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 Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
 Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-31 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 8 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
8-1 4.9 - Land Use and Planning 4.9-12, and 4.9-19 to 4.9-20 
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 Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
 Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-35 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 9 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
9-1 4.9 - Land Use and Planning 4.9-18 to 4.9-23 

9-2 4.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Describes the Risk Assessment and the 
High Consequence Areas (HCAs) 

4.7-13 to 4.7-46 

9-3 2.0 - Project Description 
4.13 - Transportation and Traffic 

Entire Section 
4.13-16 to 4.13-24 

9-4 4.1 - Aesthetic Resources 
4.4 - Biological Resources 

4.1-14
4.4-18, and 4.4-61 to 4.4-107 

9-5 2.0 - Project Description Entire Section 

9-6 4.12 - Population and Housing / Public 
Services / Utilities and Service Systems 

4.12-25 
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Natural Resources Conservation Service                                                      
221 West Court, Suite 1 
Woodland, CA  95695 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

PHIL HOGAN 
District Conservationist 

(530) 662-2037 x111 
phil.hogan@ca.usda.gov

July 17, 2007 

Crystal Spurr, Staff Environmental Scientist 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA  95825 

PROJECT:  PG&E Line 406 Natural Gas Pipeline 

Dear Ms. Spurr: 

My comments only concern the section of the above-mentioned pipeline in the Hungry Hollow area 
of Yolo County (beginning of the project just west of County Road 85) east to Interstate 505.   

Attached are the following: 

1) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Base Map 
2) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Topography 
3) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Soils 
4) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – FEMA Flood Zones 
5) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Protected Species 
6) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Groundwater 

Protection Areas 
7) Limitations for the Soils (Shallow Excavations) 
8) Limitations for the Soils (Corrosion of Steel) 
9) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Corrosion of Steel 
10) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Howard Lopez 

Properties
11) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Howard Lopez 

Properties - SOILS 
12) Map: PG&E Proposed 406 Pipeline, Hungry Hollow, Yolo County Part – Howard Lopez 

Properties - TOPOGRAPHY 

o Number of acres in the Hungry Hollow area impacted by the pipeline (50-foot 
easement): 34 (29,765 feet X 50 feet) 

o Number of acres in the Hungry Hollow area impacted by the pipeline (30-foot 
restricted area) for Howard Lopez property: 3.0 

COMMENT SET 10
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PG&E Pipeline – Lopez                            2

Reducing Impact on Agricultural Land 

o The pipeline should be located along roads, not through the middle of farm fields. 
o Pipelines located in fields make farming more difficult 
o The 30-foot restriction of permanent crops (orchards, vineyards, etc.) results in a potential 

economic loss to the landowner should they want to plant these types of crops in the future.  
Is the landowner to be compensated for this loss? 

o Will there be more to the pipeline in the area, such as compressors and other infrastructure? 

How Will the Following Be Addressed?

o Impacts on crop production 
o Topsoil and subsoil Mixing 
o Soil compaction 
o Erosion control in the construction and restoration right-of-way 
o Impacts on drainage and irrigation systems 
o Impact on residences 
o Effects on property values 
o Impacts on future farm expansions.

PHIL HOGAN 

District Conservationist 

Cc:
Howard Lopez, Landowner 
Paul Robins, Executive Director, Yolo County Resource Conservation District 
John Bencomo, Director, County of Yolo Planning, Resources & Public Works Department 

10-1

10-2
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Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-38 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 10 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
10-1 2.0 - Project Description (above ground 

facilities)
3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative 
Projects
4.2 - Agricultural Resources 

2-30 to 2-32  

Entire Section 

4.2-22 to 4.2-25 

10-2 4.2 - Agricultural Resources 
4.6 - Geology and Soils 
4.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality 

4.2-22 to 4.2-25 
4.6-37 to 4.6-39 
4.8-15, and 4.8-19 to 22 
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Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-40 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 11 

Comment 11-1 

This comment notes that Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District has no comments regarding the project at this time.  No response is 
necessary.
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Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-42 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 12 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
12-1 4.9 - Land Use and Planning 4.9-19 to 4.9-20 
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Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-44 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 13 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
13-1 2.0 - Project Description 

4.13 - Transportation and Traffic 
Entire Section 
4.13-3, 4.13-7, 4.13-12, 4.13-20 to 
4.13-24 

13-2 2.0 - Project Description 
4.13 - Transportation and Traffic 

2-24 to 2-50 
4.13-17 to 4.13-25 

13-3 3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative 
Impacts
4.3 - Air Quality 
4.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

4.9 - Land Use and Planning 
4.10 - Noise 

4.12 - Population and Housing / Public 
Services / Utilities and Service Systems 
4.13 - Transportation and Traffic 

3-3, and 3-55 to 3-57 

4.3-17
4.7-2, 4.7-5, 4.7-6, 4.7-32, 4.7-38, 
and 4.7-42 to 4.7-44 
4.9-1, and 4.9-29 to 4.9-32 
4.10-5, 4.10-19, and 4.10-30 to 
4.10-32 
4.12-8 and 4.12-9 

4.13-19 (APM-TRANS-5), 4.13-24 
and 4.13-24 

B-51



COMMENT SET 14

14-1

B-52



B-53



 Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
 Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-47 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 14 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
14-1 2.0 - Project Description 

4.13 - Transportation and Traffic 
Entire Section 
4.13-3, 4.13-7, 4.13-12, 4.13-20 to 
4.13-24 
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Wirth Real Estate / P.O. Box 2409, Woodland, CA 95776 / (530)  662-5413 / rbwirth@netscape.com

WIRTH REAL ESTATE / VALUATION SERVICES
Robert B. Wirth, Jr.       Certified General

Real Estate Appraisers

July 18
th

, 2007 

Crystal Spurr, Staff Environmental Scientist 
California State Lands Commisssion
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Re: PG&E Pipeline Project

Dear Ms. Spurr,  

Our family owns land within the described project area L-407 West of the preferred route described for the above mentioned 
project.

Vesta E. Wirth, Yolo County APN 027-280-01.  

On June 19
th

 2007 you sent out requests for comments related to preparation and scoping of the EIR. Please note the 
following requests for inclusion in your EIR considerations.  

Our family owns nearly 1,200 acres in Yolo and Napa Counties. We have noted some trends in public acquisitions related to 
right of ways across our lands which primarily relate to acquisition contractors hired by the various agencies seeking rights of
ways.  

The acquisition contractors appear motivated to acquire rights of way at economic prices for the agencies they serve. They are 
unfortunately less motivated to adhere to ethical practices which are designed to protect the rights of the owners who’s 
property rights are the subject of the taking endeavors. The contractors we have recently had experience with were working for 
PG&E so we are concerned about the quality of this endeavor. 

This letter constitutes a request to include and provide acquisition guidelines for the typical area to be acquired  for permanent 
as well as temporary construction easement and the rights to be taken within those areas. The rights to be acquired should be 
specified within the EIR and designed to be simple and straight forward to accomplish project requirements and protect the 
owners impacted by the project.  

1.) The EIR should develop and detail typical physical requirements of the easement and the physical (area) 
requirements should not exceed the area required for the pipeline. (Ie: don’t acquire 20 ft. if 8 ft. is what is needed. 
Also monitor the depth to accommodate the depth of typical farm implements utilized in modern farm practices.) 

2.) Develop the rights to be acquired within the easement physical area. Instruct acquisition contractors in advance of 
the standard rights to be acquired. Do not allow creative restructure of rights to be acquired. (Ie: one example I have 
seen in the past ten years attempted to obtain permanent restrictions over temporary work area while paying only for 
temporary use.) The federal government maintains typical and standard easement language for many types of 
easements. While there may be need for special language in some circumstances it should be addressed with an 
authorized exception process which includes review to protect the rights of private owners.  

Do not include excessive restrictions on surface rights that would restrict use of property beyond the area of the 
easement acquired. The property rights affected are much broader in that instance. (Ie: restrictions affecting 
construction of driveways which cross over the easement area. While it is understandable where a roadway or any 
surface structures should not be placed over the length of the easement, restrictions which limit perpendicular 
crossing can be excessively limiting to rights of use outside the easement area.)  

Respectfully Submitted, 

Robert B. Wirth, Jr. 
Real Estate Appraiser / Consultant 
Occupant 13455 Hwy 113 
Woodland, CA 95776 
rbwirth@netscape.com 

COMMENT SET 15
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 Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
 Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-49 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 15 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
15-1 2.0 - Project Description 2-17, and 2-32 to 2-37  

15-2 2.0 - Project Description  
4.2 - Agricultural Resources 

2-17, and 2-32 to 2-37  
4.2-8, 4.2-22 to 4.2-25 

15-3 4.2 - Agricultural Resources 4.2-22 to 4.2-25 

15-4 4.2 - Agricultural Resources 4.2-22 to 4.2-25 
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DUANE CHAMBERLAIN 

Supervisor, Fifth District 

Yolo County Board of Supervisors

625 Court Street, Room 204 

Woodland, CA 95695-3448

Office (530) 666-8627 

Fax (530) 666-8193 

duane.chamberlain@yolocounty.org 

July 18, 2007 

Ms. Crystal Spurr 

Staff Environmental Scientist 

California State Lands Commission 

100 Howe Avenue, suite 100 South 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Dear Ms. Spurr, 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to make comments regarding the proposal to construct a 30-inch diameter natural gas 

line beginning in Esparto. I understand the need to construct the line, but I am deeply concerned with this proposal.  

My main concern is the depth of the pipeline itself. My staff sent an e-mail to Alisa Okelo-Odongo, of PG&E, asking how deep 

the pipe would be placed. The response my staff received was four to five feet from the top of the pipeline. This is 

unacceptable. Yolo County is an agricultural county. We pride ourselves on the preservation of agricultural lands and this 

project undermines the ability of local farmers to maintain their farming practices. It also places unfair agricultural restrictions

on farmers and landowners.  

I have spoken with a number of farmers who are concerned with the project. The farmers believe the pipeline should be placed 

deeper. I believe the top of the pipeline should be eight feet below the ground to allow for farming practices.  

Again, I understand the necessity to provide better service to your customers, but I am respectfully asking that this pipeline be

placed deeper in the ground so it does not prohibit our farmers from doing their business. 

Thank you for your time and please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely,

Duane Chamberlain 

Fifth District Supervisor 

COMMENT SET 16
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 Appendix B - Notice of Preparation (NOP), Comment Letters, 
 Meeting Transcripts, and Location of Responses 

April 2009 B-51 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline 
  Draft EIR 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 16 

Comment Number Section of Draft EIR Page Number(s) 
16-1 2.0 - Project Description 

4.2 - Agricultural Resources 
2-15 to 2-19, 2-49, and 2-60 
4.2-22 to 4.2-25 
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