendix H 26 
of the Draft EIR. 27 
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Section 4.1.2, page 18      Figure 4.21.2-2 on page 29 18 of the System 1 
Safety and Risk of Upset report, included in Appendix H-3 of this Revised 2 
Final the Draft EIR has been updated.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Final EIR 3 
for revisions to Appendix H of the Draft EIR. 4 

Section 4.1.2, page 20      Table 4.2.5-1 4.1.2-1 on page 31 20 of the System 5 
Safety and Risk of Upset report, included in Appendix H-3 of this Revised 6 
Final the Draft EIR has been updated.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Final EIR 7 
for revisions to Appendix H of the Draft EIR. 8 

Section 4.1.2, pages 18 through 20     [This information is now pages 29 9 
through 31 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset Report included as 10 
Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR]. The commenter suggests that the 11 
U.S. hazardous liquid pipeline leak history may not be relevant.  However, for 12 
the period cited, the reporting threshold was the same as the gas 13 
transmission pipelines for the 1970 through June 1984 period ($5,000).  14 
During these periods, where the reporting threshold was the same, the 15 
frequency of incidents was essentially identical.  These data provide a useful 16 
benchmark for predicting incident frequencies of a similar size.  The major 17 
failure modes are similar for both modern gas and hazardous liquid pipelines 18 
subject to USDOT jurisdiction (e.g., third party damage, external corrosion, 19 
and other causes). 20 

The California hazardous liquid pipeline data is also useful.  These data, 21 
which were presented in the California Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk 22 
Assessment (Payne, Brian L. et al., EDM Services, Inc. 1993.  California 23 
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk Assessment, Prepared for California State 24 
Fire Marshal, March.)  facilitated the assessment of impacts caused by a 25 
variety of parameters (e.g., operating temperature, pipe age, operating 26 
pressure, operating stress level, etc.).  These data were used to help develop 27 
the baseline frequency of unintentional releases used in the Draft EIR. 28 

Section 4.1.2, page 21      The commenter notes that many of the factors in 29 
the bulleted list can be attributed to features associated with older pipelines 30 
and construction methods and that the baseline release frequency should be 31 
adjusted accordingly.  As noted on pages 28 through 33 23 and 27 of the 32 
System Safety and Risk of Upset report, the baseline incident rate for third 33 
party damage was reduced by 30 percent, the external corrosion incident rate 34 
was reduced by one-third, and the incident rate for all other causes was 35 
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reduced by one-third.  The resulting baseline incident rate used in the Draft 1 
EIR before mitigation was 0.196 incidents per 1,000 mile-years (reference 2 
page 28 27 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report).  This result is less 3 
than 9 percent higher than the commenter proposed baseline incident rate of 4 
0.18 incidents per 1,000 mile-years.  (See comment regarding page 31 of the 5 
System Safety and Risk of Upset report.)  This difference does not have a 6 
meaningful impact on the study results.  Further, past post mitigation, the 7 
baseline incident rate was reduced by 50 percent to 0.098 incidents per 1,000 8 
mile-years; this value is roughly one-half the value proposed by the 9 
commenter. 10 

Section 4.1.2, page 23     The commenter suggests that additional reductions 11 
should be made to address issues such as the resistance of the pipe to 12 
immediate penetration from equipment due to the proposed pipe wall 13 
thickness.  The Draft EIR did consider the effect of additional wall thickness.  14 
The System Safety and Risk of Upset included an adjustment to the baseline 15 
incident rate, assuming that the mitigation measure would require the 30-inch 16 
diameter lines to have a minimum pipe wall thickness of 0.375-inches.  The 17 
effect of this mitigation is discussed on page 88 57 of the revised System 18 
Safety and Risk of Upset report included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised 19 
Final EIR.  As noted, the increased pipe wall thickness, increased depth of 20 
cover, and supplemental third party protection was assumed to reduce the 21 
frequency of third party caused incidents by one-third.  At the time the Draft 22 
EIR was prepared, PG&E’s engineering of the pipeline was not complete.  As 23 
a result, the proposed pipe wall thickness was subject to change.  Therefore, 24 
the benefits provided by the increased pipe wall thickness were considered 25 
post mitigation. 26 

It should be noted that the baseline incident rate used in the Draft EIR before 27 
mitigation was 0.196 incidents per 1,000 mile years (reference page 27 of the 28 
System Safety and Risk of Upset report).  This result is less than 9 percent 29 
higher than the commenter proposed baseline incident rate of 0.18 incidents 30 
per 1,000 mile-years, which is intended to reflect reductions for additional 31 
pipe wall thickness, depth of cover, etc.  Post mitigation, the Draft EIR 32 
assumed that the baseline frequency of unintentional releases would be 33 
reduced by approximately 50 percent (reference page 4.7-39 of the Draft EIR) 34 
to 0.098 incidents per 1,000 mile-years; this value is slightly more than one-35 
half (54 percent) the value proposed by the commenter. 36 
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Section 4.2.1 Page 27     The commenter notes that PG&E will be installing 1 
remote monitoring of cathodic protection potential at approximately one mile 2 
intervals and indicates that this will reduce the likelihood of external corrosion 3 
caused incidents.  While these devices offer real time monitoring of the pipe 4 
to soil potential at the point of installation, they do not provide any data for 5 
points in between.  As a result, they are not effective in preventing early 6 
detection of pitting corrosion due to coating holidays, or localized interference 7 
from third party substructures, etc.  The external corrosion incident rate used 8 
in the Draft EIR was reduced by one-third to reflect the fact that the pipeline 9 
will be operated at ambient temperatures, have modern externally coated 10 
pipe, and an impressed current cathodic protection system (reference page 11 
27 28 of the revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report).  The resulting 12 
baseline incident rate used in the Draft EIR before mitigation was 0.196 13 
incidents per 1.000 mile-years (reference page 27 28 of the System Safety 14 
and Risk of Upset report).  This result is less than 9 percent higher than the 15 
commenter proposed baseline incident rate of 0.18 incidents per 1,000 mile-16 
years.   17 

Section 4.1.3, page 29 and 30    Table 4.4.2-1 4.1.3-2 does not contain any 18 
data for LPG lines.  The text on page 40 30 of the System Safety and Risk of 19 
Upset report, included in Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final the Draft EIR, 20 
has been revised to avoid confusion, as requested by the commenter.  No 21 
revisions to the Draft EIR were necessary.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Final 22 
EIR for revisions to Appendix H of the Draft EIR. 23 

Section 4.1.3, page 30     The commenter states that the probability of a 24 
worst-case scenario is greater in a rural location due to the higher operating 25 
stress levels and typically thinner wall pipe used in rural areas.  The 26 
commenter notes that Class 3 lines comprise 11 percent of the total gas 27 
pipeline mileage and 14 percent of the gas pipeline reportable incidents, but 28 
that there has only been one fatality caused by a pipeline located in a Class 3 29 
area since 1989.  Since 2002, there have been no fatalities resulting from 30 
pipelines located in Class 3 or 4 areas.  The commenter further states that the 31 
heavier pipe wall thickness and lower operating stress affects the 32 
susceptibility to failure and can affect its mode. 33 

While the Class 3 line mileage percentage cited by the commenter has not 34 
been independently verified, the data indicates that the incident rate for 35 
pipelines located in Class 3 areas was 27 percent higher than one would 36 
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predict using the same incident rate for all area Classes.  The Draft EIR uses 1 
the same baseline incident rate for unintentional releases for all area Classes. 2 

The data set cited by the commenter for fatalities in Class 3 and 4 areas is 3 
very small; the data set is too small to be statistically relevant for evaluating 4 
differences in the frequency of fatalities in different area Classes.  For 5 
example, there were only 7 fatalities from gas transmission pipelines for the 6 
seven year period from 2002 through 2008.  For the fourteen-year period from 7 
1988 through 2008, 6 of the 39 fatalities (15 percent) have resulted from 8 
unintentional releases from onshore gas transmission pipelines in Class 3 9 
and 4 areas.  Using the line mileages provided by the commenter, 11.7 10 
percent of the gas gathering and transmission line pipe was in Class 3 and 4 11 
areas (11.4 percent in Class 3 and 0.3 percent in Class 4 areas).  In other 12 
words, 15 percent of the fatalities resulted from releases on 11.7 percent of 13 
the pipe; this indicates that the fatality rate in Class 3 and 4 areas was about 14 
28 percent higher than one would predict using the same fatality rate for all 15 
area Classes.  It should be noted that the actual difference may vary 16 
somewhat, since the distribution of pipe in various area Classes includes 17 
some onshore gas gathering lines, in  addition to the gas transmission 18 
pipelines; the fatalities only include those which occurred on onshore gas 19 
transmission lines.  However, since this data set is so small, a single 20 
catastrophic incident could drastically skew the result and any conclusions 21 
that might be drawn.  22 

In the absence of sufficient data to fully support a more rigorous analysis 23 
which differentiates the frequency of incidents in different area Classes, the 24 
Draft EIR used a common baseline frequency of unintentional release for all 25 
area Classes.  This baseline release frequency was then used in the 26 
quantitative risk assessment which considered all of the possible release 27 
scenarios and their potential impacts on the various populations along the 28 
pipeline. The highest quantified individual risk along a segment of pipeline is 29 
to persons located immediately above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as 30 
a person is farther away from the pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 31 
406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and after mitigation it is 1:4,274,000 32 
chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line 407 before 33 
mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 1:4,115,000 chance of 34 
fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation is 35 
1:4,255,000, and after mitigation it is 1:8,475,000.   This resulted in an 36 
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unmitigated risk of serious injury or fatality of 6.08x10-5 per year (annual 1 
likelihood of 1:16,000).  This result was roughly one-third the value of 1.7x10-4 2 
(annual likelihood of 1:6,000) which was obtained in the qualitative risk 3 
assessment using a frequency of 0.004 fatalities per 1,000 mile-years.  4 
(Reference page 29 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report.)  It should 5 
be noted that this the qualitative approach is often used to evaluate pipeline 6 
risk in lieu of a quantitative approach, since the quantitative approach used in 7 
the Draft EIR, as revised in the Revised Final EIR, is much more rigorous and 8 
resource intensive. 9 

Section 4.1.4, page 31    The commenter states that a baseline incident rate 10 
of 0.18 incidents per 1,000 mile-years could have been used instead of the 11 
baseline incident rate of 0.196 incidents per 1,000 mile-years which was used 12 
in the quantitative risk assessment presented in the System Safety and Risk 13 
of Upset report.  This difference is less than 9 percent and would not have a 14 
meaningful impact on the study results.  It should also be noted that the 15 
baseline rate of 0.196 incidents per 1,000 mile-years is before mitigation; as 16 
noted on page 4.7-39 of the Draft EIR, the proposed mitigation reduces the 17 
risk by 50 percent to 0.098 incidents per 1,000 mile-years. 18 

Section 4.1.4, page 43     The migration of gas from a pipeline leak or rupture 19 
into a residence or building, although rare, has occurred.  When the 20 
conditional probabilities used in the System Safety and Risk of Upset report 21 
are combined, the predicted probability of an indoor explosion resulting from a 22 
1-inch diameter release from the proposed pipeline is less than 0.1 percent.  23 
In other words, this scenario results from less than one in one thousand 24 
releases.  25 

Section 4.1.4, page 49     From 1988 through 2008, 6 of the 39 fatalities (15 26 
percent) that have resulted from unintentional releases from onshore gas 27 
transmission pipelines have occurred in Class 3 and 4 areas.  Since this data 28 
set is so small, a single catastrophic incident could drastically skew the result 29 
and any conclusions that might be drawn.  30 

In the absence of sufficient data to fully support a more rigorous analysis 31 
which differentiates the frequency of incidents in different area Classes, the 32 
Draft EIR used a common baseline frequency of unintentional release for all 33 
area Classes.  This baseline release frequency was then used in the 34 
quantitative risk assessment which considered all of the possible release 35 
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scenarios and their potential impacts on the various population densities 1 
along the pipeline. The highest quantified individual risk along a segment of 2 
pipeline is to persons located immediately above the pipeline, and the risk 3 
decreases as a person is farther away from the pipeline.  The maximum risk 4 
posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and after mitigation it is 5 
1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line 407 6 
before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 1:4,115,000 chance 7 
of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation 8 
is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation it is 1:8,475,000. This resulted in an 9 
unmitigated risk of serious injury or fatality of 6.08x10-5 per year (annual 10 
likelihood of 1:16,000).  This result was roughly one-third the value of 1.7x10-4 11 
fatalities per year (annual likelihood of 1:6,000) which was obtained in the 12 
qualitative risk assessment, which used a frequency of 0.004 fatalities per 13 
1,000 mile-years.  (Reference page 29 of the System Safety and Risk of 14 
Upset report.)  It should be noted that the this qualitative approach is often 15 
used to evaluate pipeline risk in lieu of a quantitative approach. However,  the 16 
quantitative approach used in the Draft EIR, as revised in this Revised Final 17 
EIR, is much more rigorous and resource intensive. 18 

Section 4.1.4, page 52     From 1988 through 2008, 6 of the 39 fatalities (15 19 
percent) that have resulted from unintentional releases from onshore gas 20 
transmission pipelines have occurred in Class 3 and 4 areas.  Since this data 21 
set is so small, a single catastrophic incident could drastically skew the result 22 
and any conclusions that might be drawn.  23 

In the absence of sufficient data to fully support a more rigorous analysis 24 
which differentiates the frequency of incidents in different area Classes, the 25 
Draft EIR used a common baseline frequency of unintentional release for all 26 
area Classes.  This baseline release frequency was then used in the 27 
quantitative risk assessment which considered all of the possible release 28 
scenarios and their potential impacts on the various population densities 29 
along the pipeline.  This resulted in an unmitigated risk of serious injury or 30 
fatality of 6.08x10-5 per year (annual likelihood of 1:16,000).  This result was 31 
roughly one-third the value of 1.7x10-4 fatalities per year (annual likelihood of 32 
1:6,000) which was obtained in the qualitative risk assessment, which used a 33 
frequency of 0.004 fatalities per 1,000 mile-years.  (Reference page 29 of the 34 
System Safety and Risk of Upset report.)  This The qualitative approach is 35 
often used to evaluate pipeline risk in lieu of a quantitative approach, since 36 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-183 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-184 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

the quantitative approach used in the Draft EIR, is much more rigorous and 1 
resource intensive. 2 

The text of the System Safety and Risk of Upset is correct.  If the population 3 
density increases, the likelihood of serious injuries and fatalities will increase 4 
accordingly, should the population be exposed to a fire or explosion resulting 5 
from an unintentional release.  The data provided by the commenter indicates 6 
that the incident rate for pipelines located in Class 3 areas was 27 percent 7 
higher than one would predict using the same incident rate for all area 8 
Classes.  (See response to page 30 comment above.)  It should be noted that 9 
the Class 3 line mileage percentage cited by the commenter has not been 10 
independently verified. 11 

Section 4.1.4, page 55     Appendix B of 49 CFR 192 allows the use of pipe 12 
manufactured to a variety of specifications.  There is no requirement for pipe 13 
to comply with a specific edition of any of these specifications.  The regulation 14 
also allows pipe of unknown or unlisted specifications to be used.  And finally, 15 
pipe manufactured before November 12, 1970 may be used subject to certain 16 
restrictions.  Because of the benefits of using modern pipe, the use of pipe 17 
manufactured in the year 2000 or later was included in the proposed Project 18 
mitigation.  (Please refer to page 86 56 of the revised System Safety and Risk 19 
of Upset report, included as Appendix H-3 to the Draft this Revised Final 20 
EIR.) 21 

Section 4.1.4, page 57     Comment acknowledged. 22 

S-96 The benefits of a modern pipeline have been incorporated into the 23 
baseline incident rate.  The baseline frequency of unintentional releases used in the 24 
Draft EIR is 0.196 incidents per 1,000 mile-years.  This frequency was reduced 50 25 
percent to 0.098 incidents per 1,000 mile-years, post mitigation.  For reference, the 26 
frequency of reported incidents from onshore gas transmission pipelines from 2002 27 
through 2008 was 0.30 incidents per 1,000 mile-years, essentially three times the 28 
rate used for the proposed Project after mitigation.  For reference, the frequency of 29 
“significant” incidents from onshore gas transmission pipelines from 2002 through 30 
2008 was 0.18 incidents per 1,000 mile-years. 31 

S-97 The data set cited by the commenter for fatalities in Class 3 and 4 areas is 32 
very small; the data set is too small to be statistically relevant for evaluating 33 
differences in the frequency of fatalities in different area Classes.  For example, 34 
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there were only 7 fatalities from onshore gas transmission pipelines for the seven 1 
year period from 2002 through 2008.  For the 14 year period from 1988 through 2 
2001, there were 3 fatalities in Class 3 areas and 3 fatalities in Class 4 areas.  3 
During this fourteen-year period, 6 of the 32 fatalities (19 percent) resulting from 4 
unintentional releases from onshore gas transmission pipelines occurred in Class 3 5 
and 4 areas.  If these two data sets are combined, from 1988 through 2008, 6 out of 6 
39 fatalities (15 percent) resulted from unintentional releases from onshore gas 7 
transmission pipelines occurred in Class 3 and 4 areas.  Since this data set is so 8 
small, a single catastrophic incident could drastically skew the result and any 9 
conclusions that might be drawn. 10 

However, using the gas transmission and gathering pipeline mileage data compiled 11 
by the commenter (11.4 percent Class 3 and 0.3 percent Class 4), which has not 12 
been independently verified, it is clear that the frequency of fatalities in Class 3 and 13 
4 areas is higher than in Class 1 and 2 areas.  Specifically, from 1988 through 2008, 14 
15 percent of the fatalities occurred in Class 1 3 and 2 4 areas while only 11.7 15 
percent (11.4 + 0.3 percent = 11.7 percent) of the pipeline mileage was in Class 3 16 
and 4 areas.  It should be noted that the actual difference may vary somewhat, since 17 
the distribution of pipe data in various area Classes includes some onshore gas 18 
gathering lines, in addition to the onshore gas transmission pipelines; the fatalities 19 
only include those which occurred on onshore gas transmission lines.   20 

 21 

 22 

 23 
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Administration

ENGINEERING & 
SURVEYING

COUNTY OF PLACER 
Community Development Resource Agency

MEMORANDUM

TO: MAYWAN KRACH, ECS DATE: JUNE 11, 2009 

FROM: PHILLIP A. FRANTZ, ESD ~ ENGINEERING & SURVEYING DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: PG&E LINE 406/407 NATURAL GAS PIPELINE ~ DEIR 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-mentioned project for concerns relating to 
Placer County.  After reviewing the submitted information, the Community Development Resource 
Agency ~ Engineering & Surveying Department and the Department of Public Works offer the 
following comments for your consideration regarding the proposed project: 

1. Pages 3-65 through 3-67, Table 3-3, Cumulative Impact Analysis Projects: Most of the Placer 
County identified projects have construction completion dates of 2008 and 2009.  These dates 
are not accurate as these improvements are not close to being constructed.  Please revise 
accordingly. 

2. The proposed pipeline alignment must be coordinated to accommodate the ultimate 6 lane 
configuration for Baseline Road.  The improvements at major intersections, such as Watt Ave., 
Brewer Road or Locust Road have not been designed yet, but may be up to 11 lanes wide, 
with sidewalks and landscaping areas adjacent to the roadway. 

3. Will street light or sign post foundations be precluded from the 50 ft easement? 

4. There was a previous proposal for a bridge type pedestrian overcrossing of Baseline Road, 
connecting Placer Vineyards to Sierra Vista, would the necessary foundations be permitted 
within the 50 ft easement?   

5. The final location of the Baseline/Brewer Main Line Valve should be coordinated with the 
Placer Vineyards development since it appears the valves are proposed to be located across 
the road from the high school. 

6. Page 4.13-20, paragraph 3: Brewer Road should be added to the list of impacted roadways. 

7. Advisory Comment: While the intersection is not within Placer County, the DEIR does not 
address how the proposed gas line alignment would accommodate the proposed 
reconfiguration of the Natomas Road intersection and UPRR track crossing along Riego Road.  
Both Placer and Sutter County have been notified by the PUC and UPRR that construction of 
an overcrossing of the railroad tracks will be required when the Riego Road/ Baseline Road is 
ultimately widened to 6 lanes. 

cc: Andrew Gaber, DPW ~ Transportation Division 

Ref: state of ca pge line 406-407 natural gas pipeline.doc

Comment Set T
Page 1 of 1

T-1

T-2

T-3

T-4

T-5

T-6

T-7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET T 1 

T-1 Comment acknowledged.  Placer County was contacted and asked to 2 
provide appropriate dates for their cumulative projects listed in Table 3-3 of Section 3 
3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects.  Placer County indicated that updating 4 
construction dates for the PVSP is difficult due to current litigation.  Accordingly, 5 
Draft EIR pages 3-65 through 3-67, Table 3-3, have been updated to correctly 6 
identify that construction dates for projects within Placer County are unknown.  7 
Additionally, related changes have been made to page 4.12-33, line 5 of the Draft 8 
EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 9 

T-2 Please refer to response to comment K-2.  This section of Line 407 is 10 
planned for construction in 2012.  PG&E indicated they have met the civil 11 
engineering firm of McKay and Somps representing the developers of SVSP, PVSP, 12 
and Sutter Pointe Specific Plan, on several occasions in their Roseville and 13 
Sacramento offices in order to coordinate the pipeline vertical and horizontal 14 
alignment with the future road alignments dictated by the City of Roseville.  PG&E 15 
has used the best design information available in locating the pipeline.  Currently the 16 
road improvement plans are limited to line work in plan view only.  The Baseline 17 
Road design has not progressed to include future elevations, drainages, or utility 18 
infrastructure.  In the absence of final road improvement design drawings, PG&E 19 
has increased cover at major road crossing to 8 feet.  In PG&E’s experience, 8 feet 20 
of cover will generally allow for typical road construction and utility crossings.  PG&E 21 
would like to work with Placer County to coordinate design of roads and adjacent 22 
areas so that potential conflicts can be addressed prior to the construction of the 23 
pipeline.  24 

A mitigation measure (MM LU-1d) has been added to section 4.9, Land Use and 25 
Planning, to address potential conflicts with utilities. Refer to Section 4.0 of this 26 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  27 

T-3 Streetlight and sign-post foundations will be allowed within the 50-foot 28 
permanent easement as long as proper clearance from the pipeline is maintained at 29 
10 feet, and proper notification to PG&E is made prior to construction for 30 
concurrence.  31 

T-4 A bridge-type pedestrian overcrossing of Baseline Road would most likely 32 
be allowed, but a review of the foundation design and proximity to the pipeline by 33 
PG&E would be required.  34 
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T-5 The eastern side of the valve lot is approximately 275 feet west of Brewer 1 
Road and approximately 400 feet west of the 1500-foot school buffer study zone, 2 
rather than across the road from the high school.  Please refer to response to 3 
comment G-14 for further discussion on the Baseline/Brewer Main Line Valve 4 
Station placement. 5 

T-6 Comment acknowledged.  Brewer Road has been added to the list of 6 
impacted roadways on page 4.13-20 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 7 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 8 

T-7 PG&E indicated they have coordinated with the developers and included 9 
the future Riego Road design in the pipeline drawings to ensure that the pipeline will 10 
not be in conflict with the six lane expansion.  Although PG&E does not have the 11 
detailed Riego Road design through the Natomas Road Intersection and Union 12 
Pacific Rail Road (UPRR) track crossing, the pipeline permanent easement is set 13 
back as if there are six lanes traveling through this area.  PG&E is maintaining the 14 
setback distance from the current design of the six lanes traveling from the east and 15 
west along Baseline Road.  Currently, PG&E’s design location for its permanent 50-16 
foot easement has the southern boundary located 70 feet north of the existing Riego 17 
Road centerline, tapering to 60 feet north of centerline as the pipeline progresses 18 
eastward due to a slight offset in Riego Road.  In addition to the setback, PG&E has 19 
designed a HDD crossing under the UPRR, Natomas Drain, and Natomas Road.  20 
The HDD entry location is 275 feet east of the UPRR tracks and will exit 21 
approximately 400 feet west of Natomas Road.  The pipeline will be at an 22 
approximate depth of 50 feet below the ground surface between the entry and exit 23 
locations. 24 

 25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET U 1 

U-1 The risk assessment included risk measurement terminology that was not 2 
defined in the document, which has resulted in some confusion.  The Revised Final 3 
EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to account for individual risks to the 4 
public due to the potential for fires and explosions, which may result from pipeline 5 
releases.  A revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was completed by EDM 6 
Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, and is included as Appendix H-3 of this 7 
Revised Final EIR. The EDM report findings are summarized in the Introduction to 8 
this section (Section 3.0) of the Revised Final EIR.  Revisions to the Draft EIR, 9 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and 10 
Planning, regarding the risk analysis are provided in Section 4.0 of this Revised 11 
Final EIR.   12 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 13 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 14 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 15 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 16 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 17 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 18 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 19 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 20 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk. 21 

The individual risk significance threshold used in the EIR is an annual likelihood of 22 
one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for fatality (used by the California Department of 23 
Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically determined for the maximally 24 
exposed individual (assumes that a person is present continuously—24 hours per 25 
day, 365 days per year). 26 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 27 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 28 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 29 
after mitigation is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed 30 
by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,115,000 31 
chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation 32 
is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation is 1:8,475,000.  Because the calculated 33 
individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be 34 
less than significant. 35 
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The required DOT regulations, along with PG&E Project features that meet and 1 
exceed the minimum requirements, would reduce risks of project upset.  Even 2 
though the project risk impacts are less than significant, additional measures would 3 
be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset. MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-4 
2b have been revised.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to 5 
the Draft EIR. 6 

The project design features and the proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR 7 
(MM HAZ-2a and MM HAZ-2b, as amended in this Revised Final EIR) reduce the 8 
risk by roughly 50 percent.  These measures include the use of modern pipe, regular 9 
internal inspections using a high resolution instrument (smart pig), corrosion 10 
mitigation, and the installation of automatic or remotely operated shut-down valves.  11 
(See also the response to comment P-3, which provides a discussion of additional 12 
measures suggested by Hefner, Stark, and Marois.)  Even with the project design 13 
measures, regulations, and mitigation measures, the overall individual risk of fatality 14 
would still be approximately 1:30,000, which exceeds the individual risk significance 15 
threshold of 1:1,000,000 for serious injury or fatality (used by the California 16 
Department of Education for school sites). 17 

Measures have been implemented to reduce the public risks.  However, the lead 18 
agency recognizes that the risks remain significant even after mitigation.  The CSLC 19 
will need to balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of 20 
the proposed Project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining 21 
whether to approve the Project.  If the EIR is certified by the CSLC, a Statement of 22 
Overriding Considerations will need to be adopted at the time of certification and 23 
approval of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 24 

Please refer to response to comment U-12 for a discussion of each specific 25 
mitigation suggested in this letter. 26 

U-2  The individual risk significance threshold used in the Revised Final EIR is 27 
an annual likelihood of one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for fatality (used by the 28 
California Department of Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically 29 
determined for the maximally exposed individual (assumes that a person is present 30 
continuously—24 hours per day, 365 days per year). 31 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 32 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 33 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 34 
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after mitigation is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed 1 
by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,115,000 2 
chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation 3 
is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation is 1:8,475,000.  Because the calculated 4 
individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be 5 
less than significant. 6 

The individual risk criteria used by the commenter of 1:1,000,000 for serious injury or 7 
fatality is the same as that used in the Draft EIR.  These criteria are outlined in 8 
Section 3.1 of the System Safety and Risk of Upset report, which was prepared by 9 
EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, included as a part of Appendix H-3 of 10 
the Draft EIR. 11 

As indicated in Table 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR, the total annual likelihood of serious 12 
injury or fatality is 1:16,000 before mitigation.  The mitigation measures being 13 
imposed on the Project would reduce the risk by approximately 50 percent; however, 14 
the individual risk of serious injury or fatality would still be approximately 1:30,000, 15 
33 times greater than the level of risk generally considered acceptable.  (Please 16 
refer to page 4.7-39 of the Draft EIR.) 17 

With regard to setback requirements (no-build zones) for pipelines, there are no 18 
specific set back requirements in the general plans or development codes of the 19 
affected local agencies and CPUC does not identify a setback requirement for 20 
pipelines.  However, PG&E would maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent easement 21 
along the length of the Project, with the exception of the Powerline Road DFM, 22 
which would have a 35-foot-wide permanent easement.  Assuming that the pipeline 23 
would be placed near the center of the easement, this would allow PG&E to restrict 24 
habitable structures from being built closer than 25 feet of the pipeline.  This coupled 25 
with a minimum depth of 5 feet depth below ground surface, and 8 feet at known 26 
intersections, would minimize conflicts between the pipeline and other infrastructure 27 
construction, by burying the pipeline deeper than most other utilities.   28 

 U-3  The Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to 29 
account for individual risks to the public if a pipeline release were to occur with a 30 
subsequent fire or explosion.  The risk assessment included risk measurement 31 
terminology that was not defined in earlier versions of the document, which has 32 
resulted in some confusion.  A revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was 33 
completed by EDM Services, Inc. (October 2009) for the proposed Project, and is 34 
included as Appendix H-3 of this Revised Final EIR.  35 
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The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 1 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 2 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 3 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 4 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 5 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 6 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 7 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 8 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk, 9 
and it is not used in practice to determine individual risk.  10 

The individual risk significance threshold used in the EIR is an annual likelihood of 11 
one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for fatality (used by the California Department of 12 
Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically determined for the maximally 13 
exposed individual (assumes that a person is present continuously—24 hours per 14 
day, 365 days per year). 15 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 16 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 17 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 18 
after mitigation it is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk 19 
posed by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 20 
1:4,115,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM 21 
before mitigation is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation it is 1:8,475,000.  Because the 22 
calculated individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is 23 
considered to be less than significant. 24 

Societal Risk:  Societal risk is the probability that a specified number of people will 25 
be affected by a given event.  Several release scenarios were used that could 26 
impact both building occupants and vehicle passengers. 27 

The California Department of Education (CDE) approach for evaluating the risk to 28 
the student population uses two calculated parameters: an average individual risk 29 
across the depth of the campus site, and a site population risk indicator parameter.  30 
The CDE does not specify numerical criteria of acceptability or unacceptability for 31 
these indicators (CDE Guidance Protocol for School Site Pipeline Risk Analysis, 32 
2007). 33 
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The threshold values for societal risk vary greatly, depending on the agency or 1 
jurisdiction.  There are no prescribed societal risk guidelines for the United States or 2 
the State of California.  The Committee for the Prevention of Disasters and the 3 
Netherlands use an annual probability of 1.0 x 10-3 (1:1,000) or less.  This criterion 4 
has been used to evaluate the proposed project. 5 

The societal risk posed by the proposed project is less than the significance 6 
threshold of 1:1,000 or less. 7 

The level of risk posed by Line 407E before mitigation is 1:27,000, 37 times greater 8 
than the level of risk generally considered acceptable.  After mitigation, the level of 9 
risk posed by Line 407E would be approximately 1:40,000, 25 times greater than the 10 
level of risk generally considered acceptable.  The level of individual risk for the 11 
entire proposed Project is presented above, in the response to comment U-2. 12 

The commenter cited the following additional mitigation measures, which could be 13 
imposed to reduce the level of risk.  As noted above, the revised risk analysis shows 14 
that the individual risk is less than significant before mitigation.  In addition To 15 
reduce the risk further, many of these additional mitigation measures have already 16 
been incorporated into the Project, as noted listed below: 17 

• Increase the Pipe Wall Thickness - The pipe as proposed has adequate 18 
thickness to resist damage from construction equipment beyond the size 19 
normally used in general construction.  PG&E has proposed, as a part of their 20 
Project, to install the pipeline to meet or exceed the current pipeline regulations 21 
(49 CFR 192).  Thick-walled steel pipelines are typically used for extreme 22 
conditions such as subsurface sea floor lines or risers.  During the manufacturing 23 
of thick-walled steel pipelines, the cooling rate at the time of quenching of the 24 
pipe becomes slow, particularly at the central portion due to its thickness, 25 
resulting in insufficient strength and toughness. This is because the cooling rate 26 
is slow, and there is a high probability that the pipe will be brittle. As provided in 27 
the Project Description and on pages 4.7-36 and 4.7-37 of the Draft EIR, the 28 
following pipe wall thickness is proposed for the Project:   29 

• For Class 1 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.3125-30 
inch; 0.375-inch wall thickness pipe is proposed, 20% greater than the 31 
minimum required.   32 
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• For Class 2 areas, the minimum regulated pipe wall thickness is 0.375-1 
inch; 0.406-inch wall thickness is proposed, 8% greater than the 2 
minimum required.   3 

• For Class 3 areas, the minimum regulated wall thickness is 0.4875-inch; 4 
0.500-inch wall thickness is proposed, 3% greater than the minimum 5 
required.   6 

The additional wall thickness will provide added strength.  For example, 7 
the 0.375-inch to 0.406-inch thick pipe wall would resist a 73-ton 8 
machine and the 0.500-inch thick pipe wall would resist a 120-ton 9 
machine.  As noted on page 88 57 of the revised System Safety and 10 
Risk of Upset report, which was prepared by EDM Services, Inc. 11 
(October 2009) for the proposed Project and is included as a part of 12 
Appendix H-3 of the Draft this Revised Final EIR, “For 24-inch diameter 13 
pipe, a wall thickness of 0.375-inches or greater was found to reduce 14 
the frequency of third party caused unintentional releases by 80 15 
percent.” 16 

• Higher Grade Pipe - PG&E has proposed using API 5L X-60 and X-65 pipe.  17 
These pipe materials have specified minimum yield strengths of 60,000 psi and 18 
65,000 psi, respectively, and are at the upper range of pipe grades typically 19 
used for transmission pipelines.  For reference, API 5L Grade B pipe, with a 20 
specified minimum yield strength of 35,000 psi, is commonly used for pipeline 21 
construction.  Pipes with higher yields strengths than those proposed can 22 
suffer from metallurgical issues including excessive hardness, cracking, 23 
difficulty in welding, etc. 24 

• Decreased Hoop Stress - The California Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk 25 
Assessment (Payne, Brian L. et al.  EDM Service, Inc. 1993.  California 26 
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Risk Assessment, Prepared for California State Fire 27 
Marshal) studied the effect of operating pressure and hoop stress as a 28 
percentage of the specified minimum yield strength of the pipe.  The study 29 
found that there was no statistical correlation between stress level or operating 30 
pressure and the likelihood that a pipe would leak or rupture.  Although the 31 
study found that pipes operated at higher pressures and stress levels were 32 
actually less prone to leakage, these differences disappeared once other 33 
variables, such as pipe age and operating temperature were controlled in the 34 
logistic regressions. 35 
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• Greater Depth of Cover - As noted on page 4.7-36 of the Draft EIR, PG&E has 1 
proposed a minimum depth of cover of 60 inches (5 feet).  49 CFR 192.327 2 
establishes the minimum depths of required cover.  For Class 1 areas, a 3 
minimum of 30 inches of cover is required.  For Class 2, 3, and 4 areas, a 4 
minimum depth of cover of 36 inches is required.  As noted on page 88  57 of 5 
the revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report, which was prepared by 6 
EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project and is included as a part of 7 
Appendix H-3 of the Draft this Revised Final EIR, “Pipelines with a depth of 8 
cover of 48-inches or greater experienced a 30 percent reduction in third party 9 
caused incidents.”  10 

In order to avoid potential conflicts with other utilities, a mitigation measure 11 
(MM LU-1d) has been added to section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, to 12 
address potential conflicts with utilities. Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised 13 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  14 

• Increasing the Frequency and Type of Monitoring and Patrols - The inspection 15 
frequencies are summarized in Table 4.7-7 of the Draft EIR.  As noted, for 16 
Class 3 areas, the pipeline must be patrolled and a leak survey must be 17 
conducted twice per year, in accordance with 49 CFR 192.  PG&E must also 18 
subscribe to the USA North underground service alert “one-call” system in 19 
accordance with 49 CFR 192.614.  Excavators are required by State law to 20 
notify this service at least 48 hours prior to beginning any excavation.  The 21 
service then notifies all underground facility owners in the vicinity who respond 22 
and mark the location of their facilities on the ground.  PG&E uses a 23 
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) map to maintain records of the 24 
installed lines to aid USA in determining if the pipelines are in the area when 25 
called and to redirect PG&E personnel in locating the pipelines. 26 

• Better Cathodic Protection Systems - 49 CFR 192 requires the pipe to be 27 
cathodically protected.  In addition, the pipe to soil potential must be checked 28 
annually and the rectifier readings must be checked at least six times per year.  29 
PG&E has proposed the installation of devices that can provide remote 30 
monitoring of pipe to soil potentials at approximately one-mile intervals along 31 
the pipeline.  These devices provide real time pipe to soil potential data, 32 
enabling PG&E to identify major cathodic protection system deficiencies.  33 

• More Frequent Inspections – Table 4.7-7 of the Draft EIR provides a list of 34 
inspections that are required for the proposed project.  Cathodic protection 35 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-200 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-201 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

inspections and testing are done annually for the pipe to soil potential, and are 1 
done six times per year for the rectifier readings.  The valve testing is done 2 
annually.  Pipeline patrols are done up to two times per year.  Leak surveys are 3 
done annually.  MM HAZ-2a, on page 4.7-37 of the Draft EIR, as revised in the 4 
Revised Final EIR, provides additional specific inspection requirements which 5 
exceed those required by the federal regulation.  Specifically, the mitigation 6 
measure requires that prior to beginning operations, PG&E must internally 7 
inspect the pipeline using a geometry inspection tool.  Then within six months 8 
of initial operations, PG&E must conduct a baseline internal inspection using a 9 
high resolution instrument (smart pig).  The internal inspections must be 10 
repeated every 7 years.  These measures will help identify pipe defects. 11 

• Better Line Marking Efforts - The line must be marked in accordance with 49 12 
CFR 192.707.  However, in Class 3 areas, above-grade line marking can be 13 
problematic due to street improvements, traffic, and landscaping.  In these 14 
cases, the line will most likely be marked by installing small marker caps or 15 
paint markings on the pavement.  PG&E markers are placed so that the next 16 
marker is within line of sight or no more than ½ mile away.  In addition, PG&E 17 
must subscribe to the USA North underground service alert “one-call” system 18 
in accordance with 49 CFR 192.614 as discussed above.   19 

• Better Public Education Efforts - A public awareness program must be 20 
developed per 49 CFR 192.616. 21 

• Emergency Planning and Training Programs - Operations, maintenance, and 22 
emergency response procedures must be established in accordance with 49 23 
CFR 192.605.  These procedures must be reviewed and updated annually. 24 

• Better Warning to Future Excavators Than Buried Yellow Tape - As noted in on 25 
page 57 of the revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report, which was 26 
prepared by EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project and is included as a 27 
part of Appendix H-3 of the Draft this Revised Final EIR, the use of 28 
supplemental third-party protection (e.g., marker tape, concrete cap, steel 29 
plates, etc.) has been shown to reduce third party intrusion incidents by 10 30 
percent.  Unfortunately, the source data do not differentiate between the 31 
various methods (e.g., marker tape versus concrete cap).   32 

U-4 Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment U-3. The 33 
Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to account for 34 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-201 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-202 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

individual risks to the public if a pipeline release were to occur with a subsequent fire 1 
or explosion.  The risk assessment included risk measurement terminology that was 2 
not defined in earlier versions of the document, resulting in some confusion.  The 3 
revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was completed by EDM Services, 4 
Inc. (October 2009) for the proposed Project, and is included as Appendix H-3 of this 5 
Revised Final EIR.  6 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 7 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 8 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 9 
1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 10 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 11 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 12 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 13 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 14 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk, 15 
and it is not used in practice to determine individual risk.  16 

The individual risk significance threshold used in the Revised Final EIR is an annual 17 
likelihood of one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for fatality (used by the California 18 
Department of Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically determined for 19 
the maximally exposed individual (assumes that a person is present continuously—20 
24 hours per day, 365 days per year). 21 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 22 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 23 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 24 
after mitigation it is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk 25 
posed by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation it is 26 
1:4,115,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM 27 
before mitigation is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation it is 1:8,475,000.  Because the 28 
calculated individual risk before mitigation is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, 29 
the risk is considered to be less than significant. 30 

The required DOT regulations, along with PG&E Project features that exceed the 31 
minimum requirements, will reduce risks of project upset.  Even though the project 32 
risk impacts are less than significant, Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-2a and MM 33 
HAZ-2b shall be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset.   34 
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U-5 The Powerline Road Main Line Valve is located on the northeast corner of 1 
Powerline and Riego roads. 2 

U-6 Approximately 55.28 acres of rice fields would be disturbed during 3 
construction of the proposed Project.  Of the 55.28 acres, 0.6 acre of rice field would 4 
be permanently removed due to construction of aboveground facilities.  Draft EIR 5 
Section 2.0, Project Description, recognizes there are scheduling challenges when 6 
constructing in rice fields.  The discussion on pages 2-50 and 2-51 describe how 7 
PG&E would coordinate with property owners prior to initiating any construction 8 
activities on agricultural lands, and would work to install temporary rice checks 9 
during the allowable GGS construction window in order to segregate the right-of-way 10 
from flooded rice fields.  The discussion includes how PG&E would work with 11 
farmers to attempt to install the rice checks during their normal field preparation in 12 
the spring, and to remove the rice checks after the fields have been drained 13 
following construction. 14 

U-7 In planning the proposed Project, PG&E has taken future development 15 
along the proposed alignment in all four counties into consideration and, as a result, 16 
has proposed to construct the pipeline at depths of 60 inches (5 feet) or greater.  At 17 
intersections, PG&E is proposing 8 feet below ground surface.  Also, see responses 18 
to comments H-5 through H-7 (Yolo County); K-2 through K-5 (City of Roseville); R-1 19 
through R-7 (Sierra Vista Owners Group); and T-2 through T-4 (Placer County). 20 

The commenter has indicated that the proposed pipeline should be buried deeper to 21 
avoid conflicts with other utilities.  A mitigation measure (MM LU-1d) has been 22 
added to section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, to address potential conflicts with 23 
utilities. Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.  24 

U-8 Because the force of backfill is downward, applying a factor to decrease 25 
this calculated force would result in a more conservative net pipeline buoyant force.  26 
Page 2-71 of the Draft EIR has been revised to provide additional clarity.  Refer to 27 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 28 

U-9 Refer to Response U-4. 29 

Measures have been implemented to reduce the risks to the public.  However, the 30 
lead agency recognizes that the risks remain significant even after mitigation.  The 31 
CSLC will need to balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other 32 
benefits of the proposed Project against its unavoidable environmental risks when 33 
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determining whether to approve the Project.  If the EIR is certified by the CSLC, a 1 
statement of overriding considerations will need to be adopted at the time of 2 
certification and approval of the Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 3 

49 CFR 192.605 requires that PG&E prepare written procedures covering their 4 
operations, maintenance, emergency, and abnormal operation procedures.  These 5 
manuals must be prepared before operations commence and must be updated 6 
annually.  They are on file with the California Public Utilities Commission but are 7 
kept confidential for pipeline security reasons.  PG&E asks that the commenter 8 
specify what particular information they would like or need to complete their risk 9 
analysis, and PG&E will work with them to provide specific information.  Requests 10 
can be made through Chris Ellis or George Karkazis at PG&E offices in Sacramento, 11 
telephone number 916.923.7030.   12 

U-10 The text in Draft EIR Table 3-3 under the Description column, located in 13 
Section 3, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects (page 3-63), has been updated to 14 
reflect the correct timing of the Riego Road widening project, the construction of 15 
which is scheduled to begin in 2011.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR 16 
for revisions to the Draft EIR. 17 

U-11 Please refer to responses to comments U-7 and U-9. 18 

U-12 Please refer to response to comment U-3. 19 

U-13 PG&E indicated they have been working with the Measure M group 20 
through their civil engineering firm (MacKay and Somps) and provided comments to 21 
the Sutter Point Specific Plan (SPSP) Draft EIR.  PG&E indicated they have also 22 
had meetings with representatives of the Measure M group to clarify comments 23 
submitted on the SPSP Draft EIR.  PG&E has used the best design information 24 
available from MacKay and Somps in locating and designing the proposed pipeline.  25 
Currently the road improvement plans are limited to line work in plan view only.  The 26 
Riego Road design has not progressed to include future elevations, drainages, or 27 
utility infrastructure.  PG&E has expressed a willingness would like to work with the 28 
Measure M group to coordinate design of roads and adjacent land uses so that 29 
potential conflicts can be addressed prior to construction of the Project. 30 

PG&E does use risk assessments in the performance of their work (refer to Table 31 
4.7-7 on page 4.7-37 of the Draft EIR).  However, the risk assessments that PG&E 32 
performs are not a statistical approach to determine risk of fatality or serious injury to 33 
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individuals such as was developed by EDM in the Draft EIR, as revised in this 1 
Revised Final EIR.  Rather, they are relative risk assessments (one pipeline 2 
segment risk compared to another) performed for two purposes:  to schedule pipes 3 
for remediation or replacement (this is a voluntary program PG&E conducts with 4 
approval from the CPUC), and for prioritizing assessments of HCA piping; the 5 
Federal Code requires pipeline operators to risk rank their pipelines within HCAs and 6 
to begin the assessments with the pipelines most at risk.  7 

As noted in Response U-4, the Revised Final EIR provides an analysis that has 8 
been clarified to account for individual risks to the public if a pipeline release were to 9 
occur with a subsequent fire or explosion.  The risk analysis was revised because 10 
the aggregate risk was calculated and reported as individual risk.  In addition, the 11 
risk analysis incorrectly compared the aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold 12 
of an annual likelihood of fatality of 1:1,000,000. There is no known established 13 
threshold for aggregate risk, and it is not used in practice to determine individual 14 
risk.  15 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 16 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 17 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 18 
after mitigation is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed 19 
by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,115,000 20 
chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation 21 
is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation is 1:8,475,000.  Because the calculated 22 
individual risk before mitigation is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is 23 
considered to be less than significant. 24 

The required DOT regulations, along with PG&E Project features that exceed the 25 
minimum requirements, would further reduce risks of project upset.  Even though the 26 
project risk impacts are less than significant, Mitigation Measures MM HAZ-2a and 27 
MM HAZ-2b would be implemented to further reduce risks of project upset.   28 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET V 1 

V-1 CSLC acknowledges that the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 2 
(formerly known as the Reclamation Board) regulates standards for the construction, 3 
maintenance, and protection of adopted flood control plans that will protect public 4 
lands from floods.  CSLC has, therefore changed ‘State Reclamation Board’ to 5 
‘Central Valley Flood Protection Board’ in Section 1.4, Permits, Approvals and 6 
Regulatory Requirements (page 1-9 of the Draft EIR).  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 7 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 8 

V-2 Comment acknowledged (see response to comment V-1). 9 

 10 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET W 1 

W-1 The Draft EIR described a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the 2 
Project and to the Project location, including the No Project Alternative.  These 3 
alternatives were evaluated for their ability to attain most of the Project goals and to 4 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed Project.  5 
Three major alternative routes were evaluated and rejected, as stated in Section 3.2 6 
of the Draft EIR, and one system-wide alternative was evaluated and rejected as 7 
stated in Section 3.2.4.  In summary, the overall proposed Project route was found to 8 
have the fewest significant environmental impacts or magnitude of significant 9 
environmental impacts.  Within the overall proposed Project route, an additional 12 10 
alternatives (termed options) were developed.  These options were designed to 11 
minimize risk; minimize impacts to biota, listed species, and wetlands; and respond 12 
to land owners’ concerns.  None of the options was found to reduce a the Class I 13 
construction air quality impact to a Class II impact; however, two options were found 14 
to decrease the magnitude of the a Class I impact, risk of upset.  Those options, I 15 
and L, in conjunction with the proposed Project, represent the environmentally 16 
superior alternative, which was adequately evaluated in the Draft EIR. 17 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 18 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 19 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 20 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 21 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which 22 
is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all 23 
project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time 24 
to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the 25 
EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project 26 
will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC 27 
mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 28 
10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 29 

W-2 The proposed Project is the “preferred alternative” and was evaluated in 30 
the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  Included in the 31 
Draft EIR is an evaluation of the proposed Project’s potential adverse impacts to 32 
biological resources and waters of the State and US (refer to Section 4.4, Biological 33 
Resources; and Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality). 34 
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Please refer to response to comment W-1.  The Draft EIR identifies resource-1 
specific APMs, potential impacts, and mitigation measures.  The CSLC will decide at 2 
one of its public meetings whether to certify the EIR and whether to approve the 3 
Project as proposed, with or without any of the alternative options.  All of the APMs 4 
and MMs set forth in the EIR and the MMP regarding water quality and wetlands will 5 
apply to all of the alternative options if any of the options are chosen to replace that 6 
segment of the Project as proposed. 7 

In addition, the Project proponent, PG&E, will be working with the U.S. Army Corps 8 
of Engineers for a Section 404 Permit, and the Certification from the Regional Water 9 
Quality Control Board for a Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 10 

W-3 The Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential impacts to wetlands and 11 
other waters in Section 4.4, Biological Resources.  All of the vernal pools and swales 12 
along the Project alignment would be crossed using HDD technology, to avoid 13 
impacting the waterways (refer to Table 2-5 on pages 2-56 through 2-59 of the Draft 14 
EIR).  PG&E intends to avoid impacts to wetlands and other waters as much as 15 
possible (see APM BIO-20, APM BIO-21, APM BIO-22 on pages 4.4-65 and 4.4-66 16 
of the Draft EIR).  If avoidance is not possible, then specific mitigation measures 17 
(see MM BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, and MM BIO-1c on pages 4.4-81 through 4.4-87 of 18 
the Draft EIR, as revised in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR) would be 19 
implemented to mitigate those impacts to less than significant levels.  Performance 20 
standards are included in the MMs to ensure their effective implementation. 21 

Alternatives that were evaluated in the Draft EIR are presented in Section 3.0, 22 
Alternatives and Cumulative Projects, and impacts to biological resources are 23 
presented in Section 4.4, Biological Resources.  With so many wetlands, canals, 24 
creeks, sloughs, streams, and irrigation canals in the area, it was difficult to locate 25 
an alternative that would avoid these features.  Six of the alternative options had 26 
greater impacts and six of the alternative options had similar impacts to waters of the 27 
U.S., including wetlands, as the proposed Project.   28 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET X 1 

X-1 The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and its role as a 2 
responsible and trustee agency, including its jurisdiction and authority, is considered 3 
in the Draft EIR on page 1-4, line 15; page 1-9, line 2; page 4.4-49, line 31, page 4 
4.4-50, lines 32 through 35; page 4.4-50, lines 1 through 11; page 4.4-53, lines 20 5 
through 32; page 4.4-54, lines 1 through 2;  4.4-54, lines 30 through 35; page 4.4-6 
73, lines 1 through 3; page 4.4-79, lines 5 through 6; page 4.8-5 through page 4.8-7; 7 
and page 4.8-15, lines 28 through 29.  8 

The regulatory requirements of CDFG have been included in APM BIO-1 (page 4.4-9 
61); APM BIO-5 (page 4.4-62); APM BIO-12 (page 4.4-63); APM BIO-18 (page 4.4-10 
65); APM BIO-22 (page 4.4-66); APM BIO-26 (page 4.4-68); APM BIO-34 (page 4.4-11 
71); MM BIO-1a (Page 4.4-81 through 83); MM BIO-1b (pages 4.4-83 through 84); 12 
MM BIO-1c (pages 4.4-84 through 85); MM BIO-2a (pages 4.4-89 through 91); MM 13 
BIO-4a (pages 4.4-101 through 104); MM BIO-4d (pages 4.4-105 through 107); and 14 
MM HWQ-1 (pages 4.8-17 through 4.8-19) 15 

X-2 The Third District Court of Appeal recently issued its decision in California 16 
Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova, Case No. C057018.  The Court 17 
determined that when an agency has evaluated the potentially significant impacts of 18 
a project and has identified measures that will mitigate those impacts, the agency 19 
does not have to commit to any particular mitigation measure in the EIR, as long as 20 
it commits to mitigating the significant impacts of the project.  In addition, the details 21 
of exactly how mitigation will be achieved under the identified measures can be 22 
deferred pending completion of a future study. 23 

The Draft EIR includes 35 APMs (APM BIO-1 through BIO-35) and four MMs (MM 24 
BIO-1 through BIO-4) in order to reduce impacts to biological resources to less than 25 
significant levels.  In response to several comment letters, including Comment Set S 26 
and the CDFG letter (Comment Set X), portions of the MMs have been revised to 27 
include more specificity and additional performance standards.  The CSLC feels that 28 
the mitigation measures which include minimum replacement ratios, timing of 29 
implementation, performance standards, range of options to achieve the 30 
performance standards, and success criteria that are included in the revised 31 
mitigation measures for Biological Resources (see Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 32 
EIR) are adequate for CEQA purposes and bring the potential impacts to biological 33 
resources to a less than significant level. 34 
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The applicant, PG&E, has identified a series of mitigation measures that have been 1 
incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) included in Appendix F 2 
of the this Revised Final EIR.  The 35 APMs, coupled with the four comprehensive 3 
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, address the items identified in this 4 
comment.  The APMs and MMs were written so that it is clear that PG&E will be 5 
responsible for the success of each mitigation measure, with oversight by 6 
responsible agencies.  APM BIO-35, Compensatory Mitigation, states that PG&E will 7 
consult with the resource agencies on species specific and habitat specific 8 
compensation. 9 

X-3 Up to 206 potentially suitable nesting trees are located within the areas 10 
proposed for the Project, including the six aboveground facilities, the 100-foot 11 
pipeline right-of-way, and the temporary staging areas.  An additional 1,967 12 
potentially suitable nesting trees occur within 250 feet of the Project site (refer to 13 
page 4.4-18 of the Draft EIR).  These estimates of potentially affected trees include 14 
trees within riparian woodland and valley oak woodland habitat.  The Draft EIR 15 
provides a conservative estimate of the number of trees that could be removed; 16 
during construction, PG&E would avoid trees within the 50-foot temporary easement 17 
to the maximum extent possible.  MM BIO-2a, Tree Avoidance and Replacement, 18 
from page 4.4-89 of the Draft EIR (as amended in Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 19 
EIR), states that the first step for avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for 20 
impacts to trees “shall be to determine the size and location of all trees located 21 
within and adjacent to the Project right-of-way, work areas, staging areas, and 22 
launcher/receiver stations.”  The CSLC has revised this MM to include recording the 23 
tree species, along with the size and location of all trees.  Performance standards for 24 
this mitigation measure, which are described on pages 4.4-90 and 4.4-91 of the 25 
Draft EIR, have been revised to include additional details regarding replacement 26 
ratios, species, monitoring, and survivorship.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised 27 
Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 28 

MM BIO-4a, Swainson’s hawk, on page 4.4-104 of the Draft EIR, has been revised 29 
to reflect suggested language regarding no-construction buffer zones around 30 
occupied nests.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the 31 
Draft EIR. 32 

X-4 Comment acknowledged.  PG&E has been working with CDFG regarding 33 
CESA compliance and has submitted an application for a 2081 Permit.  PG&E will 34 
continue to work with CDFG to resolve the Department’s concerns regarding special 35 
status species. 36 
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X-5 The construction windows listed on page 4.4-104, lines 5 through 22, and page 1 
4.4-106, lines 4 through 18 and lines 23 through 33, of the Draft EIR have been 2 
revised to be consistent with CDFG’s comment regarding “Impacts to Migratory 3 
Birds and Raptors.”  Accordingly, MM BIO-4a and MM BIO-4d have been revised to 4 
be consistent with the guidance provided in the CDFG letter.  Refer to Section 4.0 of 5 
this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 6 

X-6 Table 4.4-3 on page 4.4-30 of the Draft EIR shows the federal and state 7 
listing status of the giant garter snake.  APMs BIO-25 through BIO-28 and APM BIO-8 
35 specifically address mitigating impacts to giant garter snake, and APM BIO-35 9 
states that PG&E will consult with the USFWS, USACE, and/or CDFG regarding 10 
impacts to this and other special-status species.  The text on page 2-50 of the Draft 11 
EIR has been modified to include CDFG.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 12 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 13 

X-7 PG&E’s planned increases in natural gas in Lines 406 and 407 and the 14 
DFM would accommodate demand for existing and currently planned residential and 15 
small commercial entity gas consumption.  The Draft EIR discusses the potential for 16 
the proposed Project to induce growth in several sections.  Section 6.4, on pages 6-17 
2 through 6-6 of the Draft EIR, discusses the potential for growth-inducing impacts 18 
because of the proposed Project.  The discussion includes economic or population 19 
growth and provides an estimate of the amount of average daily gas throughput 20 
needed through the year 2020.  Based on PG&E’s 10-year investment plan, the 21 
changes in average daily throughput do not provide excess supply of gas that could 22 
be considered growth inducing.  The proposed Project would not foster growth or 23 
remove obstacles to population or economic growth. 24 

The Draft EIR includes discussions regarding population and housing on pages 25 
4.12-19, 4.12-20, and 4.12-33 through 4.12-35.  The purpose of the proposed 26 
Project is to support existing and approved future planned population growth in the 27 
Project vicinity and the Project would not directly or indirectly increase permanent 28 
population in the Project area. 29 

The Draft EIR includes discussions regarding energy resources in Section 4.14.  The 30 
proposed Project would facilitate more efficient movement of natural gas to support 31 
the existing and approved future planned population growth within Yolo, Sutter, 32 
Sacramento, and Placer counties.  While the Project would facilitate the delivery of 33 
non-renewable resources, these resources would be exploited and expended now 34 
and in the near future regardless of the proposed Project, since the need for natural 35 
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gas in the planned growth areas has been, or will be, approved by permitting 1 
agencies.  2 

The Draft EIR includes discussions regarding cumulative effects of the proposed 3 
Project on fish and wildlife resources in Section 4.4.6 of the Biological Resources 4 
section.  All Project impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level.  The 5 
proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulative significant impact on fish and 6 
wildlife resources. 7 

 8 

 9 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET Y 1 

Y-1 Comment acknowledged.  As noted on page 2-16, lines 20 through 24 of 2 
the Draft EIR, PG&E has increased the cover beyond minimum requirements to 5 3 
feet because PG&E's experience has demonstrated that it is sufficient to eliminate 4 
most threats from agricultural operations and reduce impacts on farming operations. 5 

Y-2 Comment acknowledged.  Reclamation Districts 730, 1000, 1600, and 6 
2035 are included under Section 1.0, Introduction, subsection 1.4, Permits, 7 
Approvals, and Regulatory Requirements on page 1-9. 8 

Y-3 Pages 2-53 and 2-64 of Section 2.0, Project Description, and page 4.2-23 9 
of Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources of the Draft EIR discuss topsoil removal and 10 
replacement.   11 

PG&E would remove, stockpile, and replace topsoil during construction activities in 12 
accordance with landowner negotiations.  The trench would be backfilled using 13 
select excavated subsoils that meet PG&E’s backfilling requirements, and topsoil 14 
would then be replaced and restored to its original condition using either tracked 15 
construction equipment or water to minimize future settling.  Soil that is not suitable 16 
for backfill or spread as topsoil would be removed from the ROW.  It is estimated 17 
that approximately 1,200 cubic yards of spoil materials would need to be removed 18 
from the pipeline route.  All excess soil would be disposed of appropriately with 19 
landowner and agency approval.  A moderate level of compaction, 85 percent of 20 
maximum density using the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D-21 
1557 test procedure, would be used to reduce the risk of uplift.  Areas that would be 22 
under paved surfaces would be compacted to 95 percent or greater as specified by 23 
permitting entities.  Compacting would be conducted to 85 percent in agricultural 24 
areas up to 18 inches from the surface.  The entire pipeline ROW would be 25 
decompacted/restored per landowner negotiations.  26 

As discussed in Impact HWQ-2, the Project has the potential to interrupt or degrade 27 
groundwater used for private or municipal purposes.  Accordingly, MM HWQ-2 (as 28 
amended in this Revised Final EIR) would require testing of wells identified as 29 
potentially at risk and consultation with landowners, should wells be affected (please 30 
refer to page 4.8-21 through 4.8-22 of the Draft EIR).  Implementation of MM HWQ-2 31 
would ensure that Project construction activities would avoid potential conflicts with 32 
private water wells, irrigation wells, and water pipelines.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this 33 
Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 34 
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In addition, PG&E has committed to working with landowners and their tenant 1 
farmers to avoid or minimize impacts to agricultural crops and disruption to crop 2 
irrigation systems during the proposed pipeline construction, including temporary or 3 
permanent re-configuration of crop irrigation systems to maintain irrigation to crops 4 
adjacent to the pipeline construction right-of-way.  PG&E and their pipeline 5 
construction contractors will take reasonable measures to avoid damage to crop 6 
irrigation systems and will immediately repair all damage that does occur to crop 7 
irrigation systems during the proposed pipeline construction.  MM HWQ-2 has been 8 
revised to also reflect these commitments.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 9 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 10 

Y-4 The statement and concerns regarding economic impact to farmland is 11 
included in the public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers when 12 
they consider certification of the EIR and consider whether to approve the proposed 13 
Project. 14 

The proposed 40-mile pipeline Project would temporarily disturb 511 acres of 15 
farmland within four counties (329 acres in Yolo County, 91 acres in Sutter County, 16 
18 acres in Sacramento County, and 73 acres in Placer County).  The proposed 17 
Project would prohibit the planting of deep-rooted plants, such as trees or vines 18 
within 10 feet on either side of the pipeline centerline (20 feet total within the 19 
permanent easement).  This would result in the limitation of crops grown on 20 
approximately 102 acres of farmland within the four counties to row crops, field 21 
crops, or any other crops that do not involve deep-rooted plants.  The proposed 22 
Project would result in the loss of 2.0 acres of orchards located within Yolo County.  23 
The proposed Project would permanently impact 2.55 acres of farmland across all 24 
four counties.  Temporary and permanent agricultural impacts are discussed on 25 
pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR.   26 

Both temporary and permanent economic losses of normal farm operations are 27 
required to be compensated as stated in the California Code of Civil Procedure.  28 
PG&E is required to provide financial compensation for temporary and permanent 29 
loss of agricultural uses through the California Code of Civil Procedure, as follows: 30 

• Section 1245.030(b) requires compensation for property damage, including 31 
crop damage, resulting from pre-construction project studies, testing, 32 
surveying, etc. 33 
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• Section 1263.210(a) requires all property improvements, including agricultural 1 
crops and associated facilities and infrastructure, in project land rights 2 
acquisition compensation. 3 

• Section 1263.250(a) requires compensation for crop damage/losses resulting 4 
from project construction.  It also requires scheduling project construction to 5 
avoid impacts to agricultural crops when possible. 6 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b), effects analyzed under the CEQA 7 
must be related to a physical change in the environment.  The introduction of the 8 
Draft EIR, Section 1.0, provides a definition of the affected environment as it 9 
currently exists (baseline conditions), and each major resource section of the Draft 10 
EIR provides an environmental setting, including agricultural resources.  Attempting 11 
to determine that future uses of farmland currently planted in field or row crops 12 
would be converted to orchard or vineyard is too speculative for evaluation.   13 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (a) provides that an EIR must include a description 14 
of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they exist at 15 
the time of the Notice of Preparation of the EIR, or at the time environmental 16 
analysis is commenced.  We analyzed the agricultural resources based on current 17 
uses being able to continue once the pipeline was installed and the topsoil restored.  18 
Most of the agricultural land along the proposed Project alignment is currently used 19 
for row or field crops.  Refer to pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR for a 20 
discussion of temporary and permanent impacts to agricultural land.  The temporary 21 
impacts to the 511 acres of farmland would not result in a physical change to the 22 
environment for more than three weeks in any one area, or in the case of HDD, for 23 
more than four weeks.  In addition, the amount of farmland permanently impacted 24 
(2.55 acres) across all four counties, and the amount of farmland converted from 25 
deep-rooted plants to other types of crops (2.0 acres of orchard loss) located within 26 
Yolo County does not represent a significant regional loss. 27 

 28 

 29 
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PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT EIR COMMENTS - JUNE 3 AND 4, 2009 1 

The complete transcripts of the Public Hearing Comments are in Appendix J of this 2 
Revised Final EIR B. 3 

PT-1 Please refer to response to comment C-5. While portions of Option A and 4 
Option B follow CR-16, it is the portion of the Line 406 Central Alternative that would 5 
cross hillsides between Highway 505 and I-5 for which sloughing was a primary 6 
concern.  The Line 406 Central Alternative was considered but eliminated from full 7 
evaluation in the Draft EIR (refer to pages 3-10 and 3-11 of the Draft EIR) because 8 
this proposed pipeline alignment alternative would be longer than the preferred 9 
alternative (resulting in greater impacts) and would require crossing a greater 10 
amount of potential foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk, nesting habitat for 11 
burrowing owls, and other habitats utilized by special-status species.  This 12 
alternative would also require construction along sidehills, which would present 13 
additional engineering, construction, and maintenance considerations. 14 

PT-2 Please refer to responses to comments B-6 and C-4. In addition to all 15 
other applicable federal and State codes, regulations, and industry standards for 16 
pipeline design, the CSLC requires that the pipeline design also meet the 17 
requirements of current seismological engineering standards such as the 18 
“Guidelines for the Design of Buried Steel Pipe” by American Lifeline Alliance and 19 
“The Guidelines for the Seismic Design and Assessment of Natural Gas and Liquid 20 
Hydrocarbon Pipelines” by the Pipeline Research Council International, Inc.  The 21 
CSLC also requires that all engineered structures, including pipeline alignment 22 
drawings, profile drawings, buildings, structures, and other appurtenances and 23 
associated facilities, be designed, signed, and stamped by California Registered 24 
professionals certified to perform such activities in their jurisdiction. 25 

The faults within the Project area are discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, 26 
Geology and Soils (reference pages 4.6-19 through 4.6-31). 27 

In Volume 1, page 12 of the Geotechnical Investigation Report prepared for the 28 
proposed Project notes that “evidence suggests that, although the Dunnigan Hills 29 
fault shows compelling evidence of surface rupture a few miles north of the 30 
proposed alignment, the fault becomes buried in the area where the proposed 31 
alignment crosses it.”  The Draft EIR provides an impact and mitigation measure 32 
regarding earthquake faults and seismic risks to the pipeline.  A portion of Impact 33 
GEO-1 on page 4.6-39 of the Draft EIR has been revised.  Mitigation Measure (MM) 34 
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GEO-1 on page 4.6-39 and 4.6-40 of the Draft EIR has also been revised.  Refer to 1 
Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 2 

PT-3 Please refer to response to comment PT-2 C-4. 3 

PT-4 The Draft EIR accurately describes the methods required by the DOT for 4 
determining a High Consequence Area (HCA) (see Draft EIR Section 4.7, pages 4.7-5 
14 and 4.7-15).  The DOT 49 CFR 192.905 specifies two methods for determining 6 
HCAs.  Method (2) was utilized for the Draft EIR, and is described as follows:   7 

(2)  The area within a potential impact circle containing 20 or more 8 
buildings intended for human occupancy, unless the exception in 9 
paragraph (4) applies; or 10 

An identified site. 11 

In order to determine if a HCA exists under Method 2, the operator must calculate 12 
the impact radius and associated impact circle, which are defined in DOT section 13 
192.903.  For Line 406/407 the impact radius was calculated to be 646 feet. 14 

The second qualifier is the number of people that congregate within the impact 15 
radius and the frequency that they are in the area.  The qualifying amount of people 16 
is 20 or more persons and the qualifying frequency is at least 50 days in a 12 month 17 
period (the days need not be consecutive).  An “identified site” is defined in DOT 18 
section 192.903.   19 

Durst Family Farms currently has 40 full-time employees and up to 300 people that 20 
work at the facility for periods of 12 to 16 weeks during the harvest.  Durst has a 21 
processing and packaging facility, which its employees occupy for processing and 22 
packaging the produce.  Durst also has a building that is open to the public for 23 
purchasing their products.  The 646-foot impact radius around Alternative Options A 24 
and B along CR-16 would encompass all the buildings located at Durst Organic 25 
Farms.  PG&E therefore determined that Durst Organic Farms constitutes an 26 
“identified site” and would trigger an HCA along Alternative Options A and B in the 27 
vicinity of CR-16.  Klein Family Farms has a similar number of workers as Durst; 28 
however, they do not have a designated occupied area within the Line 406/407 29 
impact radius.   30 

 31 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-227 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-228 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

Durst Family Farms currently has 40 full-time employees and up to 300 people that 1 
work at the facility for periods of 12 to 16 weeks during the harvest.  Durst has a 2 
processing and packaging facility, which its employees occupy for processing and 3 
packaging the produce.  Durst also has a building that is open to the public for 4 
purchasing their products.  The 646-foot impact radius around Alternative Options A 5 
and B along CR-16 would encompass all the buildings located at Durst Organic 6 
Farms.  PG&E therefore determined that Durst Organic Farms constitutes an 7 
“identified site” and would trigger an HCA along Alternative Options A and B in the 8 
vicinity of CR-16.   9 

Chung’s Organic Farms and Capay Fruits & Vegetables are smaller farms along CR-10 
17 that may have seasonal workers (we were not provided any information as to 11 
their number of workers by the commenter), but do not have processing and 12 
packaging facilities that would be considered structures for employee and/or public 13 
congregation that are located within the impact radius of the proposed pipeline.  14 
Therefore, Chung’s Organic Farms and Capay Fruits & Vegetables would not trigger 15 
an HCA for the proposed project. 16 

PT-5 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 17 

PT-6 In the unlikely event that damage should occur to vegetation or agricultural 18 
crops within the PG&E easement area during PG&E’s operation of the pipeline, and 19 
that damage is determined to have been caused by that pipeline, PG&E has 20 
indicated they will work with the landowner and/or tenant farmer to make the 21 
necessary pipeline repairs and to provide fair and reasonable compensation to the 22 
landowner and/or tenant farmer for the resulting vegetation or agricultural crop and 23 
irrigation system damage, as well as crop field/property restoration costs.  Many of 24 
these terms and conditions are a part of PG&E’s pipeline easement with the 25 
landowner.   26 

PT-7  Please refer to response to comment B-1. 27 

PT-8 Habitat avoidance and minimization of impacts to sensitive plants and 28 
wildlife species are key components of any project in the State.  This is because 29 
CEQA, as well as the various regulatory agencies, have specific requirements to 30 
avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive species.   31 

PT-9 The Draft EIR on page 2-37 of Section 2.0, Project Description, states, 32 
“The [permanent] easements would be purchased from the existing landowners, who 33 
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would also be compensated for PG&E’s use of temporary use areas during 1 
construction.” 2 

The Draft EIR on page 2-38 of Section 2.0, Project Description, states, “Routine 3 
maintenance along the majority of the line would consist of quarterly to annual 4 
patrolling (e.g., foot or aerial patrol), cathodic protection, and surveys.  PG&E would 5 
maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent easement along the length of the Project, with 6 
the exception of the Powerline Road DFM, which would have a 35-foot-wide 7 
permanent easement.  Vegetation maintenance would be as needed to maintain a 8 
30-foot-wide corridor centered on the pipe that is free of deep-rooted plants.  9 
Because the majority of the route is grassland, row crops, or rice fields, very few 10 
areas are expected to require vegetation maintenance by PG&E.”  (Please note that 11 
in response to comment S-15, the 30-foot-wide corridor has been decreased to a 20-12 
foot-wide corridor.  Please refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for changes 13 
to the Draft EIR.) 14 

The Draft EIR on page 2-83 of Section 2.0, Project Description, states, “The pipeline 15 
would be operated and maintained in accordance with all applicable requirements 16 
included in the DOT regulations in 49 CFR 192, ‘Transportation of Natural and Other 17 
Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards.’”  18 

Typical testing and inspection procedures that would be conducted by PG&E in 19 
compliance with Federal regulations include:  20 

Inspection/Testing Frequency 
Cathodic protection (Pipe to Soil Potential) Annually  
Cathodic protection (Rectifier Readings) Six times per year 
Valve testing Annually 
Pipeline patrols Annually 
 Class 1 & 2 Annually 
 Class 3 Twice per year 
Leak Surveys Annually 
High Consequence Area (HCA) Risk assessment Every seven years 
Source: PG&E 2008.   

 21 

In the unlikely event that it should become necessary for PG&E to repair the 22 
proposed pipeline during its operation, PG&E will perform its repair work to avoid 23 
impacts to agricultural crops within the PG&E pipeline easement.  However, if it is 24 
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not possible to avoid impacts to agricultural crops, PG&E will work with the 1 
landowner and/or tenant farmer to minimize disruption to agricultural crops and 2 
irrigation systems.  Upon completion of the pipeline repair work, PG&E will provide 3 
fair and reasonable compensation to the landowner and/or tenant farmer for 4 
agricultural crop and irrigation system damage, as well as crop field restoration 5 
costs.  Many of these terms and conditions are a part of the PG&E pipeline 6 
easement with the landowner.  Other routine maintenance as indicated under 7 
Testing/Inspection Frequency should be non-invasive and could be coordinated with 8 
the landowner and/or tenant farmer as to not impact their operations. 9 

Please refer to response to comment B-6 for additional discussion regarding pipeline 10 
access. 11 

Also, as indicated in PG&E’s comments on the Draft EIR (please refer to Comment 12 
Set S), deep-rooted trees and vines will be restricted within 10 feet of pipeline 13 
centerline, rather than within 15 feet as stated in the Draft EIR.  As discussed in 14 
response to comment S-15, the text in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect a 15 
20-foot wide corridor would be required that is free of deep-rooted plants, not 30 16 
feet.  Please refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for changes to the Draft 17 
EIR. 18 

PT-10 PG&E has indicated that they work to establish good working relationships 19 
with property owners along the route of its Project.  PG&E strives to ensure that 20 
project objectives are meet while property owners have their needs addressed and 21 
their losses are fully and properly compensated.  PG&E has a policy of only utilizing 22 
the power of eminent domain when it is necessary to do so.  A great deal of effort is 23 
made to work with property owners to resolve matters without the need for 24 
condemnation.  Occasionally, even after extensive negotiations, issues remain that 25 
cannot be resolved through mutual agreement and PG&E notifies the property 26 
owner of the need to initiate eminent domain proceedings in Superior Court.  27 
However, the initiation of eminent domain proceedings in no way terminates PG&E’s 28 
ongoing efforts to secure a negotiated settlement with the property owner.  Public 29 
utilities have the right to acquire Prejudgment Orders of Possession, which enables 30 
PG&E to gain entry to construct facilities under circumstances when there is 31 
insufficient time to proceed with the condemnation process.   32 

PT-11 One of the Project objectives is to install Project facilities in a safe, 33 
efficient, environmentally sensitive, and cost-effective manner.  An attempt has been 34 
made to locate the pipeline along edges of agricultural fields.  In some areas, the 35 
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pipeline has been located through agricultural fields in order to avoid placing the 1 
pipeline close to houses along the roadways.  As a part of the proposed Project, 2 
PG&E has increased the soil cover beyond minimum requirements from 3 feet to 5 3 
feet because its past experience has demonstrated that this depth is sufficient to 4 
eliminate most threats from agricultural operations, such as discing or deep-ripping.  5 
The EPA defines deep-ripping as the mechanical manipulation of the soil to break up 6 
or pierce highly compacted, impermeable or slowly permeable subsurface soil layers 7 
occurring at depths greater than 16 inches (please refer to the Draft EIR, page 4.2-8 
24). 9 

The temporary impacts to the farmland would not result in a physical change to the 10 
environment for more than three weeks in any one area.  The property referred to in 11 
this letter is currently planted in a row or field crop that will be able to continue to be 12 
cultivated within the permanent easement once the pipeline is installed.  This 13 
agricultural land would not be converted to non-agricultural uses.  While 20 feet of 14 
the farmland within the permanent easement would be restricted to growing only 15 
crops that do not include deep-rooted plants, attempting to determine that future 16 
uses of the farmland currently planted in field or row crops would be converted to 17 
orchard or vineyard is too speculative.   18 

Also, see responses to comments B-1, B-4, and PT-9. 19 

PT-12 As noted in several locations within the Draft EIR, restrictions on the 20 
planting of deep-rooted plants, such as orchards or vineyards, would only affect a 21 
twenty-foot strip within agricultural fields (10 feet on either side of the pipeline 22 
centerline).  Orchards or vineyards could be planted on either side of pipeline 23 
outside of this area.  Relocating the pipeline based on landowners contemplating 24 
planting deep-rooted plants in the future is speculative, as is indicating that that the 25 
planting restrictions would make orchards or vines economically non-viable.  Also, 26 
see response to comment B-1. 27 

PT-13 As discussed in Impact HWQ-2, the Project has the potential to interrupt 28 
or degrade groundwater used for private or municipal purposes.  Accordingly, MM 29 
HWQ-2 (as amended in this Revised Final EIR) would required testing of wells 30 
identified as potentially at risk and consultation with landowners, should wells be 31 
affected (please refer to page 4.8-21 through 4.8-22 of the Draft EIR).  32 
Implementation of MM HWQ-2 would ensure that Project construction activities 33 
would avoid potential conflicts with private water wells, irrigation wells, and water 34 
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pipelines.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final EIR for revisions to the Draft 1 
EIR. 2 

In addition, PG&E has committed to working with landowners and their tenant 3 
farmers to avoid or minimize impacts to agricultural crops and disruption to crop 4 
irrigation systems during the proposed pipeline construction, including temporary or 5 
permanent re-configuration of crop irrigation systems to maintain irrigation to crops 6 
adjacent to the pipeline construction right-of-way.  PG&E and their pipeline 7 
construction contractors will take reasonable measures to avoid damage to crop 8 
irrigation systems and will immediately repair all damage that does occur to crop 9 
irrigation systems during the proposed pipeline construction.  MM HWQ-2 has been 10 
revised to also reflect these commitments.  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Revised Final 11 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 12 

PT-14 Please refer to response to comment F-4. 13 

PT-15 Impacts to vegetation and birds are considered in Section 4.4, Biological 14 
Resources of the Draft EIR.  Impacts to vegetation would be reduced through 15 
implementation of MM BIO-2a (page 4.4-89), and MM BIO-2b (page 4.4-92).  16 
Impacts to special-status wildlife, including Swainson’s hawk, and protected special-17 
status bird species, including the tri-colored blackbird and nesting raptors would be 18 
reduced through the implementation of MM BIO-4c (page 4.4-101) and MM BIO-4d 19 
(page 4.4-104), respectively.  For further discussion, please refer to responses to 20 
comments F-6, H-3, X-3, and X-5). 21 

PT-16 Please refer to response to comment E-3. 22 

PT-17 PG&E considered aligning the pipeline along county and farm roads 23 
exclusively, but determined that impacts to agriculture would likely increase.  In 24 
addition, aligning the pipeline with roads increases the overall length of the pipeline 25 
and places it in closer proximity to occupied dwellings.  If the proposed pipeline were 26 
to follow a path along existing roadways rather than cross through agricultural fields, 27 
the pipeline would still be located within the agricultural fields along those roadways.  28 
There are jurisdictional requirements regarding the distance from roadways that the 29 
pipeline must be located. Paralleling roadways could result in an increase in the 30 
amount of land needed for the pipeline, and in some cases bring the pipeline closer 31 
to residences.  As an example, Options D and E would increase the pipeline length 32 
by 860 and 3,480 feet, respectively, within those agricultural fields paralleling the 33 
roadways. 34 
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Even at the side of a road, the pipeline is located in the center of the required 50 foot 1 
right-of-way, resulting in a pipeline alignment in the crops rather than in the road.  2 
The temporary construction easement (TCE) is entirely in cropland in both 3 
scenarios.  As described in responses to comments PT-7 and B-5 most farming 4 
practices would be allowed to resume within the permanent easement following 5 
pipeline completion.  Furthermore, response to comment B-4 explains that 6 
segmenting property with a utility easement does not preclude the use of the 7 
easement for farming. 8 

Please refer to response to comment F-9 for a discussion of the alternative options 9 
that avoid bisecting the agricultural land in the Hungry Hollow area. 10 

PT-18 The commenter has indicated a preference for Option A.  Option A would 11 
increase the overall pipeline length by approximately 2,200 feet through the edges of 12 
mostly agricultural fields, increasing the impacts to agricultural lands including 13 
existing vineyards and orchards.  Also, by placing the pipeline in close proximity to 14 
Durst Organic Farmers, a new “high consequence area” or “HCA” would potentially 15 
be created along the pipeline as defined by DOT 192.903, based upon the number 16 
of employees and the number of days they would congregate near the pipeline. 17 

The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas 18 
Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be 19 
whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 20 
Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be 21 
whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which 22 
is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all 23 
project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time 24 
to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the 25 
EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project 26 
will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC 27 
mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 28 
10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 29 

PT-19  Please refer to response to comment PT-4 regarding Durst Organic 30 
Farms. 31 

Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR evaluated a number of alternatives or options along the 32 
proposed pipeline alignment to reduce or avoid one or more impacts of the proposed 33 
Project.  This comment expresses a preference for Option F (1st choice), Option B 34 
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(2nd choice), Option E (3rd choice), and Option D (4th choice).  These four options 1 
follow county roads for more of the length of the alignment and disturb less cropland.   2 

Figure 3-2E in the Draft EIR shows Option F.  From Lines 400 and 401 Option F 3 
would follow the proposed alignment for Line 406 to the eastern end of the Dunnigan 4 
Hills, where it would turn north off CR-17 approximately 5,000 feet west of CR-95A.  5 
This alternative would not alter the length of the segment, but would turn north to 6 
align with the I-5 crossing further east than the proposed alignment.  This option 7 
would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would avoid more difficult 8 
trenching through hilly terrain.   9 

Figure 3-2B in the Draft EIR shows Option B.  From Lines 400 and 401, Option B 10 
would extend 1.5 miles east along farm roads, crossing CR-86 and aligning with CR-11 
16.  The route would continue along the south side of CR-16 for approximately 3 12 
miles to CR-86, and then turn south along farm roads to a point intercepting the 13 
proposed I-505 crossing.  This option would increase the overall pipeline length by 14 
approximately 2,640 feet but would meet all of the basic Project objectives, would 15 
reduce segmenting local agricultural fields in Yolo County and shift potential 16 
construction noise, air emissions, and traffic impacts to a more sparsely populated 17 
area further to the north.   18 

Figure 3-2D in the Draft EIR shows Option E. Option E would involve a minor 19 
realignment of the proposed Line 406 route to position the route to follow CR-19, 20 
east of CR-87.  At CR-19A, it would extend back to the north via an existing dirt road 21 
and underneath a large electrical transmission corridor.  This route alternative would 22 
then cross an irrigation lateral and continue north where it would converge back with 23 
the proposed Line 406 route, just west of I-505.  This alternative would then follow 24 
the same route as the proposed Project east of I-505.  This option would increase 25 
slightly the total length of the pipeline.  This option would meet all of the basic 26 
Project objectives and would reduce segmenting agricultural fields in the Hungry 27 
Hollow area.  However, this alternative would require locating the Project closer to 28 
several residences situated along CR-19.   29 

Figure 3-2D in the Draft EIR shows Option D.  Option D would involve a minor 30 
variation to the proposed Line 406 in the vicinity of the Hungry Hollow area in north-31 
central Yolo County, but it would maintain Line 406 within CR-17 east of CR-87, and 32 
then extend south after crossing an unnamed irrigation lateral where it would realign 33 
with the proposed Line 406 route, just west of the I-505 HDD crossing.  East of I-34 
505, this alternative would follow the same alignment as the proposed Project.  This 35 
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option would increase slightly the total length of the pipeline but would meet all of the 1 
basic Project objectives and would reduce segmenting agricultural fields in the 2 
Hungry Hollow area.  However, this alternative would require locating the Project 3 
closer to several residences situated along CR-17.   4 

As shown in Draft EIR Table ES-2 in the Executive Summary, Options B, D, and E 5 
would have greater impacts to biological resources and cultural resources due to 6 
greater proximity to these resources.  Options D and E would have greater impacts 7 
with regard to risk of upset or accident, and noise and traffic congestion during 8 
construction due to proximity to a larger number of residences.  Option F would have 9 
impacts similar to the proposed Project.  10 

PT-20 One of the Project objectives is to install Project facilities in a safe, 11 
efficient, environmentally sensitive, and cost-effective manner.  An attempt has been 12 
made to locate the pipeline along edges of agricultural fields.  In some areas, the 13 
pipeline has been located through agricultural fields in order to avoid placing the 14 
pipeline close to houses along the roadways.  As a part of the proposed Project, 15 
PG&E has increased the soil cover beyond minimum requirements from 3 feet to 5 16 
feet because its past experience has demonstrated that this depth is sufficient to 17 
eliminate most threats from agricultural operations, such as discing or deep-ripping.  18 
The EPA defines deep-ripping as the mechanical manipulation of the soil to break up 19 
or pierce highly compacted, impermeable or slowly permeable subsurface soil layers 20 
occurring at depths greater than 16 inches (please refer to the Draft EIR, page 4.2-21 
24). 22 

The temporary impacts to the farmland would not result in a physical change to the 23 
environment for more than three weeks in any one area.  According to CEQA 24 
Guidelines Section 15358(b), effects analyzed under the CEQA must be related to a 25 
physical change in the environment.  The introduction of the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, 26 
provides a definition of the affected environment as it currently exists (baseline 27 
conditions), and each major resource section of the Draft EIR provides an 28 
environmental setting, including agricultural resources.  The property referred to in 29 
this letter is currently planted in a row or field crop that will be able to continue to be 30 
cultivated within the permanent easement once the pipeline is installed.  This 31 
agricultural land would not be converted to non-agricultural uses.  While 20 feet of 32 
the farmland within the permanent easement would be restricted to growing only 33 
crops that do not include deep-rooted plants, attempting to determine if future uses 34 
of the farmland currently planted in field or row crops would be converted to orchard 35 
or vineyard is too speculative.   36 
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PT-21 See responses to comments PT-9, PT-11, and PT-12.  Impacts to 1 
aesthetics resulting from the proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.1, 2 
Aesthetic/Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR. 3 

PT-22 Please refer to responses to comments K-2 and R-1 through R-7. 4 

PT-23  Please refer to responses to Comment Sets K (City of Roseville), R 5 
(Sierra Vista Owner Group), and T (Placer County Community Development). 6 

PT-24 Please refer to responses to Comment Sets K (City of Roseville), R 7 
(Sierra Vista Owner Group), and T (Placer County Community Development).  8 
Responses to comments K-3 and K-4 specifically addresses proposed station 9 
locations and existing underground valves.  PG&E has indicated that these 10 
underground valves are existing equipment installed during a previous project and 11 
have discussed with the City of Roseville allowable and compatible uses over and 12 
near existing valves.  PG&E representatives are available to work with the City, 13 
County, and developers on this issue. 14 

PT-25 Please refer to responses to Comment Sets K (City of Roseville), R 15 
(Sierra Vista Owner Group), and T (Placer County Community Development). 16 

PT-26 The commenter refers to a CRP and states that under a CRP he is not 17 
allowed to do anything with his land: farming or building.  The USDA Natural 18 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) is 19 
administered by the Farm Service Agency.  CRP is a voluntary program for 20 
agricultural landowners, and encourages farmers to convert highly erodible cropland 21 
or other environmentally sensitive acreage to vegetative cover, such as tame or 22 
native grasses, wildlife plantings, trees, filterstrips, or riparian buffers.  Farmers 23 
receive an annual rental payment for the term of the contract.  24 

Reference: (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/crp).   25 

According to a representative of the Farm Service Agency (pers. com. Marianne 26 
Morton, 7/16/09), in order for PG&E to place a pipeline and permanent easement 27 
within land that is under the CRP, the landowner would need to request permission 28 
from the County Committee (COC) and NRCS.  According to 2-CRP (Rev. 4) 29 
paragraph 274A, the CRP contract may be continued without reduction in payment 30 
if: 31 
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1. The participant gives COC the details of proposed use, including length of 1 
use. 2 

2. COC authorizes the use. 3 

3. NRCS certifies usage will have minimal effect, such as: 4 

• erosion is kept to a minimum 5 

• minimum effect on wildlife and wildlife habitat 6 

• minimum effect on water and air quality 7 

4. The participant restores cover, at the participant's expense, to disturbed land 8 
in timeframe set by COC. 9 

NRCS will determine whether the disturbance will have an adverse effect on the 10 
land.  If NRCS determines that public use will have an adverse effect on CRP 11 
acreage, affected acreage shall be terminated and refunds assessed. 12 

PT-27 Please refer to response to comment B-4. 13 

PT-28 Incorporating Options I and L into the proposed pipeline route has been 14 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative (please refer to page ES-32 of 15 
the Draft EIR).  However, no decision has been made regarding which of the 16 
pipeline alternative options would be implemented.  The CSLC will make two 17 
decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline Project at one of 18 
the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first decision will be whether to certify the EIR that 19 
was prepared for the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline project.  20 
The second decision to be made by the CSLC will be whether to approve the 21 
environmentally superior alternative proposed project, which is construction of the 22 
PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all project components and 23 
Options I and L.  The CSLC could also choose at that time to approve any of the 24 
other options and any alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR.  A notice of the 25 
date, time, and location of the public meeting where the Project will be considered by 26 
the Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC mailing list and to 27 
everyone who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 10 to 15 days prior 28 
to the date of the meeting. 29 

PT-29 The commenter indicates that using County Road 17 for the pipeline 30 
alignment may not be feasible because it is not maintained by Yolo County.  Placing 31 
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the pipeline along County Road 17 in the Hungry Hollow area is considered in 1 
Alternative Option D.  The proposed alignment would place the pipeline along 2 
County Road 17 between Highway 113 and the Knights Landing Ridge Cut.  In 3 
either case, the proposed pipeline would not be directly below the road surface but 4 
instead adjacent to the right-of-way.  As such, the lack of road maintenance would 5 
not affect the proposed pipeline alignment since PG&E would be responsible for 6 
maintaining its easement. 7 

PT-30 Please refer to response to comment PT-10. 8 

PT-31 Following implementation of the proposed Project, if a property owner 9 
wishes to make changes within the proposed 50-foot permanent easement, PG&E 10 
asks that they contact PG&E’s land office in Auburn and discuss the proposed 11 
changes within the easement with a PG&E Land Agent.  This will ensure that the 12 
proposed use will not jeopardize the safety of the property owner, the public, or the 13 
pipeline. 14 

Also, see response to comment B-1.  Both temporary and permanent economic 15 
loses of normal farm operations are required to be compensated as stated in the 16 
California Code of Civil Procedure. 17 

PT-32 Please refer to responses to comments B-3, B-4, and F-7.  An attempt has 18 
been made to locate the pipeline along edges of agricultural fields.  In some areas, 19 
the pipeline has been located through agricultural fields in order to avoid placing the 20 
pipeline closer to roadways, residences, and in some cases businesses, thereby 21 
increasing the number of people that would be at risk if rupture of the pipeline were 22 
to occur with a subsequent explosion and/or fire.   23 

PT-33 Please refer to response to comment B-1.  24 

PT-34 PG&E indicated that in November 2008 they offered to acquire an option 25 
to purchase an underground gas transmission line easement from Mr. Lopez.  PG&E 26 
offered to purchase an option, rather than an easement because the environmental 27 
impact process was not yet complete.  CEQA Section 21089 states that a lead 28 
agency may charge and collect a reasonable fee from any person proposing a 29 
project in order to recover the estimated costs incurred by the land agency in 30 
preparing an EIR for a project.  CSLC prepared the EIR with assistance from an 31 
independent consultant, Michael Brandman Associates (MBA).  PG&E did not 32 
prepare the EIR nor was it part of the Project team preparing the EIR. 33 
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PT-35 During engineering, environmental, and pre-construction studies, PG&E 1 
and its contractors typically have occasion to field check proposed routes to 2 
determine their feasibility for construction, operation, and maintenance.  During that 3 
study period, personnel visited many properties along the proposed gas pipeline 4 
route.  In February 2009, Mr. Lopez informed PG&E that PG&E and its contractors 5 
were not allowed access to his or his father’s property for any reason.  PG&E 6 
indicated that they notified its contractors and representatives not to access Mr. 7 
Lopez or his father’s property. 8 

PT-36 The CSLC will make two decisions regarding the PG&E Line 406-407 9 
Natural Gas Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public meetings.  The first 10 
decision will be whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for the proposed PG&E 11 
Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second decision to be made by the 12 
CSLC will be whether to approve the environmentally superior alternative proposed 13 
project, which is construction of the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline, 14 
inclusive of all project components and Options I and L.  The CSLC could also 15 
choose at that time to approve any of the other options and any alternatives that 16 
were analyzed in the EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and location of the public 17 
meeting where the Project will be considered by the Commissioners will be mailed to 18 
everyone on the CLSC mailing list and to everyone who has commented on the 19 
Draft EIR, at a minimum of 10 to 15 days prior to the date of the meeting. 20 

PT-37 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 21 

PT-38 Please refer to responses to comments B-3, B-4, F-7, and PT-11. 22 

PT-39 The CSLC acknowledges that the commenter has a preference for the 23 
following options, in their respective order:  No Project Alternative, Option A, and 24 
Option E.  25 

PT-40 PG&E has indicated that during code-mandated pipeline patrolling, PG&E 26 
discovered right-of-way erosion at its Line 400/401 MP 243.8 in the spring of 2006.  27 
PG&E’s Pipeline Engineering department determined that the exposure did not pose 28 
immediate risk from erosion mechanisms such as being struck by flowing debris or 29 
further erosion that might cause an unsupported span.  The erosion was not caused 30 
by a creek or river, but a dry-wash drainage in flat pasture/grazing land.  Further, the 31 
coating on the pipeline was not damaged so external corrosion was not an 32 
immediate threat.  Plans for repair were drawn, and repairs were completed in 2006 33 
and 2007.  See the following before and after pictures. 34 
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Before: 1 

 2 

After: 3 

 4 

 5 

 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-240 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-241 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

In 2008, pipeline patrols once again reported further erosion at the same site.  (Note: 1 
PG&E has indicated that the date stamp on the photo is incorrect.  The picture was 2 
taken on 7/18/08.) 3 

 4 

Proposed Repair: 5 
According to PG&E, the site was revisited by Pipeline Engineering, accompanied by 6 
a PG&E Geosciences Engineer and local PG&E Willows District Pipeline Mechanic.  7 
The protection of the pipe remained intact, however the head-cut migrated further 8 
north and westward, eroding more soil from the site.  At this meeting, Mr. Howard 9 
Lopez was present and PG&E discussed the situation with him, letting him know 10 
what the process was for repair and project justification.  They discussed why he 11 
thought the repair design did not halt the erosion.  One of the reasons stated was 12 
that a larger size riprap rock could have been used.  PG&E has repaired many of 13 
these types of erosion issues throughout its system.  This type of problem is not an 14 
easy one to fix, because directing and controlling water can be a difficult process 15 
and many repairs are based on empirical models.  PG&E developed an engineering 16 
plan for another repair, which is planned for repair later in 2009.     17 

PT-41 One of the Project objectives is to install Project facilities in a safe, 18 
efficient, environmentally sensitive, and cost-effective manner.  The preferred 19 
alignment has been compared to several alternate options, discussed in Section 3.0 20 
of the Draft EIR.  For each Option, all impacts to the environment, as defined by 21 
CEQA, are considered, including, but not limited to, agricultural resources, biologic 22 
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resources, land use, hazards, noise, and geologic conditions.  By considering all of 1 
the proposed alternative options in conjunction with the proposed route, the 2 
environmentally superior route has been identified as the proposed route plus 3 
Options I and L (please refer to page ES-32 of the Draft EIR).   4 

The proposed Project was designed to provide the optimum alignment that would 5 
avoid biological and cultural resources, residences, and other sensitive 6 
receptors/resources.  Within individual options, PG&E has provided specific 7 
solutions to individual areas where sensitive receptors/resources would be avoided.  8 
The CSLC will consider PG&E’s application for a permit and all supporting 9 
documentation at a public hearing.  Prior to taking action on the Project, the CSLC 10 
will also consider the environmental evaluation of the proposed Project, the range of 11 
alternatives in the EIR, comments received on the Draft EIR, and make a decision to 12 
approve the Project, approve the Project with one or more options (alternatives) or 13 
deny the Project.  14 

PT-42 Please refer to response to comment PT-10. 15 

PT-43 There would be limitations and restrictions contained in the easement 16 
document that PG&E would develop with landowners.  These limitations and 17 
restrictions state that the property owner cannot erect or construct any building or 18 
other structure, or drill or operate any well, or construct any reservoir or other 19 
obstruction, or diminish or substantially add to the ground cover over PG&E’s 20 
facilities, or construct any fences that will interfere with the maintenance and 21 
operation of PG&E’s facilities.  In addition, no trees or vines (including associated 22 
supporting structures), can be planted within 10 feet of the centerline of the pipeline. 23 

When a property owner wants to “do something” on their land within a long-term 50-24 
foot easement area PG&E asks that they contact PG&E’s land office in Auburn and 25 
discuss their plans with a PG&E Land Agent.  The purpose of that contact is to 26 
ensure the proposed use won’t jeopardize the safety of the property owner, the 27 
public, or PG&E’s facilities. 28 

PT-44 Please refer to response to comment PT-13 29 

PT-45 PG&E is responsible for pipeline construction and operation. 30 

PT-46 PG&E’s easement acquisition and property damage process would 31 
address the commenter’s issues regarding the concrete pad and pipe crossing the 32 
road.  Also, please refer to responses to comments Q-3, PT-9, and PT-13. 33 
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PT-47 Please refer to response to comment B-1.  1 

PT-48 The comment states a preference for Option E, locating the proposed 2 
Pipeline along County Road 19 in the Hungry Hollow area.  This option would 3 
require locating the Project closer to several residences situated along CR-19.  Also, 4 
please refer to responses to comments B-1, F-5, Q-3, PT-9, PT-11, and PT-13. 5 

PT-49 Names of commenters at the public hearings held in Roseville and 6 
Woodland are included in Table 3-2 of this Revised Final EIR.  Comment letters are 7 
included throughout Section 3.0 of this Revised Final EIR.  A notice of the date, time, 8 
and location of the public meeting where the Project will be considered by the 9 
Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the mailing list and to everyone who 10 
has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 10 to 15 days prior to the date of 11 
the meeting.   12 

PT-50  Please refer to response to comment Q-1 Letter Q from Klein Family 13 
Farms provides background information on the status of the Klein Farms including 14 
the number of acres farmed, number of seasonal and full-time employees, and 15 
number of truck trips associated with the operation. 16 

The Draft EIR accurately describes the methods required by the DOT for 17 
determining a High Consequence Area (HCA) (see Draft EIR Section 4.7, pages 4.7-18 
14 and 4.7-15).  The DOT 49 CFR 192.905 specifies two methods for determining 19 
HCAs.  Method (2) was utilized for the Draft EIR, and is described as follows:   20 

(2)  The area within a potential impact circle containing 20 or more 21 
buildings intended for human occupancy, unless the exception in 22 
paragraph (4) applies; or 23 

An identified site. 24 

In order to determine if an HCA exists under Method 2, the operator must calculate 25 
the impact radius and associated impact circle, which are defined in DOT section 26 
192.903.  For Line 406/407 the impact radius was calculated to be 646 feet. 27 

The second qualifier is the number of people that congregate within the impact 28 
radius and the frequency that they are in the area.  The qualifying amount of people 29 
is 20 or more persons and the qualifying frequency is at least 50 days in a 12month 30 
period (the days need not be consecutive).  An “identified site” is defined in DOT 31 
section 192.903.   32 
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Durst Family Farms currently has 40 full-time employees and up to 300 people that 1 
work at the facility for periods of 12 to 16 weeks during the harvest.  Durst has a 2 
processing and packaging facility, which its employees occupy for processing and 3 
packaging the produce.  Durst also has a building that is open to the public for 4 
purchasing their products.  The 646-foot impact radius around Alternative Options A 5 
and B along CR-16 would encompass all the buildings located at Durst Organic 6 
Farms.  PG&E therefore determined that Durst Organic Farms constitutes an 7 
“identified site” and would trigger an HCA along Alternative Options A and B in the 8 
vicinity of CR-16.  Klein Family Farms has a similar number of workers as Durst; 9 
however, they do not have a designated occupied area within the Line 406/407 10 
impact radius and therefore, an HCA is not triggered.   11 

PT-51 During engineering, environmental, and pre-construction studies, PG&E 12 
and its contractors typically have occasion to field-check proposed routes to 13 
determine feasibility for construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed 14 
gas pipeline.  During this study period, PG&E personnel and contractors had 15 
occasion to visit many properties, including Mr. Ochoa’s.   16 

According to PG&E, in April 2007, Mr. Ochoa called PG&E and was concerned 17 
about people coming onto his property.  Upon receiving that call, PG&E and its 18 
contractors refrained from entering Klein Farms property.  PG&E and Mr. Ochoa 19 
subsequently reached agreement regarding access to his property, and PG&E has 20 
agreed to notify Mr. Ochoa 48 hours in advance of entry onto his property.  We have 21 
asked Mr. Ochoa to notify PG&E if any deviation from this 48-hour notice 22 
requirement takes place so corrective action may be taken. 23 

PG&E has indicated they have settled past equipment damage claims with Mr. 24 
Ochoa and are currently negotiating a settlement for another equipment damage 25 
claim. 26 

PT-52 Please refer to response to comment Q-4. 27 

PT-53 As amended by response to comment S-21, page 2-80 of the Draft EIR, 28 
indicates that construction of Line 406 would begin as soon as agency approvals 29 
have been obtained with a targeted in-service date of November 2010.  Accordingly, 30 
Line 406 may be constructed during the summer.  Furthermore, Line 407 East and 31 
Line 407 West and the DFM segments may be constructed in two different phases 32 
as dictated by the added load on the transmission system.  Construction of Line 407 33 
is projected to begin in 2012.  Should construction take place during the summer 34 
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months, property owners would be economically compensated for the loss crops 1 
(please refer to page 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR). 2 

As noted on Draft EIR page ES-53, topsoil would be replaced and restored to its 3 
original condition.  Furthermore, soil that is not suitable for back fill or spread as 4 
topsoils, would be removed from the ROW.  As noted on page 2-81 of the Draft EIR, 5 
once the proposed Project is in operation, the temporary use areas would be 6 
restored in accordance with pre-arranged landowner requirements.  PG&E’s 7 
contractor would obtain landowner verification that all restoration was completed to 8 
the satisfaction of the landowner prior to demobilizing from the ROW.  Soil would be 9 
decompacted and reseeded in accordance with the landowners’ requests.   10 

Both temporary and permanent economic losses of normal farm operations are 11 
required to be compensated as stated in the California Code of Civil Procedure.  12 
PG&E is required to provide financial compensation for temporary and permanent 13 
loss of agricultural uses through the California Code of Civil Procedure, as follows: 14 

• Section 1245.030(b) requires compensation for property damage, including 15 
crop damage, resulting from pre-construction project studies, testing, 16 
surveying, etc. 17 

• Section 1263.210(a) requires all property improvements, including agricultural 18 
crops and associated facilities and infrastructure, in project land rights 19 
acquisition compensation. 20 

• Section 1263.250(a) requires compensation for crop damage/losses resulting 21 
from project construction.  It also requires scheduling project construction to 22 
avoid impacts to agricultural crops when possible. 23 

PT-54 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 24 

PT-55 An attempt has been made to locate the pipeline along edges of 25 
agricultural fields in order to reduce impacts to agricultural resources.  In some 26 
areas, the pipeline has been located through agricultural fields in order to avoid 27 
placing the pipeline close to houses along the roadways.  28 

Should irrigation in locations other than rice fields be preempted by Project 29 
construction, financial compensation for temporary and permanent loss of 30 
agricultural uses would be provided pursuant to the California Code of Civil 31 
Procedures, as follows (please refer to page 4.25 of the Draft EIR): 32 
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• Section 1245.030(b) requires compensation for property damage, including 1 
crop damage, resulting from pre-construction project studies, testing, 2 
surveying, etc. 3 

• Section 1263.210(a) requires all property improvements, including agricultural 4 
crops and associated facilities and infrastructure, in project land rights 5 
acquisition compensation. 6 

• Section 1263.250(a) requires compensation for crop damage/losses resulting 7 
from project construction.  It also requires scheduling project construction to 8 
avoid impacts to agricultural crops when possible. 9 

Also, please refer to response to comment Q-3. 10 

PT-56 Please refer to responses to comments B-1 and PT-11.  An attempt has 11 
been made to locate the pipeline along edges of agricultural fields in order to reduce 12 
impacts to agricultural resources.  In some areas, the pipeline has been located 13 
through agricultural fields in order to avoid placing the pipeline close to houses along 14 
the roadways. 15 

PT-57 Please refer to response comment B-1. 16 

PT-58 Comment acknowledged.  The CSLC will make two decisions regarding 17 
the PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline Project at one of the CSLC’s public 18 
meetings.  The first decision will be whether to certify the EIR that was prepared for 19 
the proposed PG&E Line 406-407 Natural Gas Pipeline project.  The second 20 
decision to be made by the CSLC will be whether to approve the environmentally 21 
superior alternative proposed project, which is construction of the PG&E Line 406-22 
407 Natural Gas Pipeline, inclusive of all project components and Options I and L.  23 
The CSLC could also choose at that time to approve any of the other options and 24 
any alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR.  A notice of the date, time, and 25 
location of the public meeting where the Project will be considered by the 26 
Commissioners will be mailed to everyone on the CLSC mailing list and to everyone 27 
who has commented on the Draft EIR, at a minimum of 10 to 15 days prior to the 28 
date of the meeting. 29 

PT-59 The commenter is referring to Option C which is described in the Draft EIR 30 
in Section 3.0, pages 3-12 through 3-13.  This option has been included in the Draft 31 
EIR since the early stages of the CEQA process.  32 
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PT-60 Please refer to response to comment B-1. 1 

PT-61 According to PG&E, PG&E’s Lines 400 and 401 were installed in a 2 
common 100-foot right-of-way across Cache Creek.  Line 400 was installed in 1963 3 
and Line 401 in 1993.  Both pipelines were installed by open trench excavation.  4 
When Line 400 was installed in 1963, Cache Creek was likely a natural meandering 5 
floodplain.  Subsequently, in-stream mining of gravel, exacerbated by entrapment of 6 
recruitment gravel in upstream dams, has affected the stream system.  As a result, 7 
the channel has become incised and experienced severe erosion due to high water 8 
velocities, particularly during the “El Nino” season of 1995.  PG&E lowered Line 400 9 
in the creek bed, and installed a flexible grout mat to protect both pipelines from 10 
bottom degradation, and installed a permeable spur jetty system, Ercon palisades™ 11 
to halt the lateral migration of the left (north) descending bank.  Additional erosion 12 
has occurred since that time, and PG&E has made additional repairs.  PG&E is 13 
continuing to monitor the crossings for changes, and will continue to develop 14 
comprehensive strategies for mitigation, including both short and long term 15 
solutions. 16 

To address the statement regarding compensation, PG&E holds an easement for 17 
the pipeline right of way across Mr. Smith’s property granted from the original 18 
property owner.  It is PG&E’s opinion that the palisade system constructed in 1996, 19 
not only protected the pipeline, but halted the streambed migration preventing further 20 
erosion and loss of land to Mr. Smith. 21 

PT-62 The risk assessment included risk measurement terminology that was not 22 
defined in the document, which has resulted in some confusion.  The Revised Final 23 
EIR provides an analysis that has been clarified to account for individual risks to the 24 
public due to the potential for fires and explosions, which may result from pipeline 25 
releases.  A Revised System Safety and Risk of Upset report was completed by 26 
EDM Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, and is included as Appendix H-3 of this 27 
Revised Final EIR. The EDM report findings are summarized in the Introduction to 28 
this section (Section 3.0) of the Revised Final EIR.  Revisions to the Draft EIR, 29 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and 30 
Planning, regarding the risk analysis are provided in Section 4.0 of this Revised 31 
Final EIR.   32 

The risk analysis was revised because the aggregate risk was calculated and 33 
reported as individual risk.  In addition, the risk analysis incorrectly compared the 34 
aggregate risk to the individual risk threshold of an annual likelihood of fatality of 35 
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1:1,000,000. The individual risk is defined as the frequency that an individual may be 1 
expected to sustain a given level of harm from the realization of specific hazards, at 2 
a specific location, within a specified time interval (measured as the probability of a 3 
fatality per year).  Aggregate risk is the total anticipated frequency of fatalities that 4 
one might anticipate over a given time period for all of the project components (the 5 
entire pipeline system).  There is no known established threshold for aggregate risk. 6 

The individual risk significance threshold used in the EIR is an annual likelihood of 7 
one in one-million (1:1,000,000) for fatality (used by the California Department of 8 
Education for school sites).  The risk level is typically determined for the maximally 9 
exposed individual (assumes that a person is present continuously—24 hours per 10 
day, 365 days per year). 11 

The highest risk along a segment of pipeline is to persons located immediately 12 
above the pipeline, and the risk decreases as a person is farther away from the 13 
pipeline.  The maximum risk posed by Line 406 before mitigation is 1:2,137,000, and 14 
after mitigation is 1:4,274,000 chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed 15 
by Line 407 before mitigation is 1:2,062,000, and after mitigation is 1:4,115,000 16 
chance of fatality per year.  The maximum risk posed by Line DFM before mitigation 17 
is 1:4,255,000, and after mitigation is 1:8,475,000.  Because the calculated 18 
individual risk is less than the threshold of 1:1,000,000, the risk is considered to be 19 
less than significant. 20 

The Draft EIR provides an analysis of the risks associated with the proposed 21 
pipeline.  A System Safety and Risk of Upset report was completed by EDM 22 
Services, Inc. for the proposed Project, and is included as a part of Appendix H.  The 23 
findings are summarized in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Natural 24 
gas could be released from a pipeline leak or rupture.  If the natural gas reached a 25 
combustible mixture and an ignition source was present, a fire and/or explosion 26 
could occur. 27 

Please also refer to response to comment F-4. 28 

PT-63 Please refer to responses to comments PT-43 and PT-62. 29 

PT-64 Please refer to response to comment PT-4. 30 

PT-65  Please refer to response to comment PT-34. 31 

Revised Final EIR
October 2009 3-248 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline



 3.0 - Responses to Comments 
 

 
October 2009 3-249 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Final EIR 

PT-66 The CSLC has prepared an EIR in accordance with the CEQA.  According 1 
to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b), effects analyzed under the CEQA must 2 
be related to a physical change in the environment.  According to the CEQA 3 
Guidelines Section 15358(b), effects analyzed under the CEQA must be related to a 4 
physical change in the environment.  The introduction of the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, 5 
provides a definition of the affected environment as it currently exists (baseline 6 
conditions), and each major resource section of the Draft EIR provides an 7 
environmental setting, including agricultural resources.  Attempting to determine that 8 
future uses of farmland currently planted in field or row crops would be converted to 9 
orchard or vineyard is too speculative for evaluation.   10 

One of the Project objectives is to install Project facilities in a safe, efficient, 11 
environmentally sensitive, and cost-effective manner.  An attempt has been made to 12 
locate the pipeline along edges of agricultural fields.  In some areas, the pipeline has 13 
been located through agricultural fields in order to avoid placing the pipeline close to 14 
houses along the roadways.  As a part of the proposed Project, PG&E has increased 15 
the soil cover beyond minimum requirements from 3 feet to 5 feet because its past 16 
experience has demonstrated that this depth is sufficient to eliminate most threats 17 
from agricultural operations, such as discing or deep-ripping.  The EPA defines 18 
deep-ripping as the mechanical manipulation of the soil to break up or pierce highly 19 
compacted, impermeable or slowly permeable subsurface soil layers occurring at 20 
depths greater than 16 inches (please refer to the Draft EIR, page 4.2-24). 21 

The temporary impacts to the farmland would not result in a physical change to the 22 
environment for more than three weeks in any one area.  Most of the agricultural 23 
land along the proposed Project alignment is currently used for row or field crops.  24 
Please refer to pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of 25 
temporary and permanent impacts to agricultural land.  The temporary impacts to 26 
the 511 acres of farmland would not result in a physical change to the environment 27 
for more than three weeks in any one area, or in the case of HDD, for more than four 28 
weeks.  In addition, the amount of farmland permanently impacted (2.55 acres) 29 
across all four counties, and the amount of farmland converted from deep-rooted 30 
plants to other types of crops (2.0 acres of orchard loss) located within Yolo and 31 
Sutter counties does not represent a significant regional loss. 32 

PT-67 There are three commissioners: Lieutenant Governor, John Garamendi; 33 
State Controller, John Chiang; and Director of Finance, Mike Genest who is 34 
appointed by the Governor.  The CSLC website is http://www.slc.ca.gov/, where 35 
more information on the CSLC can be found. 36 
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PT-68 Comments on the Draft EIR from Yolo County Board of Supervisors are 1 
included in Comment Set H.  Comments on the Draft EIR from the Yolo County 2 
Farm Bureau are included in Comment Set Y.   3 

Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of alternatives that were 4 
considered but eliminated from further evaluation (refer to Figure 3-1 of the Draft 5 
EIR).  One of the main reasons for not locating the pipeline in the foothills is that it 6 
increases the risk of pipeline rupture due to placing the pipeline within the side-hills 7 
in that geographic area that has faults. One alternative included a northern route.  8 
While this alternative would locate the pipeline in a less populated area, it was 9 
eliminated from further evaluation because: 1) it would expose the proposed pipeline 10 
to the greatest risk from fault rupture due to much of the proposed right-of-way for 11 
the pipeline being located on side-hills adjacent to the county roads; 2) it would 12 
result in greater impacts to biological resources; more than 40 waterway crossings; 13 
and 3) impacts to local agricultural production would be more extensive than the 14 
proposed project.  A second alternative included a southern route.  This alternative 15 
was eliminated from further evaluation because: 1) it would require crossing Cache 16 
Creek and additional tributaries of Steelhead Creek; 2) would require longer 17 
crossings over agricultural lands; and 3) would affect more people due to 18 
construction through the suburban communities of North Natomas and Elverta.  A 19 
third alternative included a central route.  This alternative was eliminated from further 20 
evaluation because it would cause significant impacts to local water features and to 21 
habitat utilized by special-status species. 22 

PT-69 PG&E has a public utility obligation to construct natural gas pipeline 23 
infrastructure to serve its existing customers, as well as anticipated load growth.  In 24 
developing projects, PG&E identifies routes based on engineering and 25 
environmental considerations.  In performing the field work prior to submitting an 26 
application for a proposed project to CSLC, PG&E often engages in discussions with 27 
landowners and may be able to address their concerns.  PG&E prefers to work out 28 
property rights with landowners in a mutually agreeable manner.  However, PG&E 29 
needs to have agency approval of a specific route before negotiation and 30 
agreements can by finalized.  Therefore, it is not feasible to work out routing with all 31 
potential landowners along all alternative routes before submitting an application to 32 
the CSLC. 33 

PG&E provided an application to the CSLC for a lease of State lands, thereby 34 
triggering the need for environmental review of their proposed pipeline Project.  The 35 
CSLC is the lead agency for the preparation of the EIR in accordance with the 36 
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CEQA.  The CEQA process is a public disclosure and participation process 1 
regarding the environmental effects of a proposed project.   2 

The EIR process for the proposed PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline Project 3 
began with the distribution of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR by the CSLC, 4 
mailed on June 19, 2007, to landowners, agencies, and other interested parties.  5 
The 30-day comment period on the NOP solicited written comments, as well as 6 
verbal comments at the four public scoping meets held on July 9 and July 10, 2007 7 
in Woodland and Roseville, respectively. 8 

The EIR process also included the publication of a Notice of Availability (NOA) by 9 
the CSLC, mailed on April 29, 2009, to landowners, agencies, and other interested 10 
parties.  The Draft EIR was released for public review on April 29, 2009, which 11 
included a detailed analysis of impacts in 14 environmental resource areas.  The 12 
CSLC provided a public review period of 45 days for the Draft EIR.  The public 13 
review period extended from April 29, 2009, to June 12, 2009.  During that time, four 14 
public meetings were held on June 3 and June 4, 2009 in Roseville and Woodland, 15 
respectively.  The lead agency allowed written comments on the Draft EIR to be 16 
submitted by mail, orally at the public meetings, via fax and e-mail, and in person to 17 
the CSLC office in Sacramento.  The comments received by the CSLC during the 18 
public review period of the Draft EIR and at the public meetings are reproduced in 19 
this Revised Final EIR along with responses to comments provided in this Response 20 
to Comments section. 21 

PT-70 According to PG&E, they do not have any public utility easements (PUEs) 22 
in the area.  PUEs may exist in which PG&E and other utilities have installed 23 
facilities in the area but PUEs generally do not provide sufficient rights and 24 
protection for large transmission facilities.  Therefore, PG&E acquires easements to 25 
install transmission facilities rather than PUEs.   26 

PT-71 Please refer to responses to comments F-4 and K-1. 27 

PT-72 Please refer to responses to comments E-2, F-5, K-1, and PT-13. 28 

PT-73  Please refer to responses to comments F-4 and K-1. PG&E’s existing 29 
transmission system within the Sacramento Valley region no longer provides 30 
sufficient capacity to deliver reliable natural gas service to existing customers or to 31 
extend service to planned development in the region.  PG&E has indicated that 32 
without the addition of this Project, customer service reliability will be at risk and 33 
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unplanned core customer outages could occur as early as 2009.  PG&E’s local gas 1 
transmission system serving Yolo, Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Yuba, 2 
and Nevada counties has operated at maximum capacity over the last several years 3 
and has required an escalating amount of annual investments in pipeline capacity to 4 
maintain customer service reliability and serve new customers.   5 

The Project would serve several major residential and commercial development 6 
projects that are planned within Sutter, Placer and Sacramento Counties.  These 7 
projects include:  the Metro Air Park, Sutter Pointe Specific Plan, Placer Vineyards 8 
Specific Plan, Sierra Vista Specific Plan, and Curry Creek Community Plan. 9 

PT-74 Please refer to responses to comments F-6, X-3, and PT-15. 10 

PT-75 Please refer to responses to comments C-5 and F-9.  The commenter is 11 
referring to the use of CR-16 as a pipeline alignment.  While portions of Option A 12 
and Option B follow CR-16 (refer to pages 3-12 and 3-13 of the Draft EIR), it is the 13 
portion of the Line 406 Central Alternative that would cross hillsides between Hwy 14 
505 and I-5 for which sloughing was a primary concern.  The Line 406 Central 15 
Alternative was considered but eliminated from full evaluation in the Draft EIR (refer 16 
to pages 3-10 and 3-11 of the Draft EIR) because this proposed pipeline alignment 17 
alternative would be longer than the preferred alternative (resulting in greater 18 
impacts) and would require crossing a greater amount of potential foraging habitat 19 
for Swainson’s hawk, nesting habitat for burrowing owls, and other habitats utilized 20 
by special-status species.  This alternative would also require construction along 21 
sidehills, which would present additional engineering, construction, and maintenance 22 
considerations.  23 

Option A would increase the overall pipeline length by approximately 2,200 feet 24 
through the edges of mostly agricultural fields, increasing the impacts to agricultural 25 
lands including existing vineyards and orchards.  Option B would increase the 26 
overall pipeline length by approximately 2,640 feet through the edges of mostly 27 
agricultural fields, increasing the impacts to agricultural lands including existing 28 
orchards.  Also, for both Options A and B, by placing the pipeline in close proximity 29 
to Durst Organic Farms, a new “high consequence area” or “HCA” would potentially 30 
be created along the pipeline as defined by DOT 192.903, based upon the number 31 
of employees and the number of days they would congregate within a certain 32 
distance (646-foot impact radius) from the proposed pipeline.   33 

 34 
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PT-76 Please refer to response to comment PT-11 and PT-17. 1 

PT-77 Please refer to response to comment B-1 and B-5. 2 

 3 
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