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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
PROJECT OBJECTIVES, PURPOSE, AND NEED

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is proposing to construct and operate
multiple natural gas transmission pipelines that would ultimately cross California’s
Central Valley in the counties of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer. The
proposed Project would specifically involve the construction and operation of three
new transmission pipelines: Line 406, Line 407 (West and East), and the Powerline
Road Distribution Feeder Main (DFM). The Project would also include the
construction of six aboveground facilities. Fully constructed, the pipelines would
span the lower Sacramento Valley.

PG&E identified the following objectives for the proposed Line 406/407 Natural Gas
Pipeline Project (Project):

« Provide greater capacity and service reliability to the existing gas transmission
and distribution pipeline system while minimizing costs to PG&E'’s customers;

o Extend natural gas service to planned residential and commercial
developments in Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento counties;

« Install Project facilities in a safe, efficient, environmentally sensitive, and cost-
effective manner; and

« Locate the pipeline to minimize the potential of environmental impacts resulting
from damage by outside sources.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

The Project would involve construction of approximately 40 miles of new pipeline, as
well as aboveground features. At its western terminus, the Project would add a new
major connection point to Lines 400 and 401, the Capay Metering Station, located
approximately 15 miles south of the Buckeye Pressure Limiting Station in Yolo
County. From this connection point, the Project would construct a large-diameter
(30-inch) transmission pipeline across the lower Sacramento Valley, essentially
bisecting the existing pipeline loop system. The Project would connect to existing
Line 172 and Line 123 to further reinforce the reliability of the region’s natural gas
system by providing a second large-diameter connection point between Lines 400
and 401 and existing pipelines serving the area.

April 2009 ES-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Executive Summary

Six fenced, aboveground pressure limiting, pressure regulating, metering, and main
line valve stations would be constructed along the Project alignment to ensure that
proper pressures are maintained in the transmission system and to reduce the
pressure of the gas before delivering it to the distribution pipeline system. These
facilities would also require the installation of valve extensions, actuators, valve hand
wheels, risers, meters, Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) pipeline
system monitoring equipment, and other appurtenances within and adjacent to the
stations.

PG&E proposes a 100-foot-wide temporary use area (TUA) for general pipeline
trenching consisting of a 50-foot wide permanent easement and a 50-foot wide
temporary construction easement (TCE) to accommodate the equipment needed to
lay the 30-inch-diameter pipe in a 3.5- to 5-foot-wide trench, an equipment travel
lane, and a spoil pile for the excavated soils A 60-foot wide TUA would be used for
construction in constricted workspaces and would require that excavated soil be
transported to an adjacent TUA. Each of the twelve proposed Horizontal Directional
Drilling (HDD) locations would require an additional 18,750-square-foot temporary
use area for equipment that would be set up at the proposed entry and exit points.
PG&E proposes to obtain a 50-foot wide permanent easement over the proposed
alignment. Restrictions in the easement would prohibit the planting of deep-rooted
plants such as trees and vines within 15 feet of the pipeline centerline for protection
of the pipeline, but other agricultural uses would be allowed. The primary staging
areas for vehicles, equipment, materials, and other supplies required for the
construction of the pipeline and regulator stations would be near the Project right-of-
way (ROW) in existing industrial and commercial yards where accessible. Staging
areas would generally be approximately 300 feet by 200 feet. Two areas would be
used for pipe storage. One area is located in Arbuckle, and the other is located
north of the City of Woodland. Both of these areas are currently disturbed land in
commercial zones.

New pipeline construction would involve the following activities:

Clearing and grading;

Trenching and topsoil stockpiling;

Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD);

Hammer boring;

April 2009 ES-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Auger boring/Jack-and-boring;

Epoxy coating of pipe;

Pipeline stringing and welding;

Lowering in the pipeline and backfilling;

Hydrostatic testing of the pipe sections; and

Pigging.

The main travel routes that would be used for construction access and delivery of
pipe along Line 406 would include County Road (CR) 85, CR-87, CR-88A, CR-17,
CR-19, and some smaller roads on the east side of Interstate (1) 5. Travel routes to
be used for construction access and delivery of pipe along Line 407 would include
CR-16, CR-16A, CR-17, Baseline Road, Riego Road, and Powerline Road. Streets
and roads perpendicular to the main routes that may also be used to access the
Project area include Watt Avenue, West Elverta Road, Walerga Road, State Route
(SR) 70/99, and SR-113. During construction, the transporting of the required
amount of pipe and associated construction equipment could result in a temporary
increase of up to 40 trucks a day (80 trips per day) on these respective roadways.

The pipeline would be operated and maintained in accordance with all applicable
requirements included in the U.S., Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations
in 49 CFR 192, “Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum
Federal Safety Standards.” Further, the proposed Project would be subject to
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) standards as embodied under
General Order 112E. Operations and maintenance activities that would occur at
regular intervals include the following: cathodic protection (protection against
pipeline corrosion), cathodic protection monitoring, valve testing, pipeline patrols,
and High Consequence Area (HCA) risk assessment.

ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED PROJECT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (section 15126.6(a))
require that a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project be described,
analyzed, and (1) would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed
Project, and (2) would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of
the proposed Project.

April 2009 ES-3 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Executive Summary

The CEQA Guidelines requires the selection of an environmentally superior
alternative. The determination of an environmentally superior alternative is based on
the consideration of how the alternative fulfills the Project objectives and how the
alternative either reduces significant, unavoidable impacts or substantially reduces
the impacts to the surrounding environment. The CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(e)(2) state, in part, that “If the environmentally superior alternative is the
“No Project” alternative, the EIR would also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.”

Not all alternatives that were developed are completely analyzed in the EIR.
Feasible alternatives that did not clearly offer the potential to reduce significant
environmental impacts along with infeasible alternatives were removed from further
analysis. Four alternatives were eliminated from detailed analysis. These
alternatives include:

e Line 406 and 407 Northern Alternative was eliminated from further analysis
since this proposed pipeline alignment alternative would be exposed to the
greatest risk of fault rupture, and because a substantial segment of the
alignment would be located along side-hills adjacent to CR-13;

e Line 407 Southern Alternative was eliminated from further analysis because
this proposed pipeline alignment alternative would require more crossings of
tributaries of Steelhead Creek, and would affect more vernal pool habitat;

e Line 406 Central Alternative was eliminated from further analysis because this
proposed pipeline alignment alternative would parallel an ephemeral stream,
passing through natural habitats to CR-14A; and

o Systems Alternatives was eliminated from further analysis because the
proposed alignment alternative would require 15 separate projects with
substantially greater amounts of pipeline resulting in greater construction
impacts.

Alternatives that were analyzed include the No Project Alternative, and twelve
different pipeline alignment options. Each option (or alternative) represented a
particular segment of alignment that differed in location from the Project so as to
attempt to reduce environmental impacts. The twelve options are briefly described
below.

April 2009 ES-4 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, a natural gas pipeline
would not be constructed between existing Lines 400 and 401 in Yolo County and
the existing Line 123 in Placer County. PG&E's studies indicate that the natural gas
transmission and distribution system may not be able to serve customers reliably
and planned development in Yolo, Sacramento, Sutter, and Placer counties by 2009
(see Section 2, Project Description). Additionally, continued growth in those
counties would put further strain on existing natural gas infrastructure, and could
result in emergency restriction or interruption of services.

Option A. From Lines 400 and 401, Option A would follow CR-16 to I-505, then
head north through a grape vineyard to align with CR-15B on the west side of 1-505.
The route would continue east on CR-15B through the Dunnigan Hills and across
Smith Creek until CR-15B becomes CR-93. From this juncture, this alternative
would continue east from the intersection of CR-15B and CR-93, and proceed cross-
country to Line 172A just south of the town of Dufour. It would then parallel Line
172A south to the tie-in point with Line 172A and Line 407, north of the town of Yolo.
This option would increase the overall pipeline length by approximately 2,200 feet.
Figure 3-2B shows Option A.

This option would result in a reduction in the magnitude of impacts to aesthetics and
noise due to the movement of a portion of the pipeline construction further away
from residences. This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in
the resource areas of air quality, hydrology and water quality, recreation, population
and utilities, and energy and mineral resources.

This option would result in a greater magnitude of impacts to agricultural resources,
biological resources, cultural resources, soils, seismic and risk of upset hazards,
land use, and traffic. These impacts would be increased in magnitude due to an
increase in the length of the pipeline along the boundaries of agricultural fields,
increased disturbance of soils, the potential for increased introduction of invasive
species, and the potential for increased disturbance of sensitive plants. The
difference in impacts to cultural resources is assumed to be greater since Option A
would increase the area of disturbance and occur outside of the corridor surveyed
for cultural resources. This option would increase the seismic impacts by crossing
the southern end of the Dunnigan Hills Fault in the vicinity of an apparent surface
fault rupture. Also, by placing the pipeline in close proximity to Durst Organic
Farmers, a new “high consequence area” or “HCA” would be created along the
pipeline as defined by DOT 192.903, based upon the number of employees and the
number of days they would congregate near the pipeline. Option A would affect

April 2009 ES-5 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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traffic during pipeline construction along roadways used by Durst for employees,
visitors, and workers transporting their produce.

Option A would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option B. From Lines 400 and 401, approximately 1.5 miles north of the proposed
Project, Option B would extend east along farm roads, crossing CR-86 and aligning
with CR-16. The route would continue along the south side of CR-16 for
approximately 3 miles to CR-86, and then turn south along farm roads to a point
intercepting the proposed 1-505 crossing. This option would increase the overall
pipeline length by approximately 2,640 feet. Figure 3-2B shows Option B.

This option would not result in a reduction of any impacts associated with the
proposed Project. This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in
the resource areas of air quality, hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation,
population and utilities, and energy and mineral resources.

This option would result in a greater magnitude of impacts to agricultural resources,
aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, solls, risk of upset hazards, land
use, and traffic. These impacts would be increased in magnitude due to an increase
in the length of the pipeline along the boundaries of agricultural fields and the
placement closer to roadways where construction activities would be more visible.
Option B would also increase the potential for introduction of invasive species,
increase the potential for disturbance to sensitive plants, increase the number of
trees impacted (potential Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat), increase disturbance to
soils, and place the pipeline outside of the area surveyed for cultural resources.
Also, by placing the pipeline in close proximity to Durst Organic Farmers, a new
“high consequence area” or “HCA” would be created along the pipeline as defined
by DOT 192.903, based upon the number of employees and the number of days
they would congregate near the pipeline. Option B would affect traffic during
pipeline construction along roadways used by Durst for employees, visitors, and
workers transporting their produce.

Option B would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

April 2009 ES-6 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Option C. Option C would follow the proposed alignment of Line 406 from the
Capay Metering Station to the Hungry Hollow Canal, which it would parallel
northeast until crossing to line up with an unnamed farm road to the east. This
alternative would cross CR-85 and extend east along the farm road and the northern
edge of Microp Limited Property, APN # 048-140-140-191. At the end of the
property, the route would turn south along another unnamed farm road until it
intersects the proposed Line 406 route, which it then would follow to the Yolo
Junction Station. This option would increase the overall pipeline length by roughly
1,150 feet. Figure 3-2C depicts Option C.

This option would not result in a reduction of any impacts associated with the
proposed Project. This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in
the resource areas of aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geologic and risk of
upset hazards, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise,
recreation, population and utilities, energy and mineral resources, and
transportation. While Option C would result in similar impacts to agricultural
resources as the proposed Project, it would result in less segmenting of agricultural
fields.

This option would result in a greater magnitude of impacts to biological resources
and soils. These impacts would be increased in magnitude due to an increase in the
number of trees impacted, the increased disturbance of soils, and the increased
potential for introduction of invasive species.

Option C would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option D. Option D would involve a minor variation to the proposed Line 406 in the
vicinity of the Hungry Hollow area in north-central Yolo County, but it would maintain
Line 406 within CR-17 east of CR-87, and then extend south after crossing an
unnamed irrigation lateral where it would realign with the proposed Line 406 route,
just west of the 1-505 HDD crossing. East of I-505, this alternative would follow the
same alignment as the proposed Project. This option would increase the overall
pipeline length by roughly 860 feet. Figure 3-2D shows Option D.

This option would not result in a reduction of any impacts associated with the
proposed Project. This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in
the resource areas of aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geologic hazards,

April 2009 ES-7 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, recreation, population
and utilities, energy and mineral resources, and transportation. While Option D
would result in similar impacts to agricultural resources as the proposed Project, it
would result in less segmenting of agricultural fields.

This option would result in a greater magnitude of impacts to noise, aesthetics,
hazards, biological resources, soils, and cultural resources. These impacts would
be increased in magnitude due to placing the construction of the pipeline closer to
residences and thereby increasing the construction noise, visibility of construction
activities, and the risk of upset hazards to a greater number of people. Option D
would also increase the number of trees impacted, and place the pipeline outside of
the area previously surveyed for cultural resources.

Option D would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option E. Option E would involve a minor realignment of the proposed Line 406
route. This would position the route to follow CR-19, east of CR-87. At CR-19A, it
would extend back to the north via an existing dirt road and underneath a large
electrical transmission corridor. This route alternative would then cross an irrigation
lateral and continue north where it would converge back with the proposed Line 406
route, just west of 1-505. This alternative would then follow the same route as the
proposed Project east of 1-505. This option would increase the overall pipeline
length by roughly 3,480 feet. Figure 3-2D shows Option E.

This option would not result in a reduction of any impacts associated with the
proposed Project. This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in
the resource areas of air quality, cultural resources, geologic hazards, hydrology and
water quality, land use and planning, noise, recreation, population and utilities,
energy and mineral resources, and transportation. While Option E would result in
similar impacts to agricultural resources as the proposed Project, it would result in
less segmenting of agricultural fields.

This option would result in a greater magnitude of impacts to aesthetics, noise,
biological resources, soils, and cultural resources. These impacts would be
increased in magnitude due to placing the construction of the pipeline closer to
residences and thereby increasing the construction noise, visibility of construction
activities, and the risks of upset hazards to a greater number of people. Option E

April 2009 ES-8 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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would also increase the number of trees impacted, increase the disturbance of soils,
and place the pipeline outside of the area previously surveyed for cultural resources.

Option E would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option F. Option F would follow the proposed alignment for Line 406 from Lines
400 and 401 to the eastern end of the Dunnigan Hills, where it would turn north off
CR-17 approximately 5,000 feet west of CR-95A. This alternative option would not
alter the length of the segment, but would turn north to align with the I-5 crossing
further east than the proposed alignment. Figure 3-2E shows Option F.

This option would result in a reduction in the number of trees impacted. This option
would also result in a reduced number of residences to evaluate for eligibility for
listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. This option would have similar impacts as the
proposed Project in the resource areas of aesthetics, agricultural resources, air
quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic and risk of upset hazards, recreation,
land use, noise, population and utilities, traffic, and energy and mineral resources.

This option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological resources by
bordering an ephemeral drainage with adjacent wetlands that the Project avoids.

Option F would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option G. Option G would be located at the western end of Line 407 West, just east
of the Yolo Junction Station and existing Line 172A. This alternative leaves the
proposed Yolo Junction Station and aligns with an unnamed farm road, which it
follows along a field edge until the intersection of CR-16A and CR-98. This
alternative option would not alter the length of the segment. Figure 3-2F shows
Option G.

This option would not result in a reduction of any impacts associated with the
proposed Project. This option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological
resources due to an increase in the number of trees impacted. This option would
have similar impacts as the proposed Project in the resource areas of aesthetics,
agricultural resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic and risk of

April 2009 ES-9 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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upset hazards, recreation, land use, noise, population and utilities, traffic, cultural
resources, and energy and mineral resources.

Option G would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option H. Near the western levee of the Yolo Bypass, Option H would head
southeast through agricultural fields within the Yolo Bypass to a point on the
Sacramento River directly across from West Elverta Road. It would then cross the
Sacramento River and parallel West Elverta Road to Powerline Road. The route
would head north paralleling Powerline Road to Riego Road and would then parallel
Riego Road through the Natomas Basin Conservancy to Steelhead Creek. The
route would parallel the northern border of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area
along Baseline Road (Riego Road becomes Baseline Road in Placer County) until
the tie-in with Line 123 at the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road.
This alternative option would reduce the overall pipeline length by roughly 2,900
feet. Figure 3-2G shows Option H.

This option would result in a reduction in the magnitude of impacts to aesthetics and
noise due to the movement of a portion of the pipeline further away from residences.
Because of the reduced length, this option would reduce impacts to soils and reduce
the potential for introduction of invasive species.

This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in the resource
areas of agricultural resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic and
risk of upset hazards, recreation, land use, population and utilities, traffic, and
energy and mineral resources.

This option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological resources due to
an increase in the number of trees, wetlands, and riparian woodland communities
impacted. The difference in impacts to cultural resources is unknown since Option H
would occur outside of the corridor surveyed for cultural resources.

Option H would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option I. This option would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along
Base Line Road to South Brewer Road, where the pipeline would extend north along

April 2009 ES-10 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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the west side of South Brewer Road, crossing one seasonal wetland, to a point
approximately 1,500 feet north of the intersection of Base Line Road and South
Brewer Road. This alternative would then extend east for approximately 1.0 mile
through agricultural land, crossing Steelhead Creek and two seasonal wetlands
before reaching Country Acres Lane. From this point, this alternative would turn
south and travel through pasture/fallow agricultural fields along the east side of
Country Acres Lane, crossing seasonal wetlands. At the intersection with Base Line
Road, the pipeline would join and follow the remainder of the proposed alignment for
Line 407-E along Base Line Road. This option would increase the overall pipeline
length by roughly 2,900 feet. Figure 3.2-H depicts Option I.

This option would result in a reduction in the magnitude of impacts to aesthetics and
noise due to the movement of a portion of the pipeline to a location with fewer
residences. This option would reduce the risk of upset hazards to a planned high
school site.

This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in the resource
areas of agricultural resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic
hazards, recreation, land use, population and utilities, traffic, and energy and mineral
resources.

This option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological resources such as
seasonal wetlands and swales, a vernal pool, and an additional creek, though it
would reduce impacts to trees. This option would also increase the magnitude of
disturbance to soils, which may increase the potential for introduction of invasive
species.

Option | would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option J. This option would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along
Base Line Road to South Brewer Road, where the pipeline would extend north along
the west side of South Brewer Road, crossing one seasonal wetland, a vernal pool,
and Steelhead Creek, to a point approximately 2,600 feet north of the intersection of
Base Line Road and South Brewer Road. This alternative would then extend
approximately 0.5 mile east through agricultural land and seasonal wetlands before
turning south for approximately 0.1 mile. This alternative would then turn east again
and extend approximately 0.5 mile along the edge of a rice field to Country Acres

April 2009 ES-11 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Lane. From this point, this alternative would turn south and travel through
pasture/fallow agricultural fields along the east side of Country Acres Lane, crossing
a seasonal swale and seasonal wetlands. At the intersection with Base Line Road,
the pipeline would join and follow the remainder of the proposed alignment for Line
407-E along Base Line Road. This option would increase the overall pipeline length
by roughly 5,250 feet. Figure 3.2-1 shows Option J.

This option would result in a reduction in the magnitude of impacts to aesthetics and
noise due to the movement of a portion of the pipeline to a location with fewer
residences. This option also would reduce the risk of upset hazards to a planned
high school site.

This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in the resource
areas of agricultural resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic
hazards, recreation, land use, population and utilities, traffic, and energy and mineral
resources.

This option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological resources such as
seasonal wetlands and swales, and a vernal pool, though reduce impacts to trees
(potential Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat). This option would also increase the
magnitude of disturbance to soils, which may increase the potential for introduction
of invasive species.

Option J would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

Option K. Option K would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base
Line Road to a location approximately 3,300 feet east of Country Acres Lane. This
alternative would then extend northeast, at an angle, to a point approximately 150
feet north of Base Line Road. The pipeline would then turn and extend directly east
for approximately 0.2 mile, and then would turn southeast and extend, at an angle,
back to Base Line Road. The pipeline would then join and follow the remainder of
the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line Road. This alternative
would cross a vernal pool and seasonal wetlands, and would require the redesign or
relocation of the proposed HDD at this location in order to construct this alternative
alignment. This option would increase the overall pipeline length by roughly 70 feet.
Figure 3.2-J shows Option K.

April 2009 ES-12 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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This option would result in a reduction in the magnitude of impacts to aesthetics and
noise due to the movement of a portion of the pipeline to a location with fewer
residences. This option would help reduce the risk of upset to a planned elementary
school.

This option would have similar impacts as the proposed Project in the resource
areas of agricultural resources, air quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic
hazards, recreation, land use, population and utilities, traffic, and energy and mineral
resources.

This option would increase the magnitude of impacts to biological resources such as
seasonal wetlands and swales, and a vernal pool. Option K would not reduce the
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project
(construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline upset, and land use
compatibility).

Option L. Option L would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base
Line Road, but would extend the proposed HDD approximately 1,345 feet to the
east. This alternative would increase the depth of cover through the buffer zone to
approximately 35 feet and reduce the risk potential to a planned elementary school
south of Base Line Road. Approximately 1,000 feet of trenching for Line 407 E
would be replaced by HDD construction. Figure 3.2-K shows Option L. This option
would include the following PG&E Applicant Proposed Measure:

APM ALT-L

PG&E would partner with the Center Unified School District to jointly develop
a risk analysis in accordance with section 14010(h) of Title 5 of the California
Code of Regulations regarding the location of a school site within 1,500 feet
of a pipeline. The risk analysis would include a quantitative risk assessment
to evaluate potential pipeline impacts to the school. If the assessment
determines that there is a risk of serious injury or fatality presented by the
pipeline, corrective measures would be recommended to reduce the
probability and/or consequence such that the risk is reduced to an acceptable
level per the above-mentioned regulation.

This option would help reduce the risk of upset to a planned elementary school.
This option would not result in an increase in the magnitude of any impacts
associated with the proposed Project. This option would have similar impacts as the

April 2009 ES-13 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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proposed Project in the resource areas of aesthetics, agricultural resources, air
quality, hydrology and water quality, geologic and risk of upset hazards, recreation,
land use, noise, population and utilities, traffic, cultural resources, and energy and
mineral resources.

Option L would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the proposed Project (construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Table ES-1 presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures for the
proposed Project. This table is presented by issue area. Within each issue area,
each impact that requires mitigation is described and classified, and recommended
mitigation is listed, and the level of impact with mitigation is stated.

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6 (d)) requires that an EIR include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed Project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics
and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize
the comparison. Table ES-2 provides a comparison of the proposed Project with
each of the Alternatives evaluated in this document, including the No Project
Alternative.

April 2009 ES-14 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Table ES-1: Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Proposed Project

Impact

Class Description

I Significant adverse impact that remains significant after mitigation.
Il Significant adverse impact that can be eliminated or reduced below an issue’s

significance criteria.

1l Adverse impact that does not meet or exceed an issue’s significance criteria.

\Y Beneficial impact.

Impact Impact
No. Impact Class Recommended Mitigation Measures

Section 4.1 Aesthetic/Visual Resources

AES-1 The Project would substantially degrade the existing Il AES-1 Replanting of screening vegetation.
visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

AES-2 The proposed Project would create a new source of Il AES-2 Light shielding and positioning away from
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day residences.
or nighttime views in the area.

Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources (Less than Significant (Class Ill) - No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)

Section 4.3 Air Quality

AQ-1 The Project would result in construction or operational I AQ-1a Fugitive PM,o Control.
emissions that exceed quantitative significance AQ-1b NO, Mitigation Menu.
thresholds (including quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors) established by air pollution control districts in
which the Project would be constructed.

AQ-2 The Project would result in emissions that substantially I AQ-1a Fugitive PM;o Control.
contribute to an exceedance of a State or Federal AQ-1b NO, Mitigation Menu.
ambient air quality standard.

April 2009 ES-15 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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and contribute to climate change.

Impact Impact
No. Impact Class Recommended Mitigation Measures
AQ-3 The Project would produce greenhouse gas emissions Il AQ-3 GHG Emission Offset Program.

Section 4.4 Biological Resources

of habitat important for one or more listed species that
could result in avoidance by a listed species, or that
could cause increased mortality or lowered reproductive
success of the species.

BIO-1 The proposed Project would fill or alter a wetland or Il BlO-1a Wetland avoidance and restoration.
vernal pool, resulting in a long-term change in its BIO-1b Trench backfill and topographic restoration.
hydrology or soils, or the composition of vegetation of a BlIO-1c Riparian avoidance and restoration.
unique, rare, or special concern wetland community.

BIO-2 The Project would result in the long-term (more than 5 Il BlO-2a Tree avoidance and replacement.
years) reduction or alteration of unique, rare, or special BIO-2b Avoidance of valley oak woodland.
concern vegetation types, riparian vegetation, or natural
communities.

BIO-3 The Project would introduce new, or lead to the Il BIO-3 Prepare and implement an invasive species
expanded range of existing, invasive noxious weed control program.
species or soil pests, so that they interfere with crop
production or successful revegetation of natural
communities.

BlIO-4 The Project would cause a temporary loss or alteration Il BlO-4a Protect special-status wildlife.

BlO-4b Mitigation for potential impacts to Natomas Basin
Conservancy mitigation lands.

BlO-4c Mitigation for potential impacts to Sacramento
River Ranch Conservation Bank mitigation lands.
BIlO-4d Protect special-status bird species.

Section 4.5 Cultural Resources

PALEO-1 | Project construction or operation would result in damage Il PALEO-1 Proper curation of fossil collection.
or loss of vertebrate or invertebrate fossils that are
considered important by paleontologists and land
management agency staff.
April 2009 ES-16 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Impact Impact
No. Impact Class Recommended Mitigation Measures
PALEO-2 | The Project is considered to be a resource having Il PALEO-2 Delivery of fossil collection to appropriate
scientific or educational value based on the significance location.

criteria given in Section 4.6.3.

Section 4.6 Geology and Soils

GEO-1 The Project would result in a risk of damage to structures 1 GEO-1 Site specific seismic field investigation.
from ground motion due to a seismic event or resulting

phenomenon such as liquefaction or settlement, or from
rupture of a known earthquake fault as delineated on the
most recent Alquist Priolo Earthquake fault Zoning Map.

Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-1 The Project would not impair implementation of or Il HAZ-1 Minimize risk of fire.
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan; but could expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands.

HAZ-2 The Project would expose people to an unacceptable I HAZ-2a Corrosion mitigation.

risk of existing or potential hazards, including upset and HAZ-2b Installation of automatic shutdown valves.
accident conditions involving the risk for fires,
explosions, or the release of natural gas into the
environment.

Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

HWQ-1 The Project could result in violation of Federal or State Il HWQ-1 Response to unanticipated release of drilling
Agency quantitative or qualitative water quality criteria, fluids.

standards, or objectives (including objectives
promulgated by the CVRWQCB and criteria set forth in
the Proposed California Toxics Rule).

April 2009 ES-17 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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100-year floodplain that would be damaged by flooding.

Impact Impact
No. Impact Class Recommended Mitigation Measures
HWQ-2 The Project could interrupt or degrade groundwater used Il HWQ-2 Verify well locations.
for private or municipal purposes.
HWQ-3 The Project would place permanent structures within the Il HWQ-3 Flood-proof pump houses within 100-year

floodplain.

Section 4.9 Land Use and Planning

unacceptable risk of existing or potential hazards,
including upset and accident conditions involving the risk
for fires, explosions, or the release of natural gas into the
environment.

LU-1 The proposed Project would not conflict with Il LU-1a Mitigation for impacts to the Natomas Basin
development plans for the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan Conservancy mitigation lands.
Area, Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, the Sierra Vista LU-1b Mitigation for impacts to the Sacramento River
Specific Plan, or the Curry Creek Specific Plan, but Ranch Conservation Bank mitigation lands.
would cross lands included in the Natomas Basin LU-1c WAPA license agreement.
Conservancy and River Ranch Conservation Bank. The
Project could also conflict with operation of Western
Area Power Administration (WAPA) power lines.
LU-2 The proposed Project would expose people to an I LU-2a Mitigation for safety risk to nearby land uses.

LU-2b Mitigation for safety risk to nearby land uses.

Section 4.10 Noise

NOI-1 Noise levels from Project construction would exceed Il NOI-1a Limited construction hours.
criteria defined in a construction noise ordinance or NOI-1b Best management practices.
general plan of the local jurisdiction in which the activity NOI-1c Noise reduction plan.
occurs.
April 2009 ES-18 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Project activities would have substantial direct or indirect

effects on persons or structures.

Impact Impact
No. Impact Class Recommended Mitigation Measures
NOI-2 Groundborne vibrations or groundborne noise from I NOI-2a Distance from residences.

NOI-2b Heavy-loaded trucks.

NOI-2¢ Earth-moving equipment/distance from vibration-

sensitive sites.
NOI-2d Nighttime construction.

Section 4.11 Recreation (Less than Significant (Class Ill) - No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)

Section 4.12 Population and Housing/Public Services/Utilities and Service Systems (Less than Significant (Class Ill) - No Impact
Statements or Mitigation Measures)

Section 4.13 Transportation and Traffic (Less than Significant (Class Ill) - No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)

Section 4.14 Energy and Mineral Resources (Less than Significant (Class Ill) - No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)
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Table ES-2: Summary of Environmental Impacts for Proposed Project and Alternatives

Impact
Class Description
I Significant adverse impact that remains significant after mitigation.
Il Significant adverse impact that can be eliminated or reduced below an issue’s
significance criteria.
1l Adverse impact that does not meet or exceed an issue’s significance criteria.
\Y Beneficial impact.

Magnitude of Alternative Option Impact as compared to the Proposed Project
is shown by the following:

0 = No Impact

/ = Similar Impact

- = Lesser Magnitude of Impact
+ = Greater Magnitude of Impact

OPTIONS
Pro-
Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | A B c D E F G H I J K L

Section 4.1 Aesthetics and Visual

Resources

AES-1 The Project substantially Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
degrade the existing Impact
visual character or - / / + + - / - - - / /
quality of the site and its 0
surroundings.

April 2009 ES-20 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Impact
No.

Impact Description

Pro-
posed
Project

No
Project

OPTIONS

AES-2

The Project would create
a new source of
substantial light or glare
that would adversely
affect day or nighttime
views in the area.

No
Impact

Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources (No Impact)

Section 4.3 Air Quality

AQ-1

The Project would result
in construction or
operational emissions
that exceed quantitative
significance thresholds
(including quantitative
thresholds for ozone
precursors) established
by air pollution control
districts in which the
Project would be
constructed.

No
Impact

AQ-2

The Project would result
in emissions that
substantially contribute
to an exceedance of a
State or Federal ambient
air quality standard.

No
Impact

April 2009
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OPTIONS
Pro-
Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | B c D E F G H I J K L

AQ-3 The Project would Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
produce greenhouse Impact
gas emissions and + + + + + / / - + + + +
contribute to climate 0
change.

Section 4.4 Biological Resources

BIO-1 The Project would fill or Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
alter a wetland or vernal Impact
pool, resulting in a long- + + / / / / / + + + + -
term change in its 0
hydrology or soils, or the
composition of
vegetation of a unique,
rare, or special concern
wetland community.

BIO-2 The Project would result Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
in the long-term (more Impact
than 5 years) reduction / / / / / / / / / / / /
or alteration of unique, 0
rare, or special concern
vegetation types,
riparian vegetation, or
natural communities.
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Impact
No.

Impact Description

Pro-
posed
Project

No
Project

OPTIONS

BIO-3

The Project would
introduce new, or lead to
the expanded range of
existing, invasive
noxious weed species or
soil pests, so that they
interfere with crop
production or successful
revegetation of natural
communities.

No
Impact

BIO-4

The Project would cause
a temporary loss or
alteration of habitat
important for one or
more listed species that
could result in avoidance
by a listed species, or
that could cause
increased mortality or
lowered reproductive
success of the species.

No
Impact

BIO-5

The Project would result
in direct or indirect
impact on special-status
plant species that could
reduce the abundance
or substantially reduce
the species numbers of

No
Impact

No
Impact
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OPTIONS

Pro-
Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | B c D E F G H I J K L

special-status plant
species.

Section 4.5 Cultural Resources

PALEO- | Project construction or Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il I Il Il
1 operation would result in Impact
damage or loss of / / / / / / / / / / / /
vertebrate or 0
invertebrate fossils that
are considered important
by paleontologists and
land management
agency staff.

PALEO- | The Project is Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
2 considered to be a Impact
resource having / / / / / / / / / / / /
scientific or educational 0
value based on the

significance criteria

given in Section 4.6.3.

CRA1 The Project would result No No Il Il i Il Il 11 11 Il 1] i i 11
in damage to, disruption | Impact | Impact
of or otherwise + + / + + - / + - - / /
adversely affect an 0
important archeological
or a listed important
historic resource.
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OPTIONS

Pro-
Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | B c D E F G H I J K L

Section 4.6 Geology, Soils, and Mineral
Resources

GEO-1 The Project would result Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
in a risk of damage to Impact
structures from ground + + + + + / / - + / / /
motion due to a seismic 0
event or resulting
phenomenon such as
liquefaction or
settlement, or from
rupture of a known
earthquake fault as
delineated on the most
recent Alquist Priolo
Earthquake fault Zoning
Map.

Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

HAZ-1 The Project would not I No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
impair implementation of Impact
or physically interfere / / / / / / / / / / / /
with an adopted 0
emergency response
plan or emergency
evacuation plan; but
could expose people or
structures to a significant

April 2009 ES-25 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Impact
No.

Impact Description

Pro-
posed
Project

No
Project

OPTIONS

risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland
fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or
where residences are
intermixed with
wildlands.

HAZ-2

The Project would
expose people to an
unacceptable risk of
existing or potential
hazards, including upset
and accident conditions
involving the risk for
fires, explosions, or the
release of natural gas
into the environment.

No
Impact
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OPTIONS
Pro-
Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | B c D E F G H I J K L
Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
HWQ-1 The Project could result I No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
in violation of Federal or Impact
State Agency + / + - - / / + + + / /
quantitative or qualitative 0
water quality criteria,
standards, or objectives
(including objectives
promulgated by the
CVRWQCB and criteria
set forth in the Proposed
California Toxics Rule).
HWQ-2 The Project could Il I 1 I I I I I I I Il I I
. No
interrupt or degrade Impact
groundwater used for - + / + + - + - - - / /
private or municipal 0
purposes.
HWQ-3 | The Project would place Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
permanent structures Impact I Il Il Il
within the 100-year / / / / / / / /
floodplain that would be 0 / / / /
damaged by flooding.
April 2009 ES-27 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline

Draft EIR



Executive Summary

Impact
No.

Impact Description

Pro-
posed
Project

No
Project

OPTIONS

Section 4

.9 Land Use and Planning

LU-1

The Project would not
conflict with
development plans for
the Sutter Pointe
Specific Plan Area,
Placer Vineyards
Specific Plan, the Sierra
Vista Specific Plan, or
the Curry Creek Specific
Plan, but would cross
lands included in the
Natomas Basin
Conservancy and River
Ranch Conservation
Bank. The Project could
also conflict with
operation of Western
Area Power
Administration (WAPA)
power lines.

No
Impact

LU-2

The Project would
expose people to an
unacceptable risk of
existing or potential
hazards, including upset
and accident conditions
involving the risk for

No
Impact
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OPTIONS
Pro-
Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | B c D E F G H I J K L
fires, explosions, or the
release of natural gas
into the environment.
Section 4.10 Noise
NOI-1 Noise levels from Project Il No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
construction would Impact
exceed criteria defined - / / + + - / / - - / /
in a construction noise 0
ordinance or general
plan of the local
jurisdiction in which the
activity occurs.
NOI-2 Groundborne vibrations ] No Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il ] Il Il
or groundborne noise Impact
from Project activities - / / + + - / / - - / /
would have substantial 0
direct or indirect effects
on persons or structures.

Section 4.11 Recreation (Less than Significant (Class Ill) — No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)

Section 4.12 Socioeconomics (Less than Significant (Class Ill) — No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)

Section 4.13 Transportation and Traffic
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or secondary arterial
during peak-hour traffic,
thereby reducing the
roadway’s capacity and
creating congestion.

OPTIONS
Pro-

Impact posed No
No. Impact Description Project | Project | B c D E F G H I J K L
TRANS- | Project related traffic or I No Il Il [ Il I Il 11 1] 1] 1] 1] 1]

1 other activities could Impact

restrict one or more + + / + + / / / / / / +

travel lanes of a primary 0

Section 4.14 Energy and Mineral Resources (Less than Significant (Class Ill) - No Impact Statements or Mitigation Measures)
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ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6 (d)) require that an EIR include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed Project. The Guidelines (Section 15126.6 (e)(2))
further state, in part, that “If the environmentally superior alternative is the “No
Project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.” (Emphasis added).

A narrative summary of the impacts associated with Alternative Options A through L,
as compared to the proposed Project impacts, was provided above. Table ES-2
summarizes the environmental impacts for the proposed Project, the No Project
Alternative, and the twelve alternative options analyzed in the Draft EIR. None of
the alternative options A through L that were analyzed would reduce the significant
and unavoidable (Class I) impacts associated with the proposed Project. Those
impacts are associated with construction air quality, hazards from the risk of pipeline
upset, and land use compatibility.

While none of the alternative options A through L reduce any of the Class | impacts
to less than significant, nor any of the Class Il impacts to less than significant without
mitigation, some of the options do reduce the magnitude of the impacts associated
with the proposed Project. Table ES-2 also depicts whether the impacts associated
with the project are the same, reduced in magnitude, or increased in magnitude by
each alternative option.

Under the No Project Alternative, a natural gas pipeline would not be constructed
between existing Lines 400 and 401 in Yolo County and the existing Line 123 in
Placer County. PG&E’s studies indicate that the natural gas transmission and
distribution system may not be able to reliably serve current customers and planned
development in Yolo, Sacramento, Sutter, and Placer counties by 2009.
Additionally, continued growth in those counties would put further strain on existing
natural gas infrastructure, and could result in emergency restriction or interruption of
services. The No Project alternative would not result in any of the impacts
associated with the proposed Project. Therefore, the No Project alternative is
considered the environmentally superior alternative.

Among the other alternatives, the determination of an environmentally superior
alternative is difficult because of the many factors that must be balanced, and none
of the alternative options reduce the Class | impacts. Some of the impacts may be

April 2009 ES-31 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Executive Summary

reduced in magnitude while, at the same time, others are increased in magnitude. In
general, there would be minor differences in the magnitude of impacts between the
proposed Project and the alternatives, but all would result in the same impact
significance levels within each environmental resource area.

Some of the alternative options would reduce the number of agricultural fields that
would be segmented by the Project pipeline. However, this would result in the
movement of the pipeline closer to roadways, residences, and in some cases
businesses, thereby increasing the number of people that would be at risk if a leak
or rupture of the pipeline were to occur with a subsequent explosion and/or fire.

The following discussion includes alternative options that would help to reduce the
magnitude of some of the impacts associated with the proposed Project, even
though some of the other impacts would be greater in magnitude than the proposed
alignment in the same segment area.

Alternative Option | would reduce the risk of upset hazards to a planned high school
along Baseline Road by moving the pipeline to a location outside of the 1,500-foot
safety buffer required by state school regulations. This option would reduce impacts
to trees, and would reduce construction noise by moving the pipeline location further
from residences along Baseline Road. However, this option would increase the
magnitude of impacts to biological resources by impacting a seasonal wetland,
swale, vernal pool and a creek not associated with the proposed alignment. All of
these impacts would be mitigated in a manner similar to the proposed Project.

Alternative Option L would reduce the risk of upset hazards to a planned elementary
school south of Baseline Road. This option would not result in the increase or
decrease in the magnitude of any impacts associated with the proposed alignment.

The environmentally superior alternative would be incorporating Alternative Options |
and L into the proposed Project alignment. The decrease in the magnitude of
impacts to safety risks to planned schools would outweigh the additional impacts to
biological resources. The increased magnitude of wetland and vernal pool impacts
would be mitigated by the measures outlined in Sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.5.

KNOWN AREAS OF CONTROVERSY OR UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The comments received during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) public scoping
period raised issues related to impacts to aesthetic/visual, agricultural, air quality,
biological resources, geology and soils, hazards and safety, hydrology and water

April 2009 ES-32 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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quality, land use, socioeconomics, and traffic and transportation resources.
Appendix B provides a copy of the NOP, copies of comment letters received during
the NOP and scoping process, and copies of the transcripts taken at the scoping
meetings, and indicates the section of the EIR in which the issue is addressed.

April 2009 ES-33 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR






N

© 00N O O~ W

10

11
12

13
14

15
16

17
18
19
20
21

22

23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

1.0 - Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES, PURPOSE, AND NEED

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (section 15126.6.a)
require that a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project must be
described, analyzed, and feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project.
Therefore, in order to explain the need for the proposed Project, and to guide in
development and evaluation of alternatives, the Project Applicant, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E), was asked to define its Project objectives. PG&E
identified the following objectives for the proposed Line 406/407 Natural Gas
Pipeline Project (Project):

« Provide greater capacity and service reliability to the existing gas transmission
and distribution pipeline system while minimizing costs to PG&E’s customers;

e« Extend natural gas service to planned residential and commercial
developments in Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento counties;

« Install Project facilities in a safe, efficient, environmentally sensitive, and cost-
effective manner; and

 Locate the pipeline to minimize the potential of environmental impacts resulting
from damage by outside sources. Outside forces include impact by
mechanical equipment, such as bulldozers and backhoes; earth movements
due to soil settlement, washouts, or geological hazards; weather effects, such
as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and willful damage.

These objectives are discussed below.

1.1.1 Greater Capacity and Service Reliability

PG&E’s Sacramento Valley Local Gas Transmission System currently serves
approximately 675,000 customers located in some of the highest growth counties in
California, including Sacramento, Sutter, Placer, and El Dorado counties. PG&E’s
current load growth forecast for the system anticipates an average annual increase
of 19,890 new gas customers over the next 10 years and a total increase in demand
of 135 million cubic feet per day for residential customers and 22 million cubic feet
per day for small commercial customers.

April 2009 1-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1.0 - Introduction

PG&E's existing transmission system within the Sacramento Valley region no longer
provides sufficient capacity to deliver reliable natural gas service to existing
customers or to extend service to planned development in the region. PG&E has
indicated that without the addition of this Project, customer service reliability will be
at risk and unplanned core customer outages could occur as early as 2009. PG&E’s
local gas transmission system serving Yolo, Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, Sutter,
Yuba, and Nevada counties has operated at maximum capacity over the last several
years and has required an escalating amount of annual investments in pipeline
capacity to maintain customer service reliability and serve new customers. This
region is projected to continue experiencing a significant amount of ongoing
residential and commercial development over the next 25 years, and will require that
PG&E respond through the provision of increased local gas transmission pipeline
capacity.

1.1.2 Service to Planned Residential and Commercial Developments

The Project would serve several major residential and commercial development
projects that are planned in the vicinity of the Project. The Project is needed, in part,
to service the following growth areas (PG&E 2007).

e The Metro Air Park - an 1,800-acre commercial development just east of the
Sacramento airport. The parcel is bound by West Elverta Road to the north,
Lone Tree Road to the east, Interstate 5 to the south, and Powerline Road to
the west and would consist of commercial uses that support airport related
activity (hotels, car rental companies);

e The Sutter Pointe Project - designates 7,500 acres of the 10,500-acre
Industrial/Commercial Reserve area in southern Sutter County for residential,
industrial, commercial, and educational development;

e The Placer Vineyards Project - development of a planned 5,230-acre, mixed-
use, master-planned community with up to 14,132 residential units, 101 acres
of office development, 166 acres of retail commercial centers, and
approximately 920 acres of new parks and open space in the southwest corner
of Placer County; and

e The Sierra Vista Specific Plan - proposed to consist of approximately 2,100
acres of residential and commercial uses, schools, parks, and open space
located west of Fiddyment Road, north of Baseline Road, and south of the City
of Roseville’s existing boundary.

April 2009 1-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1.0 - Introduction

1.1.3 Efficient and Cost-Effective Planning

PG&E’s current 10-year investment plan for meeting the customer load growth
projected for the Sacramento Valley Local Transmission System includes a new
transmission pipeline that extends from Lines 400 and 401 and travels in a north-
south direction paralleling County Road (CR) 85 near Esparto to Line 172A (Line
406), a new transmission pipeline that extends from Line 172A in the town of Yolo
east to Line 123 in Roseville (Line 407), and a new distribution feeder main (DFM)
that extends from Line 407 south to the Sacramento Metro Air Park. These
additions to the local gas transmission system are intended to minimize the cost to
PG&E'’s customers during the planned, incremental increase in capacity.

1.1.4 Safety and Environmental Sensitivity

PG&E corporate goals require that all projects be planned and constructed in an
environmentally sensitive manner. Through the selection of the proposed route for
the Project and associated construction methods, PG&E has endeavored to
minimize potential impacts to environmental resources. To ensure long-term safety
of the Project, PG&E would implement a maintenance schedule that requires
patrols, leak surveys, cathodic protection surveys, and valve maintenance.

1.1.5 Minimize Damage by Outside Sources

One of PG&E’s Project objectives is to select an alignment that minimizes the risk of
damage by outside forces (as defined in Section 1.1.1 Project Objectives, Purpose,
and Need). Outside forces include impact by mechanical equipment, such as
bulldozers and backhoes; earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or
geological hazards; weather effects, such as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and
willful damage. The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requires pipeline
operators to report significant pipeline incidents. Damage by outside forces is the
most common cause for significant pipeline incidents, at 42.9 percent. The second
largest cause is corrosion, at 21.4 percent (PG&E 2007).

The Project right-of-way (ROW) would be coordinated with future road improvement
plans to locate the pipeline in future public utility easements and/or landscape strips
whenever possible. When traversing agricultural lands, the Project would be located
in a straight line of sight such that it is easily identifiable by operators of farm
equipment. The Project as proposed by PG&E would have added depth (5 feet of
cover rather than the minimum 3 feet of cover required by DOT standards) in
agricultural areas to aid in the prevention of damage by outside forces.

April 2009 1-3 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1.0 - Introduction

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EIR

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) contain a statement within the project description briefly describing the
intended uses of the EIR. The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the EIR should
identify the ways in which the Lead Agency and any responsible agencies would use
this document in their approval or permitting processes. The following discussion
summarizes the roles of the agencies and the intended uses of the EIR.

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is the State agency with jurisdiction
and management control over California’s sovereign and submerged lands. As
such, the CSLC is the Lead Agency in California for preparing the EIR, complying
with CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] section 21000 et seq.), following the
guidelines for the implementation of CEQA (California Code of Regulations [CCR]
Title 14, section 15000 et seq.), and coordinating the review of the EIR by State and
local responsible and trustee agencies. These responsible and trustee agencies
include the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBSs), the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), and the local Air Quality Management Districts and Air Pollution Control
Districts (AQMDs and APCDs). The EIR will be used by the CSLC to exercise its
jurisdictional responsibilities in making its decision to grant a lease for the pipeline
river crossing at the Sacramento River.

The proposed Project would also require approvals and/or review by a number of
Federal, State, and local agencies as noted in Section 1.4 - Permits, Approvals and
Regulatory Requirements.

1.2.1 Organization of EIR

« Section 2.0 - Project Description describes the proposed Project, its location,
layout and facilities, and presents an overview of its operation and
construction.

« Section 3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects describes the alternatives to
the proposed Project carried forward for analysis, the alternatives that were
considered but eliminated from detailed evaluation. This Section also identifies
the cumulative projects that will be analyzed.

e Section 4.0 - Environmental Analysis describes existing environmental
conditions, Project-specific impacts and mitigation measures, and the impact

April 2009 1-4 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1.0 - Introduction

analysis of the alternatives. This Section also evaluates the impacts of the
cumulative projects.

» Section 5.0 - Environmental Justice analyzes the distributional patterns of high-
minority and low-income populations on a regional basis and characterizes the
distribution of such populations adjacent to the proposed and alternative
pipeline corridors and focuses on whether the proposed Project has the
potential to adversely and disproportionately affect minority populations and
low-income communities, thus creating an inconsistency with the intent of the
CSLC environmental justice policy.

e Section 6.0 - Other Required CEQA Sections addresses other required CEQA
elements, and describes significant unavoidable environmental effects,
irreversible environmental effects, and growth-inducing impacts.

e Section 7.0 - Mitigation Monitoring Compliance Program presents the
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP).

e Section 8.0 - Report Preparation Sources presents information on the
qualifications of those who prepared the report.

» Section 9.0 - References lists reference materials used to prepare the report.

» Section 10.0 - List of Acronyms and Abbreviations includes a list of acronyms
and abbreviations used in the report.

e Appendix A to this Draft EIR contains the mailing list.

« Appendix B to this Draft EIR contains the Notice of Preparation (NOP), copies
of comments received on the NOP, transcripts of public meetings regarding the
NOP, and the location in the Draft EIR where comments are addressed.

« Other technical appendices are also included in this Draft EIR.

1.2.2 Study Area Boundary

The Study Area for this Project includes the proposed pipeline route and permanent
easement areas, from the tie-in location with Line 401, north of Capay in Yolo
County to the existing PG&E Line 123 in the City of Roseville. The Study Area also
extends south along Powerline Road to the Sacramento Metro Air Park. The Study
Area would also include temporary work areas necessary for construction of the

April 2009 1-5 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1.0 - Introduction

Project as well as those adjacent areas that may be affected by pipeline upsets as
identified in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Section 2, Project
Description, describes and illustrates the limits of the Study Area in more detail.

1.2.3 Definition of Baseline and Future Conditions

The CEQA Guidelines (section 15125(a)) require a description of the existing
environmental setting in order to examine and analyze the effects of the proposed
Project on the environment. This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts
associated with installation and operation of the Project extending from Yolo County,
just west of Yolo CR-85 and north of Capay and Cache Creek, to existing Line 123
in the City of Roseville. This EIR examines the impact on the existing environment
of constructing and operating the Project for the design life of the pipelines (50
years).

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT
1.3.1 Scoping

The CSLC, as Lead Agency in accordance with the provisions of CEQA, determined
that the proposed Project may result in potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts, and therefore required preparation of this Draft EIR pursuant to and in
accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code, section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, section 15000 et
seq.), and the CSLC's guidelines implementing CEQA.

On June 19, 2007, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (sections 21080.4 and
15082(a)), the CSLC provided a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed
Project to responsible and trustee agencies and to other interested parties. The
NOP solicited both written and verbal comments on the EIR’s scope during a 30-day
comment period and provided information on a forthcoming public scoping meeting.
The CSLC held four public and agency scoping meetings, two in Woodland,
California on July 9, 2007, and two in Roseville, California on July 10, 2007, to solicit
verbal comments on the scope of the EIR. Verbal comments were made at the
scoping meetings and the associated transcripts are included in Appendix B.
Written comments were received in response to the NOP from the following (listed in
the order received):

o U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Phil
Hogan,;

April 2009 1-6 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1.0 - Introduction

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, Mathew R. Jones;

Yolo County Farm Bureau, Joe F. Martinez;

William L. Dibble, Property Owner;

Wildlands, Inc., Brian Monaghan;

Wildlands, Inc., Jeff Mathews;

Michael R. Valentine, Property Owner;

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Kenneth Sanchez;

RSC Engineering, Richard S. Chavez;

Wirth Real Estate/Valuation Services, Robert B. Wirth, Jr.;

Placer County Office of Education, Matt Shawver;

Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Andrew Darrow;
Placer County Community Development Resources Agency, Andrew Gaber;
Howard Lopez, Property Owner;

Yolo County Board of Supervisors, Duane Chamberlain;

Robert B. and Vesta E. Wirth Revocable Trust, Doug Wirth;

Department of Energy, Western Area Power Administration, Heidi R. Miller;
Department of Conservation, Dennis J. O’'Bryant;

Department of Water Resources, Floodway Protection Section;

City of Roseville, Mark Morse;

George M. Carpenter, Attorney at Law;

Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo / Attorneys for Center Unified School
District, Elizabeth B. Hearey; and

Hefner, Stark & Marois, Martin B. Steiner.
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1.0 - Introduction

A copy of the NOP, scoping meeting transcripts, and comment letters received, as
well as an index of where such written comments are addressed in the document,
are included in Appendix B.

1.3.2 Public Comment on the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR is being circulated to Federal, State, and local agencies and to
interested individuals who may wish to review and comment on the report. Written
comments may be submitted to the CSLC during the 45-day public review period.
Verbal and written comments on this Draft EIR will be accepted at a noticed public
meeting (either noticed in this document or separately). All comments received will
be addressed in a Response to Comments addendum document, which, together
with this Draft EIR, will constitute the Final EIR for the proposed Project.

This Draft EIR identifies the environmental impacts of the proposed Project on the
existing environment, indicates how those impacts would be mitigated or avoided,
and identifies and evaluates alternatives to the proposed Project. This document is
intended to provide the CSLC the information required to exercise its jurisdictional
responsibilities with respect to the proposed Project, which would be considered at a
separate noticed public meeting of the CSLC.

The CEQA requires that a Lead Agency shall neither approve nor implement a
project as proposed unless the significant environmental impacts have been reduced
to an acceptable level. An acceptable level is defined as eliminating, avoiding or
substantially lessening significant environmental effects to below a level of
significance. If the Lead Agency approves the project, even though significant
impacts identified in the Final EIR cannot be fully mitigated, the Lead Agency must
state in writing the reasons for its action. Findings and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations (SOC) must be included in the record of project approval and
mentioned in the Notice of Determination (NOD).

1.4 PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

In addition to action by the CSLC, the proposed Project will require permits or
approvals from the following reviewing authorities and regulatory agencies:

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE);
e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);

« National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries;

April 2009 1-8 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB);
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG);

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans);

State Reclamation Board;

Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD);
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD);
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD);,
Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD);

Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District;

Placer County Flood Control and Conservation District;

City of Roseville;

Sacramento, Yolo, Placer, and Sutter Counties; and

Reclamation Districts 730, 1000, 1600, and 2035.
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2.0 - Project Description

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
21 INTRODUCTION

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is proposing to construct and operate
multiple natural gas transmission pipelines that would ultimately cross California’s
Central Valley in the counties of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer. The
“proposed Project” or “Project” would involve the construction and operation of three
new transmission pipelines: Line 406, Line 407 (West and East), and the Powerline
Road Distribution Feeder Main (DFM). The Project would also include the
construction of six aboveground facilities. Fully constructed, the pipelines would
span the lower Sacramento Valley.

Project construction would involve a combination of conventional trenching,
horizontal directional drilling (HDD), and conventional boring techniques such as
hammer boring and auger boring/jack-and-boring. Conventional trenching involves
installation of the pipe within an open trench followed by backfilling. The HDD
construction technique uses a hydraulically-powered horizontal drilling rig to tunnel
under vertically and/or horizontally-large sensitive surface features such as water
courses, levees, and wetlands. Hammer boring is a non-steerable pipeline
construction technique that drives an open-ended pipe for short distances under
surface features such as roads or smaller water features. For this construction
method, pits are required on either side of the surface feature to be avoided. Auger
boring/Jack-and-boring consist of instaling a pipe simultaneously with the
excavation process. Section 2.5, Construction Procedures, provides detailed
descriptions of these and other pipeline construction techniques that would be used
in conjunction with the proposed Project’s installation.

The Project traverses four counties within the lower Sacramento Valley from Yolo
County, just west of Yolo County Road (CR) 85, and extends approximately 40 miles
east to the City of Roseville, Placer County. Figure 2-1 provides a regional
orientation of the Project and broadly identifies the geographic area traversed by the
Project. In general, the Project crosses a combination of flat to undulating and
rolling hill topography with corresponding elevations ranging from approximately 15
to 255 feet above mean sea level (msl) (PG&E 2007a). The locations of each of the
three pipelines and the DFM are described individually below. Figure 2-2 provides
an overview of the Project.

April 2009 2-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Line 406 would begin at PG&E’s existing Lines 400 and 401 in Yolo County at the
foot of the Coast Range and extends east to Line 172A, near the town of Yolo
(Figure 2-3). From Lines 400 and 401, Line 406 traverses east across agricultural
fields to CR-87, where it extends south for a short distance to a point just north of
the intersection with CR-19. The route then proceeds east under CR-87 and across
more agricultural fields to Interstate (I) 505. After crossing under I-505, the route
parallels CR-17 through the Dunnigan Hills and at I-5, the pipe crosses via HDD and
continues east to a tie-in point with Line 172A and Line 407 West, just north of the
town of Yolo.

Line 407 is divided into two major segments, Line 407 West (407-W) and Line 407
East (407-E), and extends from Line 172A near the town of Yolo to existing Line 123
near the City of Roseville (Figures 2-4 and 2-5). The Powerline Road Distribution
Feeder Main (DFM) serves as the boundary between Line 407 West and Line 407
East.

Line 407-W would extend east from the tie-in point with Lines 406 and 172A and
through agricultural fields to CR-98 (Figure 2-4). At CR-98, the pipeline would cross
the roadway and parallel the roadway south to CR-16A where it would then extend
east to CR-99A. The alignment would parallel CR-99A south to CR-17, where it
would transition back to the east and would continue to the Knights Landing Ridge
Cut and across the Yolo Bypass and the Tule Canal. From here, it would jog
northeast and north to CR-16 and continue to the Sacramento River crossing. After
the Sacramento River crossing, it would parallel Riego Road until Powerline Road.

Line 407-E would extend east from the junction of 407-W at Powerline Road along
Riego Road, which eventually transitions to Baseline Road, through Sutter and
Placer counties (Figure 2-5). The route would cross State Route (SR) 70/99, and a
number of irrigation canals, including the North Drainage Canal and the Natomas
East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead Creek). At its eastern extent, 407-E would
parallel the northern border of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area on the north
side of Baseline Road before connecting with Line 123 at the intersection of
Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road.

The Powerline Road Distribution Feeder Main (DFM) would extend from the
connection point with 407-W and 407-E south along Powerline Road to the
Sacramento Metro Air Park development in Sacramento County (Figure 2-6). This
route would parallel Powerline Road between Riego Road in Sutter County and
West Elverta Road in Sacramento County.

April 2009 2-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

2.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND
2.2.1 Project History

Existing natural gas pipelines in the Project region include Line 400 and Line 401 at
the western end of proposed Line 406; Line 158-2 which intersects and then
parallels Line 406; Line 172A at the junction of proposed Line 406 with Line 407
West; Line 0647-01 and Line 220 south of the proposed Line 406 and Line 407
West; Line 302W, Line 302EA-2B-2, and Line 337 north of proposed Line 406; and
Line 123 at the tie-in with proposed Line 407 East. Currently, there are no PG&E
facilities along the proposed Project route.

2.2.2 California State Lands Commission Lease Boundary and Regulatory
Boundary Areas

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is the State agency with jurisdiction
and management control over California’s sovereign and submerged lands. The
EIR will be used by the CSLC to exercise its jurisdictional responsibilities in making
its decision to grant a lease for the pipeline river crossing at the Sacramento River.
The Sacramento River crossing would be completed using HDD construction
methods for approximately 1,400 feet beneath the River.

2.3 PROPOSED FACILITIES

The Project would add a new major connection point to Lines 400 and 401, the
Capay Metering Station, approximately 15 miles south of the Buckeye Pressure
Limiting Station. From this connection point, the Project would construct a large-
diameter (30-inch) transmission pipeline across the lower Sacramento Valley,
essentially bisecting the existing loop. The Project would connect to existing Line
172 and Line 123 to further reinforce the reliability of the region’s natural gas system
by providing a second large-diameter connection point between Lines 400 and 401
and existing pipelines serving the area.

2.3.1 Pipeline Facilities

The proposed Project would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in
accordance with all applicable requirements included in the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) regulations in 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 192,
“Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety
Standards.” The proposed Project would also be subject to California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) standards as embodied under General Order 112E.

April 2009 2-15 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

With the exception of the 10-inch DFM, all portions of Lines 406, 407-W, and 407-E
would be 30 inches in diameter. The proposed pipeline traverses several different
class locations, requiring different wall thickness of steel pipe (Grade X-60) designed
for a Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) of 975 pounds per square
inch gauge (psig). The 10-inch DFM would be designed for a MAOP of 500 psig to
975 psig. Industry standards for pipeline sections installed via Horizontal Directional
Drill (HDD) technology require a pipe diameter to wall thickness ratio (D/t) of 50 or
below. Refer to Table 2-2 for pipe wall thickness specifications required in each
class location.

Gas would flow east from the Line 400/401 to the Baseline Road Pressure
Regulating Station. The 30-inch diameter pipeline would be located within a 50-foot
private, permanent right-of-way (ROW), to provide PG&E with the necessary control
over future construction activities in and around the line to ensure safe and
uninterrupted operation of the pipeline. Because the cover requirements referenced
in the DOT code are minimums, the Gas Pipeline Technical Committee (GPTC)
Guide Material Appendix G-192-13 has been applied to the Project and is described
in Table 2-1. The DOT Code of Federal Regulations 49 Part 192.327 establishes
minimum cover requirements at 30 inches for transmission pipelines in Class 1 and
36 inches in Classes 2, 3, and 4. PG&E has increased the cover beyond minimum
requirements to 5 feet because its past experience has demonstrated that it is
sufficient to eliminate most threats from agricultural operations. Excavations in
excess of 5 feet present additional construction challenges (and cost) due to the
need for trench benching or shoring for worker entry. Maintaining the cover on the
pipe at approximately 5 feet will reduce the impact on farming operations. The
depths being proposed in Table 2-1 go beyond requirements in order to
accommodate for land uses. Use restrictions required in the permanent easement
would prohibit the planting of deep-rooted plants, such as trees or vines within 15
feet of the pipeline centerline for protection of the pipeline, but other agricultural uses
would be allowed.

April 2009 2-16 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Table 2-1: Depths to Cover

Regulation Proposed
Requirements Depth Agricultural
Location Depth (ft)* (ft) Justification Restrictions
Agriculture 3 5 Added cover to prevent
damage from outside forces
(DOF)** from farming
operations. Limited to
Drainages 3 5 Prevention of DOF due to crops with
maintenance. shallow root
T : system,
Icr:rlgatllon 3 5 PreV(Iantlo_n of DOF due to prohibits tree
anals canal maintenance. crops,
Road 3 5 Prevention of DOF due to orchards, and
Crossings road maintenance. vineyards
Highway 7.5 7.5 Prevention of DOF and to
Crossings meet Cal Trans requirements
for uncased crossings.
Water 35 35t0 60 | Prevention of unintentional None
Crossings drill mud release and to meet
CSLC minimum depth
requirements.

* Regulations used include 49 CFR 192, American Petroleum Institute section 1102, General Order 112E,

and Caltrans requirements.

** Damage from outside forces (DOF) include impact by mechanical equipment, such as bulldozers and
backhoes; earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or geological hazards; weather effects, such
as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and willful damage.

Source: 49 CFR 192; PG&E 2008.

Pipeline Wall Classifications

The standards in the Federal regulations are more stringent for pipelines placed
near high human population densities. Federal DOT regulations define area
classifications, based on population density of the pipeline vicinity and on an area
that extends for 660 feet (220 yards) on either side of the centerline of any
continuous one-mile length of the pipeline. The four area classifications are defined
as:

e Class 1: A location with ten or fewer buildings intended for human occupancy;

e Class 2: A location with more than ten but less that 46 buildings intended for
human occupancy;

April 2009 2-17 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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« Class 3: A location with 46 or more buildings intended for human occupancy or
where the pipeline lies within 300 feet (100 yards) of any building or small well-
defined outside area occupied by 20 or more people during normal use; and

e Class 4: A location where buildings with four or more stories aboveground are
prevalent.

Class locations representing more populated areas require higher safety factors in
pipeline design, testing, and operation. In addition to population density, other
factors are used to determine the design factor used within a class location. A
higher safety factor must be used in the design formula for steel pipelines that: (a)
cross the ROW of an unimproved public road, without a casing; or (b) cross without
a casing, or makes a parallel encroachment on the ROW of a hard-surfaced road, a
highway, a public street, or a railroad. The design specifications for each of the

13

14

pipeline area classes included as part of the Project are provided in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2: Pipeline General Area Class Specifications

Pipeline
Attribute Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 DFM HDD
DO.UtS'de 30-inch 30-inch 30-inch 10-inch 30-inch
iameter
Grade 65,000 65’888£6° 60,000 60,000 65,000
Wall 0.406/0.4
Thickness 0.375 383 0.500 0.250 0.625
Seam Type1 DSAW DSAW DSAW DSAW DSAW
Maximum
Allowable . . . . .
Operating 975 psig | 975 psig 975 psig 500-975 psig 975 psig
Pressure
Percent 0
SMYS at 60.0% 55";({})/55' 48.8% 40.0% 36.0%
MAOP 0
Maximum
Operating 975 975 975 975 975
Pressure
(psig)
Normal
Operating 625 to 625 to
Pressure 975 975 625 to 975 500 to 975 625 to 975
(psig)
April 2009 2-18 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Pipeline
Attribute Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 DFM HDD
Minimum
Operating 625 625 625 500 625
Pressure
(psig)
. ANSI
ANSI Rating 600 ANSI 600 | ANSI 600 ANSI 600 ANSI 600

! DSAW - Double Submerged Arc Welding.

2 ANSI - American National Standards Institute.

% Second values are for Alternate Class 2 Specifications
Source: PG&E 2008.

Figure 2-7 illustrates the pipeline area classifications along the proposed route. As
shown, the pipeline would be Class 1 through much of Yolo County given the
predominately agricultural zoning. The exception to this occurs along the I-5 and I-
505 corridors and north of the communities of Yolo and Woodland, which are
designated as Class 2. Portions of the alignments east of the Sacramento River are
designated Class 3 in response to planned growth associated with the Placer
Vineyards, Sutter Pointe Specific Plan, Sacramento Metro Air Park, and Sierra Vista
projects.

Valve Spacing

Valve locations are shown in Figure 2-7. Valve spacing was determined by applying
DOT 49 CFR section 192.179 (October 1, 2006) which states:

Each transmission line, other then offshore segments, must have sectionalizing
block valves spaced as follows, unless in a particular case the Administrator finds
that alternative spacing would provide and equivalent level of safety:

« Each point on the pipeline in a Class 4 location must be within 2.5 miles of a
valve;

« Each point on the pipeline in a Class 3 location must be within 4 miles of a valve;

e Each point on the pipeline in a Class 2 location must be within 7.5 miles of a
valve; and

« Each point on the pipeline in a Class 1 location must be within 10 miles of a
valve.

April 2009 2-19 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Route Segments

The following sections summarize the route and proposed construction techniques
that would be used to install the pipeline by route segment. Each segment of the
Line 406, 407, and Powerline Road DFM routes is uniquely coded to better enable
consistent cross-referencing throughout the EIR. Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6
provide an illustration of the coded route segments, which are described in further
detail below and include the following:

Line 406 (Segments 406-1, 406-2, etc.);

Line 407 West (Segments 407-W1, 407-W2, etc.);

Line 407 East (Segments 407-E1, 407-E2, etc.); and

DFM (Segments DFM-1, DFM-2, etc.).

Project-related construction techniques are described in Section 2.5, Construction
Procedures.

Line 406

Line 406 (Figure 2-3) would consist of approximately 14 miles of 30-inch-diameter
gas transmission pipeline operating at a MAOP of 975 psig, and transporting up to
475,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per day between existing Lines 400 and 401
and existing Line 172A in Yolo County (PG&E 2007a). The proposed in-service date
is February 2010. The Line 406 route is subdivided into six segments that are
described in more detail below.

Segment 406-1

Segment 406-1 would begin at Lines 400 and 401, approximately 2.5 miles
northwest of the community of Esparto and 0.5 miles east of CR-85. The segment
extends approximately 2.75 miles between the Line 400 and 401 tie-in and CR-87.
From the proposed Capay Metering Station, at the Line 400 and 401 tie-in, the
pipeline heads east-northeast roughly parallel with the agricultural parcel
boundaries, crossing under Hungry Hollow Canal and CR-85 (also called County
Highway E-4) and ends just northwest of the intersection of CR-87 and CR-19.

April 2009 2-20 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

One of the conventional boring construction techniques would be used at the Hungry
Hollow Canal, depending on whether construction takes place when the canal is
transporting irrigation water.

Approximately 1 mile east of CR-85, the segment would run parallel to the south
bank of an agricultural irrigation (ditch/canal) to the junction of CR-87 and CR-17. At
CR-87, the pipeline turns south and extends approximately 925 feet on the west side
of CR-87. Except for the Hungry Hollow Canal Crossing, Segment 406-1 would be a
Class 1 pipeline. All county road crossings would be bored using one of the
conventional boring techniques described in this Section, per county requirements.

Segment 406-2

From the end of Segment 406-1, the pipeline would continue to extend east and
would cross under CR-87. East of CR-87, the pipeline would cross approximately
2.6 miles of agricultural land, including crossing under an irrigation canal. This
segment would be a Class 2 pipeline.

Segment 406-2 would end just west of I-505 across from the [-505/CR-17
intersection.

Segment 406-3

Segment 406-3 would consist of approximately 1,050 feet of pipeline that travels
under 1-505, CR-90A and Goodnow Slough to the south side of the intersection of
CR-90A and CR-17. This segment would be installed using HDD and would be a
Class 2 pipeline.

Segment 406-4

After crossing under I-505, the pipeline route would parallel the south side of CR-17
for approximately 5.3 miles before turning north at the east end of the Dunnigan
Hills. The pipeline would be Class 2 from 1-505 to approximately 1 mile east of I-
505. At that point, the pipeline would become a Class 1 pipeline until the turn
approximately 5.3 miles east of I-505.

Just before turning north, the pipeline would change from a Class 1 pipeline to a
Class 2 pipeline. Segment 406-4 would cross north under CR-17 and then transition
north for approximately 2,500 feet before resuming in an easterly direction. East of
the transition, Segment 406-4 would parallel the south side of unnamed farm roads.
At CR-96, the segment would extend under CR-96 and an irrigation canal using one

April 2009 2-23 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

of the conventional boring techniques for approximately 150 feet and continue east.
Segment 406-4 ends approximately 3,000 feet east of CR-96.

Segment 406-5

Segment 406-5 would be a Class 2 pipeline installed by HDD. The segment would
extend east for approximately 1,050 feet, crossing under I-5 and CR-99W, ending
approximately 200 feet west of CR-97. The HDD would end just before crossing
CR-97.

Segment 406-6

East of I-5, Line 406 would continue east as a Class 2 pipeline for approximately
0.75 miles, traveling parallel to the south side of an unnamed farm road to a tie-in
point with the existing Line 172A and proposed Line 407 West at the proposed Yolo
Junction Pressure Limiting Station.

Line 407 West

Line 407 West, as described in Section 2.1 and as shown in Figure 2-4, would
consist of approximately 13.5 miles of 30-inch diameter pipeline operating at 975
psig and transporting up to 180,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per day between
Line 172A and the tie-in with Line 407 East near the intersection of Powerline Road
and Riego Road in Sutter County. All segments of the pipeline discussed below
would be installed using one of the conventional boring techniques. Line 407 West
is subdivided into twelve segments that are described in more detail below.

Segment 407-W1

Beginning at the tie-in point with proposed Line 406 and existing Line 172A near I-5,
Segment 407-W1 would extend east through agricultural fields to CR-98. The
segment would cross under CR-98. The pipeline would then extend south along the
east side of CR-98 until the CR-16A intersection. At the intersection, the pipeline
would resume east along the north side of CR-16A for over 1 mile to CR-99A. Just
northeast of the intersection of CR-16A and CR-99A, the segment would turn south
to cross from north CR-16A to the south.

South of CR-16A, the pipeline would extend south paralleling the east side of CR-
99A to CR-17. At CR-17, Segment 407-W1 resumes extending east along the north
side of CR17 until just west of the junction of State Route (SR) 113 and CR-17. All
of Segment 407-W1 would consist of Class 2 pipeline.

April 2009 2-24 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Segment 407-W2

Segment 407-W2 would consist of an approximately 300 foot crossing (using one of
the conventional boring techniques) east under SR 113 just north of the junction of
SR 113 and CR-17. All of Segment 407-W2 would be a Class 2 pipeline.

Segment 407-W3

East of the junction of SR 113 and CR-17, Segment 407-W3 begins and extends
approximately 4.3 miles east along the north side of CR-17, crossing under CR-100,
CR-101, and CR-102. At the intersection of CR-17 and CR-103, the pipeline would
cross south under CR-17 and resume in an easterly direction along the south side of
CR-17. The segment would end west of the Knights Landing Ridge Cut. Segment
407-W3 would be a Class 2 pipeline.

Segment 407-W4

This segment would extend east under the first Knights Landing Ridge Cut using
HDD techniques for approximately 2,400 feet. Segment 407-W4 would end
approximately 1,200 feet east of the Knights Landing Ridge Cut bank, on the north
side of an unnamed farm road. Segment 407-W4 would be a Class 1 pipeline.

Segment 407-W5

Starting approximately 1,200 feet east of the Knights Landing Ridge Cut, Segment
407-W5 would extend east and parallels the north side of an unnamed farm road.
The segment would extend east approximately 1 mile before ending west of the
western levee of the Yolo Bypass. Segment 407-W5 would be a Class 1 pipeline.

Segment 407-W6

Segment 407-W6 would extend east approximately 1,200 feet, crossing under the
western levee of the Yolo Bypass. This segment would be installed via HDD
methods. Segment 407-W6 would be a Class 1 pipeline.

Segment 407-W7

Segment 407-W7 would extend east from the western levee of the Yolo Bypass
under agricultural fields for approximately 1.2 miles. This segment would end west
of the eastern levee of the Yolo Bypass and Tule Canal. Segment 407-W7 would be
a Class 1 pipeline.
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2.0 - Project Description

Segment 407-W8

Segment 407-W8 would consist of an approximately 1,600-foot pipeline that crosses
east under the eastern levee of the Yolo Bypass, the Tule Canal and CR-107. This
segment would be installed via HDD methods. Segment 407-W8 would be a Class
1 pipeline.

Segment 407-W9

Segment 407-W9 would begin and extend east for approximately 3,300 feet before
reaching an irrigation canal where it would then proceed to the north. The pipeline
would then continue north to CR-16 and cross under CR-16 via trenching
construction methods for approximately 150 feet. Segment 407-W9 would be a
Class 1 pipeline.

North of CR-16, Segment 407-W9 would turn back to the east along the north side of
CR-16 and cross an existing irrigation canal. This route segment traverses through
Sacramento River Ranch Conservation Bank lands and walnut orchards to the west
bank of the Sacramento River.

Segment 407-W10

Segment 407-W10 would cross under the Sacramento River, extending
approximately 1,400 feet from the west side of the river to the east side via HDD
construction methods. East of the Sacramento River, Segment 407-W10 would turn
north, crossing under Riego Road for approximately 150 feet and ending on the
north side of the road. Segment 407-W10 would be a Class 1 pipeline on the west
side of the Sacramento River and a Class 3 pipeline on the east side of the
Sacramento River.

Segment 407-W11

Segment 407-W11 would include the installation of a Class 3 pipeline along the
north side of Riego Road in Sutter County past the Huffman East, Huffman West,
Vestal, and Atkinson Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation tracts. This segment
would cross a drainage ditch west of Powerline Road.

Segment 407-W12

Segment 407-W12 would be a Class 3 pipeline installed using one of the
conventional boring techniques. The segment would travel for approximately 150
feet along the north side of Riego Road, crossing under Powerline Road, and
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2.0 - Project Description

connecting the previous segment with the Powerline Road DFM and Line 407 East
at the proposed Powerline Road Main Line Valve.

Line 407 East

Line 407 East, as described in Section 2.1 and as shown in Figure 2-5, would
consist of approximately 12 miles of 30-inch diameter pipeline operating at 975 psig
and transporting up to 180,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per day. Line 407 East
would extend east from the junction of 407 West at Powerline Road along Riego
Road and Baseline Road, through Sutter and Placer counties before connecting with
Line 123 at the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road. All segments of
the pipeline discussed below would be installed using one of the conventional boring
techniques, and would be rated Class 3. Line 407 East is subdivided into nine
segments that are described in more detail below.

Segment 407-E1

From the junction of 407 West and the Powerline Road DFM, Segment 407-E1
would extend east along the north side of Riego Road for approximately 1.8 miles
before approaching SR 99/70. The segment would include three irrigation canal
crossings, each approximately 150 feet wide. Near the western farm road along SR
99/70, Segment 407-E1 extends to the north for approximately 300 feet to line up
with the SR 99/70 crossing.

Segment 407-E2

Line 407-E2 would be installed via HDD construction methods under the SR 99/70.
Segment 407-E2 spans approximately 1,050 feet from east to west.

Segment 407-E3

East of SR 99/70, Segment 407-E3 would turn south briefly to realign with the north
side of Riego Road and then extend east for approximately 2.3 miles. This segment
would involve three irrigation canal crossings of approximately 150 feet wide each,
and approximately 100 feet of pipeline under Pacific Avenue. Segment 407-E2
would end west of East Levee Road.

Segment 407-E4

Segment 407-E4 would cross approximately 1,200 feet under East Levee Road, the
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead Creek), and the Western Pacific
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2.0 - Project Description

Railroad via HDD installation. This segment would end approximately 350 feet east
of Pleasant Grove Road.

Segment 407-E5

Segment 407-E5 would extend east along the north side of Riego Road (which turns
into Baseline Road in Placer County) and would cross under Locust Road, Brewer
Road and Country Acres Lane. The segment would end approximately 0.4 miles
east of Country Acres Lane on the north side of Baseline Road. In addition to bores
required by county encroachment permits, one of the conventional boring techniques
would be used for the following portions of Segment 407-E5:

e 320 feet in front of a private residence; and
e 475 feet in front of a second private residence.

Segment 407-E6

Segment 407-E6 would consist of an approximately 2,350-foot crossing under vernal
pool/vernal swale habitat on the north side of Baseline Road. This segment would
be installed via HDD.

Segment 407-E7

Segment 407-E7 would continue east from the end of Segment 407-E6, extending
approximately 1.2 miles parallel to the north side of Baseline Road.

Segment 407-E8

Segment 407-E8 would include approximately 1,875 feet of HDD-installed pipe
along the north side of Baseline Road. The section would start approximately 900
feet west of the intersection of Baseline Road and Watt Avenue, and would contain
the proposed Baseline Road Pressure Regulating Station. This segment would be
installed under Curry Creek and a series of vernal pools via HDD.

Segment 407-E9

Segment 407-E9 would extend east along the north side of Baseline Road from the
end of 407-E8 to the existing Line 123 at northwest corner of the intersection of
Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road.
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2.0 - Project Description

Powerline Road Distribution Feeder Main (DFM)

The Powerline Road DFM (Figure 2-6) would consist of approximately 2.5 miles of
10-inch-diameter steel pipeline designed to operate at 975 psig and transporting up
to 17,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per day to new land development projects in
north Sacramento County. This route would run along the east side of Powerline
Road between Riego Road in Sutter County and West Elverta Road in Sacramento
County. All segments of the pipeline discussed below would be installed via
conventional trenching or one of the conventional boring techniques, and would be a
Class 3 pipeline. The Powerline Road DFM route is subdivided into ten segments
that are described in more detail below.

Segment DFM-1

From the proposed Powerline Road Main Line Valve, Segment DFM-1 would cross
under Riego Road.

Segment DFM-2

Segment DFM-2 would continue south from the previous segment to the north side
of an irrigation canal located approximately 2,300 feet south of Riego Road.

Segment DFM-3

This segment would start approximately 2,300 feet south of Riego Road and would
extend approximately 300 feet under an existing irrigation canal and would surface
on the south side of the canal. HDD techniques would be used to install Segment
DFM-3.

Segment DFM-4

Segment DFM-4 would span approximately 1,700 feet between two irrigation canals.

Segment DFM-5

This segment would be installed using one of the conventional boring techniques to
allow for the crossing of another irrigation canal approximately 0.8 mile south of the
intersection of Riego Road and Powerline Road. The DFM-5 segment would travel
approximately 150 feet from the north to the south side of the irrigation canal.
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2.0 - Project Description

Segment DFM-6

From the southern point of Segment DFM-5, Segment DFM-6 would continue south
for approximately 0.4 mile before approaching another irrigation canal.

Segment DFM-7

Segment DFM-7 would be installed using one of the conventional boring techniques
to allow for an approximately 150-foot crossing under an irrigation canal.

Segment DFM-8

This segment would consist of approximately 0.6 mile of pipeline between Segment
DFM-7 and DFM-9.

Segment DFM-9

This segment of the DFM would cross under an irrigation canal for approximately
200 feet using one of the conventional boring techniques.

Segment DFM-10

The final segment of the DFM pipeline would start at the south end of Segment
DFM-9 and travel approximately 0.5 mile south to West Elverta Road. At West
Elverta Road, the DFM pipeline would cross to the south side of West Elverta Road.
At the southeast corner of West Elverta Road and Powerline Road, the DFM pipeline
would tie into the proposed Powerline Road Pressure Regulating Station.

2.3.2 Aboveground Facilities

The Project would include the construction of additional appurtenances necessary
for operation of the four line segments (Line 406, Line 407 West, Line 407 East, and
the DFM). Six fenced, aboveground pressure limiting, pressure regulating, metering,
and main line valve stations would be constructed along the Project alignment to
ensure that proper pressures are maintained in the transmission system and to
reduce the pressure of the gas before delivering it to the distribution pipeline system
(refer to Figure 2-7 for the locations of these stations). These facilities would also
require the installation of valve extensions, actuators, valve hand wheels, risers,
meters, Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) equipment, and other
appurtenances within and adjacent to the stations. Detailed designs of the proposed
facilities are not complete at this time; however, the stations would consist of gas
regulation and monitoring equipment, which would provide primary and backup
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2.0 - Project Description

routing of gas flow (called runs) through the stations. Lighting at the aboveground
facilities would be minimal and would be used in emergencies only, so as not to
create a new source of light in the surrounding area.

These stations would consist of the following.

e The Capay Metering Station (CMS) would be constructed at the connection of
Lines 400 and 401 and Line 406, and would consist of just under 1 acre and
have sides measuring approximately 134 feet, 142 feet, 209 feet, and 285 feet in
length. The CMS would be no greater than 10 feet in height. Access would be
provided from an existing dirt road that connects with CR-85 to the east. The
Capay Station would be fitted with an aboveground spool and blind flange to
accept a portable pig launcher. An automatic shutdown valve would be installed
at this station. The valve could be operated by Gas Control Operators in the
event of an emergency in order to control the flow of gas into Lines 406 and 407.
The location of the CMS is provided in Figure 2-3;

e The Yolo Junction Pressure Limiting Station (YJS) would be constructed at the
connection of Line 406 and Line 172A near I-5, and would cover an area of
approximately 100 feet by 127 feet (12,700 square feet or 0.29 acres). The YJS
would be no greater than 5 feet in height. An automatic shutdown valve would
be installed at this station. The valve could be operated by Gas Control
Operators in the event of an emergency in order to control the flow of gas into
Lines 406 and 407. As shown in Figure 2-3, access would be provided by an
unnamed farm road from CR-97 on the west;

e The Powerline Road Main Line Valve (PRV) would be constructed at the
connection of Line 407 and the 10-inch DFM and would be installed within a yard
measuring approximately 100 feet by 100 feet (10,000 square feet or 0.23 acres)
at the intersection of Riego Road and Powerline Road. The PRV would also
house the Riego Road Regulating Station (RRS), which would regulate gas
pressure from Line 407 into the DFM, and would be no greater than 10 feet in
height. The facility would include a main line valve, blowdown facilities, pressure
regulating equipment, pressure transmitters, gas flow meter, SCACD/telecom
equipments, and cathodic protection equipment. As shown in Figures 2-4, 2-5,
and 2-6, access would be provided from an existing dirt road that connects with
Riego Road to the south;
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2.0 - Project Description

e The Powerline Road Pressure Regulating Station (PRS) would be constructed at
the southern terminus of the DFM at the southeastern corner of Powerline Road
and West Elverta Road. The PRS would regulate gas from the DFM into the
local 60-psig distribution system. It would be constructed in an area measuring
approximately 40 feet by 102 feet (4,080 square feet or 0.09 acres), would be no
greater than 10 feet in height, and would include pressure regulating equipment,
gas filtration equipment, and SCADA/telecom equipment. As shown in Figure 2-
6, access would be provided directly from West Elverta Road;

e The Baseline/Brewer Road Main Line Valve Station (MLV) would be constructed
approximately 250 feet west of Brewer Road along Baseline Road. The main
line valve is a manually operated 24 inch ball valve with a high head extension.
The MLV would require a permanent easement area of approximately 50 feet by
50 feet (2,500 square feet or 0.06 acres). The MLV would be fenced and include
two 10 inch blow-off valves located on each side of the MLV; and

e The Baseline Road Pressure Regulating Station (BRS) would be constructed at
the connection of Line 407 and Line 123 on the north side Baseline Road
between Watt Avenue and Fiddyment Road. The BRS structure would be no
greater than 10 feet in height and would require a permanent easement area of
approximately 84 feet by 145 feet (12,180 square feet or 0.28 acres). It would
regulate gas from Line 407 into Line 123 and would include a main line valve,
blowdown facilities, pressure regulating equipment, pressure transmitters, gas
flow meter, SCACD/telecom equipments, and cathodic protection equipment.
The BRS would be fitted with an aboveground spool and blind flange to accept a
portable pig receiver. Access would be provided directly from Baseline Road
(Figure 2-5).

Figure 2-8 shows examples of aboveground facilities.

2.4 LAND REQUIREMENTS
2.4.1 Pipeline Rights-of-Way and Additional Construction Work Areas

PG&E proposes a 100-foot-wide temporary use area (TUA) for general pipeline
trenching consisting of a 50-foot wide permanent easement and a 50-foot wide
temporary construction easement (TCE) to accommodate the equipment needed to
lay the 30-inch-diameter pipe in a 3.5- to 5-foot-wide trench, an equipment travel
lane, and a spoil pile for the excavated soils (Figure 2-9)
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2.0 - Project Description

A 60-foot wide TUA would be used for construction in constricted workspaces and
would require that excavated soil be transported to an adjacent TUA (see Figure 2-
10).

Each of the twelve proposed HDDs would require an additional 18,750-square-foot
temporary use area for equipment that would be set up at the proposed entry and
exit points (Figures 2-11 and 2-12). The proposed TUA is sufficient for the HDD pull
sections, the length of which would be proportional to the HDD length. It is not
expected that any of the boring techniques would require areas of additional space
beyond the proposed TUA.

PG&E proposes to obtain a 50-foot-wide permanent easement over the new
pipeline. It is PG&E’s standard policy to obtain 50-foot-wide permanent easements
surrounding large-diameter underground pipelines for purposes of pipeline
maintenance and to minimize potential damage and disruption to infrastructure if
ground-disturbance activity is proposed near the pipeline. The exception to the 50-
foot permanent easement occurs along the proposed Powerline Road DMF, where
PG&E would acquire a 35-foot permanent easement and an adjacent 25-foot TCE
for a total 60-foot-wide TUA (Figure 2-10). The easements would be purchased
from the existing landowners, who would also be compensated for PG&E’s use of
temporary use areas during construction. Restrictions in the easement would
prohibit the planting of deep-rooted plants such as trees and vines within 15 feet of
the pipeline centerline for protection of the pipeline, but other uses would be allowed.

The primary staging areas for vehicles, equipment, materials, and other supplies
required for the construction of the pipeline and regulator stations would be near the
Project ROW in existing industrial and commercial yards where accessible. In some
cases, materials and/or equipment may be stored on the ROW for short periods.
Staging areas would generally be approximately 300 feet by 200 feet.

Additional ROW space may be required in areas such as directionally drilled
crossings, bore locations, and as needed for lay-down of Project materials. During
HDD operations, up to 75 feet of additional space is typically needed on the drill
entry side, adjacent to the ROW, for a length of 250 feet for the rig setup, mud tanks,
and power units.

Pipe Storage Yards

Pending successful negotiations, two locations have been identified for potential
pipe storage yards and are identified in Figures 2-13 and 2-14. One is a commercial
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2.0 - Project Description

yard (Northern Truck and Crane) located in Arbuckle near the intersection of SR 99
and Eddy Road and the other is north of the City of Woodland near the intersection
of Best Ranch Road and CR-100B. The yards were selected based upon their
proximity to the Project, major highways, and railroad spurs. Pipe would be
delivered by rail to these pipe storage yards in 80-foot joints. The Woodland yard
would require grading and fencing prior to use. Soil contamination tests would be
performed prior to utilizing the yards to establish a baseline.

The Arbuckle yard would be utilized for the Line 406 segment of the Project and
would be used from Spring 2009 to June 2010 (Figure 2-13). The Woodland yard
would be utilized for the Line 407 East and West segments of the Project and would
be used from January 2010 to June 2013. Total area that would be temporarily
impacted by the Woodland yard is 6.36 acres (Figure 2-14).

2.4.2 Aboveground Facilities

PG&E would be required to obtain additional land rights adjacent to the permanent
ROW to accommodate installation of the new PRS, BRS, CMS, YJS, PVS and the
passage of internal inspection devices, in compliance with 49 CFR, section 192.150,
which requires accommodation of such devices.

Routine maintenance along the majority of the line would consist of quarterly to
annual patrolling (e.qg., foot or aerial patrol), cathodic protection, and surveys. PG&E
would maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent easement along the length of the Project,
with the exception of the Powerline Road DFM, which would have a 35-foot-wide
permanent easement. Vegetation maintenance would be as needed to maintain a
30-foot-wide corridor centered on the pipe that is free of deep-rooted plants.
Because the majority of the route is grassland, row crops, or rice fields, very few
areas are expected to require vegetation maintenance by PG&E.

2.5 CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES
2.5.1 New Pipeline Construction Procedures

Pipeline trenching construction in urban and rural environments generally proceeds
as a moving assembly line. Open trenching techniques would be used to construct
approximately 91 percent of the proposed pipeline. HDD methods would be used to
construct approximately 7 percent of the proposed pipeline to cross large waterways
and sensitive resource areas.
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2.0 - Project Description

One of the conventional boring techniques would be used to construct approximately
2 percent of the proposed pipeline to cross roads and small waterways (Table 2-3

below).
Table 2-3: Construction Technique Summary
Approximate Depth (feet below ground
Construction Type surface)’
Trench 8
Trench in Roadways 8
Horizontal Directional Drill 35to 60
Conventional Bore Techniques* 81012

Notes:

! Approximate depth is to bottom of construction type feature, not to be confused with depth to cover in Table
2-1.

*These include hammer bore, and auger bore/jack-and-bore

Source: PG&E 2007b.

Before the start of construction, PG&E would complete easement and permit
acquisitions and finalize land surveys to locate the centerline of the proposed
pipeline and temporary use areas. Also, PG&E would hold a preconstruction
meeting between permitting entities and the construction crew. Prior to construction,
the entire proposed pipeline ROW would be videotaped to document existing
conditions and access roads. To prevent accidental damage during pipeline
construction, the 100-foot-wide construction ROW, HDD pull sections, staging areas,
construction yard, and other temporary use areas would be surveyed and staked,
along with existing utility lines and other sensitive resources identified by Federal
and State agencies.

In conjunction with the pipeline installation process, a variety of construction
equipment would be utilized depending on the method of installation. Table 2-4
below shows a list of the possible equipment that may be used.

Table 2-4: Construction Equipment

Quantity Description Quantity Description
2 X-Ray Rigs 4 2 Ton Trucks
3 Water Trucks 4 Dump Trucks
2 Low-Bed Transport 2 Graders
6 Side Booms 1 Wheel Trencher
April 2009 2-49 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Quantity Description Quantity Description
3 Excavators 3 Front End Loaders
3 Bull Dozers 2 Cranes
2 Drilling Machine 8 Pipe Trucks
14 Welding Trucks 1 Padding Machine
10 Pickup Trucks 1 Mechanic Truck
Horizontal Directional
2 Drill Rigs * — —

Notes:

' The HDD process utilizes a large hydraulic-powered HDD rig. The drilling rig is transported by semi-trailer
truck. New pipeline segments would also be transported to the Project site on tractor-trailer flatbed trucks.
The pipeline segments would be offloaded using a small crane, backhoe, or excavator. Additional HDD
support equipment and vehicles include a drilling mud tank, a power unit for the hydraulic pumps, mud
pumps, backhoe or excavator, forklift, bulldozer with wide boom, and various utility and crew vehicles.

Source: PG&E 2007b.

Giant Garter Snake Construction Scheduling
Construction in Rice Fields

Pipeline construction is planned through approximately 7 miles of rice fields, which
are considered giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) or (GGS) habitat.
Construction in rice fields can pose significant scheduling challenges. The
construction window in federally threatened GGS habitat is May 1 through October 1
(refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources), while rice fields are frequently flooded
by May 1 or shortly thereafter and may not be harvested until the end of September.
To construct the pipeline in the rice fields during the active farming period, the ROW
would need to be isolated from the adjacent fields and not flooded. This would be
achieved by constructing temporary earthen berms (rice checks) to segregate the
active rice fields from the ROW. While installation of the rice checks would ideally
be performed during normal field-preparation activities around late March or early
April, this timing is prior to the authorized construction season for GGS. Depending
on the weather, harvest timing, and property owner cooperation, construction of the
rice checks may be split into two parts to address this scheduling challenge. PG&E
would work with the property owners to determine if the berms installed during
regular field preparations could accommodate pipeline construction. If this could not
be accomplished, PG&E would construct them during the allowable time period
between May 1 and October 1, or would consult with the USFWS to acquire
permission to construct the berms outside the GGS work window.

April 2009 2-50 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



© 00 NO O WN P

e
— O

I el o
A W N

15

16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23

24

25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33

2.0 - Project Description

Prior Fall ROW Isolation

The ROW may be isolated after harvest the fall prior to construction, but not prior to
October 1 in order to comply with the Giant Garter Snake construction window, to
resolve the scheduling challenge. The edge of the pipeline ROW through rice fields
would be adjacent to field edges or canals. The rice checks may be constructed by
pushing up soil from adjacent areas, as is traditionally done, or by using the topsaoil
removed from the trench to form them. Where irrigation flows must be maintained
across the ROW, rigid culverts may be installed across the full width of the ROW as
part of the pre-construction work. Sand bags would be used to seal around the ends
of the culvert, thereby isolating the flowing water from the work area while the
crossing is trenched.

By having the ROW isolated the prior fall, pipeline construction can begin on May 1
(or as soon as the field is sufficiently dry) without interfering with the rice field
preparation, planting, and flooding schedule.

Spring ROW Isolation

Should ROW isolation the fall prior to construction not be feasible, PG&E would work
with the farmers to install the rice checks during their normal field preparation in the
spring. Otherwise, PG&E may request that farmers delay field flooding until the rice
checks are installed, or PG&E may request special authorization from the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for installation prior to May 1.

Temporary rice checks and rigid culverts installed to segregate the ROW from
flooded rice fields would be removed after the fields have been drained in late
August or September following construction.

Clearing and Grading

Where necessary, the construction work area would be cleared and graded to
provide a relatively level surface for trench-excavating equipment and a sufficiently
wide workspace for the passage of heavy construction equipment. Removal of trees
in the Project area would be avoided where feasible, but some tree removal may be
necessary. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, mitigation for tree
removal would be provided.

All survey monuments, including United States Geological Survey (USGS)
monuments, would be identified and protected during construction activities. If
monuments are accidentally damaged or disturbed, PG&E would report the incident
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2.0 - Project Description

to the appropriate agency and would be responsible for the restoration of the
monument at its original surveyed location.

Where necessary, erosion controls would be installed immediately following initial
disturbance of the soils and maintained throughout construction to contain
excavated material within the approved temporary use areas. Erosion controls
would consist of methods described in PG&E’s Water Quality Construction Best
Management Practices Manual (PG&E 2006), as follows:

» Preserve existing vegetation whenever possible;

« If necessary, contact the Project Environmental Representative for clarification
regarding areas to be preserved,

« Whenever possible, minimize disturbed areas by locating temporary roadways to
avoid stands of trees and shrubs, and follow existing contours to reduce cutting and
filling;

« Locate construction materials, equipment storage, and parking areas outside the
drip line of any tree to be retained;

« Consider the impact of grade changes to existing vegetation and the root zone;

» Use one or more of the below temporary soil stabilization practices, when
applicable - hydraulic mulch, hydro seeding, soil binders, straw mulch,
geotextiles, and/or plastic covers and erosion control blankets/mats;

« Implement before the onset of precipitation;

« Implement BMPs such as fiber rolls or gravel bag berms to break up the slope
lengths as follows:

- On steep slopes, place BMPs on slopes 100 feet and greater at intervals no
greater than 50 feet;

- On very steep slopes, place BMPs on slopes 50 feet and greater at intervals
no greater than 25 feet;

« Apply permanent erosion control to areas deemed substantially complete during
the Project’s defined seeding window;

« Refer to individual Soil Stabilization BMPs for specific instructions for use;
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2.0 - Project Description

« Apply water for dust control evenly and in a manner that does not generate
runoff;

« Non-potable water shall not be conveyed in tanks or drainpipes that will be used
to convey potable water, and there should be no connection between potable
and non-potable supplies. Non-potable tanks, pipes, and other conveyances
should be marked “NON-POTABLE WATER - DO NOT DRINK?”;

« If reclaimed wastewater is used for dust control, the sources and discharge must
meet California Department of Health Services water reclamation criteria and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements; and

« Remove any markings, barriers, or fencing after Project is completed.

Before grading would begin, negotiations would be made with the respective
property owners and tenants to avoid conflicts with normal land use and operation.

Topsoil Removal

PG&E would remove, stockpile, and replace topsoil during construction activities in
accordance with landowner negotiations. All trenches would be backfilled using
select excavated subsoils that meet PG&E’s backfilling requirements, and topsail
would then be replaced and restored to its original condition using either tracked
construction equipment or water to minimize future settling.

Trenching

Trenches would be excavated to a depth sufficient to: (1) provide minimum cover
required by DOT specifications (PG&E has proposed a minimum of 5 feet of cover
[refer to Table 2-2]); (2) install the proposed pipeline in such a manner to
accommodate current agricultural practices; and (3) meet code requirements for
proposed activities in roadways. The trench would be approximately 8 to 9 feet
deep and typically 4 feet wide in order to allow for approximately 5 feet of cover in
agricultural lands (exceeding the DOT standard of up to three feet of cover). The
proposed Project would meet Sacramento County Code, Chapter 12.08,
Construction in Streets, for activities in roadways. The width of the trench would
generally be 3.5 to 5 feet, with wider areas where necessary to accommodate
construction personnel to work in the trench.

Construction spoils or excavated overburden would be placed on the opposite side
of the trench from construction traffic. To the extent practical, spoil materials would
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2.0 - Project Description

be placed in close proximity to active construction areas to enable efficient space for
backfilling. The Project would create a net surplus of construction spoils and,
therefore, stockpiling would be necessary.

Numerous roads, driveways, and water features would be crossed during trenching.
Table 2-5 identifies major crossings that would be trenched in addition to HDD and
bore crossings. Access to all roadways and driveways would be generally
maintained with any disruption lasting for no more than four hours, with the
exception of HDD crossings, which typically have 24-hour operations. PG&E'’s
contractors would repair any damage to the roadway surface or underground
facilities, including irrigation and drainage systems, immediately after construction is
completed. Trenches typically would not remain open for more than 5 days in any
one area, and there would be approximately 21 days between initial grading and
backfilling. Open trenches would be either fenced or otherwise delineated for safety
during non-working hours.

For crossings, where it is feasible and where all required permits have been
obtained, PG&E plans to open cut features such as county roads and smaller
irrigation ditches and canals. When water is flowing, water features that are open
cut would likely require a dam-and-pump-around setup where the workspace to be
trenched is kept dry during construction and water is pumped around the workspace
to continue to flow downstream. Open-cut crossings would be trenched, the pipe
installed, and the trench backfilled in one day where possible. If open-cut
construction of a county road cannot be completed in one day, the trench would be
covered with a plate during non-working hours until construction is complete.

Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD)

The proposed pipeline would cross the Sacramento River, Knights Landing Ridge
Cut, I-5, I-505, and other sensitive areas using the HDD construction technique,
totaling approximately 17,506 feet in length (Table 2-3 and Table 2-5). This
technique uses a hydraulically-powered horizontal drilling rig supported by a drilling
mud tank and a power unit for the hydraulic pumps and mud pumps. The variable-
angle drilling unit would be adjusted to the proper design angle for the proposed
Project (8 to 10 degrees). The first and smallest of the cutting heads would begin
the pilot bore at the surveyed entry point in a small pit on the ground surface. The
first section of drill stem would have an articulating joint near the drill cutting head
that would be controlled by the bore operator.
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2.0 - Project Description

Successive drill site sections would be added as the drill head would make its way
under the crossing. The drill head would be articulated slightly by the operator to
follow a designed path under the sensitive feature and climb upward toward the exit
point.

Once the pilot hole is completed, a succession of larger cutting heads and reamers
are pulled and pushed through the borehole until it is the appropriate size for the
proposed pipeline. While drilling, drilling mud would be pumped under high pressure
through the drill stem to rotate the cutting head and return the soil cuttings to the
small pit at the surface entry point. The mud would be pumped from this pit to a
processing unit where the soil cuttings would be removed and the mud reused for
drilling. As part of the bore design process, geotechnical surveys of the subsurface
conditions were conducted to determine the underlying geologic strata along the drill
path. Infrequently, the geologic strata above the drill may be weaker than
anticipated and/or unconsolidated and the high pressure of the drilling mud may
result in a fracture of these strata, allowing drilling mud to rise to the ground surface.
The drilling operation would be stopped immediately if this occurs. This situation is
termed an “inadvertent release” or “frac out” and is usually resolved by reducing the
mud system pressure or increasing the mud viscosity. Mud clean-up activities for
inadvertent releases are described in Construction Contingency Planning.

While drilling, pipe sections to be pulled through the crossing would be strung on
pipe supports in the proposed temporary use areas. The pipe sections would be
welded together, x-rayed, and a protective epoxy applied to the joints. A hydrostatic
pre-test of the pipe sections would then be performed to ensure integrity prior to
pulling. After the drill hole is the correct diameter, a pulling head would be welded
on the end of this pipeline section, and the pipe would be pulled through the hole
until it surfaces on the other side. Bulldozers with side booms and slings or roller
cradles would support the pipe as it would slowly be pulled through the drill hole.
The completed drilled crossing would then be connected to the existing pipeline and
the entry and exit points would be backfilled and restored as described in Post
Construction Activities below.

The Project pipeline would be installed a minimum of 60 feet underneath the bed
and banks of any navigable water body and a minimum of 35 feet below any other
feature to be crossed by HDD technology. Proposed HDD activities under the
Sacramento River are anticipated to be completed during the work window for
aguatic species of June 1 through November 30, to avoid impacts to special status
fish species.
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Each of the 12 HDD bores for Lines 406 and 407 and for the DFM would take

approximately two to four weeks to complete.

If evening construction would be

required during HDD operations, a light plant would be stationed at the entry and exit

points.

operated by a diesel generator.

Table 2-5: Pipeline Crossings Summary

Each light plant would consist of four 1,000-watt fixtures and would be

Project Approximate
Segment/ Crossing Type of Feature
Feature Name' Crossing # Width (feet) Crossing? Acreage
Hungry Hollow Canal Line 406/#1 124 TR or J/B n/a
County Road (CR) 85 Line 406/#2 158 TR or J/B n/a
CR-87 Line 406/#3 150 TR or J/B n/a
CR-88A Line 406/#4 59 TR or J/B n/a
Drainage Canal (406 #1) Line 406/#5 125 TR n/a
I-505/CR-90A/Goodnow | 110 40646 1,210 HDD nla
Slough
Yolo County Flood Line 406/#7 04 TR or J/B n/a
Control - Irrigation Canal
CR-17 Line 406/#8 102 TR or J/B n/a
CR-96/Acacia Canal Line 406/#9 98 TR or J/B n/a
CR-97 F/I-5/CR-99W Line 406/#10 1,440 HDD n/a
Line 407
CR-98 West/#1 51 TR or J/B n/a
Line 407
CR-16A West/#2 110 TR or J/B n/a
Line 407
CR-16A West/#2 100 TR or J/B n/a
Line 407
State Route (SR) 113 West/#3 262 J/B n/a
Line 407
CR-100 West/#4 123 TR or J/B n/a
Line 407
Dense Trees West/#4 423 TR or J/B n/a
Line 407
CR-101 West/#5 136 TR or J/B n/a
Line 407
CR-102 West/#6 151 J/B n/a
April 2009 2-56 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline

Draft EIR




2.0 - Project Description

Project Approximate
Segment/ Crossing Type of Feature
Feature Name' Crossing # Width (feet) | Crossing? Acreage
Line 407
CR-17 West/#7 120 TR or J/B n/a
Knights Landing Ridge Line 407
cut West/#8 2,400 HDD n/a
West Yolo Line 407
Bypass/Drainage West/#9 1,218 HDD n/a
East Yolo Bypass/Tule Line 407
Canal West/#10 1,200 HDD n/a
Drainage Canal (CR-16) Line 407
#1 West/#11 189 ™ na
Drainage Canal (CR-16) Line 407
#2 West/#12 184 R na
Drainage Canal (CR-16) Line 407
#3 West/#13 139 R na
. Line 407
Sacramento River West/#14 2,162 HDD n/a
. Line 407
Riego Road West/#14 119 TR or J/B n/a
Drainage Canal (Riego Line 407
#1) West/#15 171 ™ na
Powerline Road/Irrigation Line 407
Canal West/#16 na TR n/a
Powerline
Road
Riego Road Distribution 148 TR or J/B n/a
Feeder Main
(DEM)/#1
. Powerline
North Drainage Canal Road DEM/#2 547 HDD n/a
Irrigation Canal Powerline
(Powerline #1) Road DFM/#3 172 TRor J/B n/a
Drainage Canal Powerline
(Powerline #2) Road DFM/#4 206 TRorJ/B n/a
Irrigation Canal Powerline
(Powerline #3) Road DEM/#5 184 TR or J/B n/a
Powerline
West Elverta Road Road DEM/#6 n/a TR n/a
Irrigation Canal (Riego Line 407
#2) East/#1 130 TR or J/B n/a
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Project Approximate
Segment/ Crossing Type of Feature
Feature Name' Crossing # Width (feet) | Crossing? Acreage
North (gzggnj‘g#g)ca”a' "E'gi;g 191 TR or J/B n/a
Irrigation ij;al (Riego I_Elr;it;l#?g 168 TR or J/B n/a
Irrigation (;g;al (Riego I_Elr;it;l#?g 136 B n/a
Pacific Avenue Légifﬁg 100 TR n/a
Drainage #C%nal (Riego LE”;est;l#?; 120 R n/a
Drainage gg)nal (Riego Iégit?;g 85 R n/a
Seasonal Wetlands LElgit;l 4;&)97 n/a TR n/a
sltzeaesf:\;:\éegreRgf Sﬁi, "é’;it;‘g 1,208 HDD n/a
Western Pacific Railroad
Pleasant Grove Road E:;li% 100 TR n/a
e | ekl | e | mon | e
Vemg'wpacl’g';\iema' EZSU:&% 150 TR or J/B 0.03
Locust Road Ilgglset/i% 60 TR n/a
Seasonal Wetland #1 E:;;% n/a TR 0.05
Seasonal Wetland #2 Egsﬂicl)zl n/a TR 0.05
Seasonal Wetland #3 Ilgg]set/i% n/a TR 0.09
Seasonal Wetland #4 Line 407 East n/a TR n/a
Brewer F;gf)‘ldl vemal Ezsﬂicl); 123 TR or J/B 0.04
Seasonal Swale #1 IIE:set/ig; n/a TR 0.16
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Project Approximate
Segment/ Crossing Type of Feature
Feature Name' Crossing # Width (feet) | Crossing? Acreage

Riego Road Private Line 407

Residence #2 East/#18 150 TR or J/B nfa

Seasonal Wetland #5 Line 407 East 225 TR or J/B n/a
L Line 407

Riparian Wetland East/#19 n/a TR n/a
Line 407

Seasonal Wetland #6 East/#20 n/a TR n/a
Vernal Pool/ Vernal Line 407

Swale #2 East/#21 2,264 HDD 0.47
Line 407

Seasonal Wetland #7 East/#20 n/a TR 0.12

Seasonal Wetland #8/ Line 407 n/a ™ n/a
Seasonal Swale #2 East/#22
Curry Creek #1/Vernal Line 407

Pool/Vernal Swale #3 East/#24 1.872 HDD nfa
Curry Creek #2/ Vernal Line 407

Pool Complex East/#25 1,900 HDD na
Line 407

Seasonal Swale #2 East/#26 n/a TR 0.1
Line 407

Seasonal Wetland #9 East/#27 n/a TR 1.07

Notes:

! Final routing decisions may alter some of these crossings.

2 (TR) Trenching, (HDD) Horizontal Directional Drill, (J/B) Jack and Bore, (n/a) Not Applicable or Not
Available.

Source: Adopted from PG&E 2007a (updated from information provided by PG&E 2008).

In addition to the HDDs, there would be approximately 30 conventional bores,
totaling approximately 6,245 feet. Two methods of conventional boring may be
employed depending upon contractor preference and soil conditions.

Hammer Boring

For the proposed Project, pneumatic pipe ramming, also known as hammer boring,
has been selected as the method that would be used for the bore installation. Pipe
ramming is a non-steerable system that drives an open-ended pipe using a
percussive hammer, resulting in the displacement of soil limited to the wall thickness
of the pipe. For this construction method, pits would be dug on either side of the
surface feature to be avoided. The pits would be approximately 15 to 40 feet wide
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2.0 - Project Description

and 50 feet long. The width and depth would depend on the feature to be avoided.
The boring equipment and pipe would be lowered into the pit and aligned at the
appropriate depth and angle to achieve the desired exit location. A compressor
would supply air to the pneumatic ramming tool to thrust the pipe forward. A cutting
shoe may be welded to the front of the lead pipe to help reduce friction and cut
through the soil.

Several options are available for ramming various lengths of pipe. An entire length
of pipe could be installed at once or, for longer distances, one section at a time could
be installed. In the latter case, the ramming tool would be removed after each
section is in place and a new section would be welded on to the end of the newly
installed section. The pneumatic ramming machine would be connected to the new
section and ramming would continue. In certain installations, a winch could be
connected to the lead end of the pipe to assist in pulling it out. This would require
installation of a connection via a pilot hole.

Depending on the size of the installation, spoil from inside the pipe would be
removed with compressed air, water, a pig system, or a combination of techniques.
A seal cap would be installed on the starter pit side of the installation and spoil would
be discharged into the receiver pit.

Auger Boring/Jack-and Boring

Auger boring also referred to as jack-and-bore consists of a rotating cutting head
and auger, internal to a steel sacrificial casing that is being advanced hydraulically.
The internal auger turns to remove soils while the hydraulics advance the casing.
As with Hammer boring, entrance and exit pits are typically excavated in order to
accommodate the auger bore equipment. The pits would be approximately 15 to 40
feet wide and 50 feet long. The width and depth would depend on the feature to be
avoided. The boring equipment and pipe would be lowered into the pit and aligned
at the appropriate depth and angle to achieve the desired exit location. Hydraulic
ram(s) thrust the pipe forward while the rotating cutting head and internal auger
remove the soil and deposit it in the entrance pit. The excavated spoil would be
removed with excavators. Once the crossing is complete, the product pipe is welded
to the sacrificial casing. The product pipe and casing are then forced through the
soil opening into the exit pit where the casing is cut off in sections. This process
continues until all casing pipe has been removed and the product pipe completes the
entire crossing.
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Epoxy Coating

The pipe would be externally coated for protection at the mill with 16 mils (1 mil =
1/1000 inch) of fusion-bonded epoxy (FBE) before being shipped to either of the two
pipe storage areas in 80-foot lengths. In addition, the pipe used for boring would be
coated with 40 mils of Powercrete abrasion resistant overcoating (ARO) or
equivalent. The weld-joint ARO on HDD-installed pipe would be installed at the
temporary use areas. All FBE coatings and application requirements shall be
subject to the requirements of CGT Standard EG 4116, latest revision.

Best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in PG&E's Water Quality
Construction Best Management Practices Manual would be employed to ensure that
these activities would not impact hydrology or other resources based on the use of
hazardous materials. These activities would be managed on site as follows:

 The amount of hazardous materials stored at the construction site, and the
production and generation of hazardous waste at the construction site, would be
minimized;

e Any hazardous materials and wastes would be covered or containerized and
protected from vandalism;

« All hazardous materials and wastes would be clearly marked. Hazardous waste
containers would be placed in secondary containment systems if stored at the
construction site;

« All stockpiled cold mix, an asphalt mixture used exclusively for temporary paving
needs, would be placed on plastic and covered with plastic;

o Waste materials would not be intermixed, because this would complicate or
inhibit disposal and recycling options and could result in dangerous chemical
reactions;

« Storm water that collects within secondary containment structures would be
inspected before discharge to ensure that no pollutants are present.
Contaminated storm water would be managed according to PG&E'’s
Environmental Practices (EPs), including Vault Dewatering and Spill Prevention,
Containment, and Countermeasure (SPCC) pond drainage (these documents
are available from PG&E upon request);

« Spills from a secondary containment system would not be discharged; and
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2.0 - Project Description

« Hazardous waste would be segregated from other solid waste and disposed of
properly.

In addition to following this best management practice, employees or contractors
would be responsible for compliance with Federal, State, and local laws regarding
storage, handling, transportation, and disposal of hazardous waste.

Should a spill occur on the construction ROW or at the storage/staging sites, the
following would be implemented:

The spillage of material would be stopped if it could be done safely;

e The contaminated area would be cleaned, and contaminated materials would be
properly disposed,;

e The Project foreman and/or the Environmental Representative would be notified;

e To the extent that it would not compromise clean up activities, spills would be
covered and protected from storm water run-off during rainfall;

 Spills would not be buried or diluted with wash water;

» Used cleanup materials, contaminated materials, and recovered spill material
would be stored and disposed of in accordance with Federal, State, and local
regulations;

e Absorbent materials would be used to clean up spills. Spills would not be hosed
down with water;

« All water used for cleaning and decontamination of a spill would be collected and
disposed appropriately and would not be washed into storm drain inlets or
watercourses. Disposal of these wastes would be coordinated with the
Environmental Representative; and

 Spill cleanup kits would be kept in areas where any materials would be used and
stored.

In the event of a spill, agency representatives or individuals designated by the
following agencies would be contacted as necessary. Contact numbers for each
agency would be included in PG&E's response plan:

 California State Lands Commission - 24 Hour Emergency Response;
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NOAA Fisheries, Sacramento Office;

California Department of Fish and Game;

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB);

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); and

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Other agencies that could be contacted include the Office of Emergency Services,
the National Response Center, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
California Highway Patrol.

Pipe Delivery, Stringing, and Welding

The pipe would be delivered either from the construction yard, or from an off-site
coating facility, to the proposed pipeline ROW. The main travel routes that would be
used for construction access along Line 406 would include CR-85, CR-87, CR-88A,
CR-17, CR-19, and some smaller roads on the east side of I-5. Travel routes to be
used for construction access along Line 407 would include CR-16, CR-16A, CR-17,
Baseline Road, Riego Road, and Powerline Road. Streets and roads perpendicular
to the main routes that may also be used to access the Project area include Watt
Avenue, West Elverta Road, Walerga Road, SR 70/99, and SR 113. During
construction, the transporting of the required amount of pipe and associated
construction equipment could result in a temporary increase of up to 40 round trucks
trips a day on these respective roadways. Figure 2-15 illustrates the proposed pipe
haul routes.

Access to the Yolo Bypass may be available from CR-16 adjacent to Gray’s Bend
and the western Yolo Bypass levee road. The primary access for equipment would
be along the PG&E’'s ROW or via temporary bridges across canals or other water
features. No new roads are expected to be required for the Project.

Once in the temporary use areas, individual pipe sections would be aligned and
welded together into long strings. All pipeline sections would be “butt-welded,” that
is, welded together without the ends overlapping. All welds would be x-rayed to
ensure structural integrity and compliance with applicable DOT regulations. Welds
that do not meet American Petroleum Institute 1104 specifications would be repaired
or removed. Once the welds are approved, the welded joints would be covered with
a protective coating and the entire pipeline would be electronically and visually
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inspected for any faults, scratches, or other damage. Any pipe damage would be
repaired before being lowered into the trench.

Lowering-In, Tie-In, and Backfilling

The pipeline would be lowered into the trench with two or more sideboom tractors,
spaced so that the unsupported pipe between them and between the pipe and
ground surface would not overstress the pipe and cause buckling. Tie-in welds,
made in the trench at the final pipeline elevation, would be used: (1) where the line
would be obstructed by utilities crossing the trench; (2) at the ends of HDD and other
conventional bores; and (3) at the ends of lowered strings. The welds would be
checked with x-ray and the entire pipeline would then be checked by caliper for
geometrical integrity prior to final tie-in where necessary. In hilly terrain, trench
barriers or breakers would be installed before backfiling at specified intervals to
prevent water movement along the pipeline.

Backfilling would typically occur within 72 hours of pipeline installation to minimize
potential impacts to wildlife. At the conclusion of each day’s trenching activity, the
end of the trench would be left ramped at an approximate 2 to 1 slope to allow any
wildlife falling into the trench to escape.

The trench would be backfilled using select excavated subsoils that meet PG&E’s
backfilling requirements, and topsoil would then be replaced and restored to its
original condition using either tracked construction equipment or water to minimize
future settling. Soil that is not suitable for backfill or spread as topsoil would be
removed from the ROW. It is estimated that approximately 1,200 cubic yards of
spoil materials would need to be removed from the pipeline route. All excess spoill
would be disposed of appropriately with landowner and agency approval. A
moderate level of compaction, 85 percent of maximum density using the American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D-1557 test procedure, would be used to
reduce the risk of uplift. Areas that would be under paved surfaces would be
compacted to 95 percent or greater as specified by permitting entities. Compacting
would be conducted to 85 percent in agricultural areas up to 18 inches from the
surface. The entire pipeline ROW would be decompacted/restored per landowner
negotiations. Figure 2-16 shows a typical road crossing while Figure 2-17 shows
trench backfill operations.
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2.0 - Project Description

Pipe Buoyancy

The Project would cross several 100-year special flood hazard areas. For example,
western portions of Line 406 within Hungry Hollow (i.e., west of Dunnigan Hills)
traverse several 100-year flood hazard areas. In addition, all of Line 407 West
within and east of the Yolo Bypass would be within 100-year special flood hazard
areas, as well as all of the proposed Powerline Road DFM and the portion of Line
407 East situated west of Sorento Road.

In response to these conditions, PG&E applied criteria specified in DOT 49 CFR
section 192.317 to protect the Project from flooding hazards. For portions of the
Project within the FEMA-designated 100-year flood zone, PG&E would apply a
factor of safety (FS) of 1.5 to decrease the downward force of backfill acting on the
pipe. In addition, a relative compaction of 80 percent would be required to ensure
the backfill would be stable during the first winter season.

All underwater crossings would be installed via HDD. Soil conditions, pipe
geometry, and depth of the HDD crossings are sufficient to prevent buoyancy
concerns of the HDD crossings. To address the potential for scour within the Yolo
Bypass, a concrete coating would be applied to provide a downward force of 10
Ibs/ft or 2-inch minimum thickness whichever is greater (PG&E 2008).

Construction Water Use and Disposal

Water would be required to support Project-related construction for HDD operations,
hydrostatic testing, and dust control. Traditional sources would include:

« Public/Private water system (via fire hydrants and irrigation wells);
« Waterways (canals, creeks, or rivers); or
e Water brought in by truck or storage tanks.

The preferred source of water for hydrostatic testing along the route would come
from irrigation wells. If irrigation wells could not be secured as a source of water,
alternate sources would be used and are identified in Table 2-6. PG&E does not
plan to acquire water rights, but would negotiate with landowners for water from
agricultural wells, or purchase water from irrigation districts or other commercial
water sources.

April 2009 2-71 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

Final sources would be determined after design drawings are completed and
hydrotest procedures are detailed. PG&E would be required to obtain permission
from the appropriate agency to obtain the legal right to take water from any water
sources.

Table 2-6: Potential Project Water Sources

Line Segment Description Location
406 (26+50) Irrigation Canal Runs Perpendicular to ROW
DFM (128+00) Irrigation Canal N/E corner Elverta/Powerline Roads
407-E (752+00) Irrigation Canal N/E corner Elverta/Powerline Roads
407-E (1372+97) Fire Hydrant Opposite side of Fiddyment Road
407-W (692+00) Natural Waterway Sacramento River
407-W (396+00x) Natural Waterway Knights Landing Cut
Source: PG&E 2007b.

Hydrostatic Testing

The pipeline would be hydrostatically tested at the end of construction phase, and
prior to placing into service, per 49 CFR 192.505 and PG&E Gas Standard A37.
Each HDD segment would undergo hydrostatic testing to ensure no manufacturing
flaw exists prior to pulling the segment into the crossing. Potential water sources are
listed in Table 2-6 above. The amount of water required for the tests is listed in
Table 2-7.

Table 2-7: Water Usage for Hydrostatic Testing Sources

Line Segment Approximate Usage
406 2.5 Million Gallons
407 - East 2.1 Million Gallons
407 - West 2.6 Million Gallons
10" DFM 0.06 Million Gallons
Source: PG&E 2007b.

Hydrostatic test water would be pumped through a filter into the test sections,
pressurized to the test pressure, and maintained at that pressure for a minimum of
eight hours. The minimum test pressure required is 1.5 times the design pressure

April 2009 2-72 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

(975 psig) or 1,463 psig, and held for a minimum of 8 hours. The HDD segments
would be pre-tested prior to being pulled into the bore to a pressure corresponding
to 90 percent SMYS, or 2,708 psig for a duration of 4 hours. Any leaks would be
repaired and the section retested until specifications are achieved. Following
testing, the water used to test the pipeline and HDDs would be disposed of via the
following methods, as described in PG&E’s Pre-Construction Review report (PG&E
2007b):

« Discharged into sanitary sewer systems; or

» Discharged into storm drains, drainage ditches, creeks, or rivers (carbon filtering
or other form of water conditioning may be required).

The method to be utilized would be determined by the availability and capacity of the
systems in the area, requirements of governing agencies, and condition of water
after hydrostatic testing. Water quality would be measured from the water source
prior to use and after use during discharge to assure that water quality is not
compromised as a result of the test. All hydrostatic testing water would be
discharged using a flow manifold and energy dissipater to control the rate of
discharge and to minimize erosion and turbidity to meet the standards set forth
under the terms and conditions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit and the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low
Threat Discharges to Surface Waters, to be issued by the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB).

Based on past experience with similar projects, PG&E anticipates that no
contaminants would be introduced to the surface water during the testing process
and that all samples would meet standards for gray water and that the water
discharged from the hydrostatic test would pose no threat to any plants, fish, or
animals.

Pigging Procedure

After the pipelines have been hydrostatically tested and dewatered, the contractor
would run several “pigs” of various types (brush, cup, dish, polyethylene, etc.) to
remove as much water from the pipeline as possible. Debris in the pipe would be
minimal and any remaining residue would be removed from the pipe during the
pigging procedure. The contractor would install temporary pig launchers and
receivers to expedite this procedure and would monitor the amount of water
removed to determine when the line is as dry as possible. Super dry air or other
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2.0 - Project Description

super dry compressed gases (usually nitrogen) would be blown through the pipe to
bring the pipeline moisture down to 40 Fahrenheit degrees below the ambient dew
point. This would ensure that the line would be dry and that equipment downstream
of the new line would not freeze up due to water molecules in vapor condensing
when pressures would be significantly reduced at regulating and metering stations
throughout the system. The contractor would submit a final hydrostatic testing
procedure to PG&E that would include the type of equipment to be used during the
pigging and drying procedures.

Lines 406 and 407 would be a continuous 30-inch pipeline separated by a normally
open valve at Yolo Junction. When any pigging is done on the pipelines, the pigs
would be launched at Capay Station and removed at the Baseline Road Regulating
Station. At that regulating station, the pressure would be reduced from 975 psig to
500 psig. A permanent yard would be required to house the equipment and facilitate
the required on-going maintenance. The pig receiver would be located at this point
to take advantage of the yard. An additional 1,000 feet of pipeline would be required
to tie the new Line 407 into PG&E's system at the northwest corner of Baseline and
Fiddyment Roads. This major intersection is planned for commercial development
and there is no suitable location for a pig receiver. PG&E would monitor this
segment of the pipeline per 49 CFR 192 subpart M. Should this area become a
HCA in the future, as defined in 49 CFR 192.903, PG&E will assess the integrity of
this segment by the use of "direct assessment" techniques as outlined in 49 CFR
192 subpart O.

The 10-inch DFM would include aboveground spools and blind flanges to serve as
launchers and receivers. The launcher would be located at Riego and Powerline
Roads, and the receiver would be located at Elverta and Powerline Roads.

Blow-Down and Purging Procedure

After hydrostatic testing and drying the pipeline, PG&E would review weather
patterns with the local air districts to determine an optimum range of dates for
connecting (tying-in) the proposed Project to the existing pipeline network. Data
from PG&E’s Department of Meteorological Sciences would be used in coordination
with the SMAQMD, YSAQMD, PCAPCD, and FRAQMD to determine dates when air
guality constraints would be minimal. Natural gas would be released during the
blow-down/tie-in procedure. All local emergency service agencies and schools
would be notified of the pending blow-down/tie-in within 72 hours of the proposed
activities.
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2.0 - Project Description

Prior to the day of the tie-in, PG&E would prepare a detailed shut down and tie in
procedure. The procedure would be prepared by the Operations Supervisor and
reviewed by the PG&E pipeline engineering and gas control departments prior to tie-
in. In general, on the day of the tie-in, PG&E’s personnel from the Sacramento
Division Transmission and Regulation (T&R) Department would reduce the pressure
in the existing Line 400/401 pipeline to zero pounds per square inch. PG&E’s
General Construction Division (GC) would then cut a draft hole in Line 400/401 near
the future CMS. Air movers would be installed up and downstream of the CMS to
remove the gas from the pipeline and into the atmosphere. When both air mover
locations are clear of gas, PG&E would proceed with the tying-in of Line 406.

When all tie-in welds are completed and the x-rays are accepted, the line would be
turned over to PG&E’s T&R Department for operations. The air movers would be
removed and valves would be set up to purge the air from the pipeline. The main
line valve at CMS would be opened and fresh air purged through to the YJS. When
it is determined that Line 406 is completely filled with natural gas, the blow-off valve
would be closed and Line 406 would be brought up to operating line pressure. This
same process would be applied to 407-W and 407-E.

2.5.2 Aboveground Facility Construction Procedures

The majority of all station piping would be pre-fabricated at the construction yard and
then transported to the station locations for final assembly and tie-in to the pipeline
facilities. After installation, the aboveground facilities would be fenced and painted.
Figure 2-8 provides an illustration of an existing facility representative of the Project
facilities.

2.5.3 Construction Contingency Planning

PG&E has developed a number of contingency plans to be implemented during
construction of the proposed Project if certain unexpected events occur.

HDD Abandonment Contingency Planning

If extreme conditions are encountered during horizontal directional drilling operations
and retrieval of down-hole tools becomes impossible, the HDD contractor could be
forced to abandon a portion of the directional drilled hole or possibly the entire hole.
This could occur during any phase of the HDD process and could potentially require
the abandonment and grouting of the hole. The HDD contractor would use
procedures to substantially reduce the possibility of this occurring. However, the
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2.0 - Project Description

following are potential abandonment scenarios that could take place during different
stages of the drilling process.

Abandonment of Pilot Hole/Pilot Hole Continuation

In the event that the HDD contractor becomes unsuccessful in completing the
directional drill pilot hole and the hole must be abandoned, the HDD contractor
would make every effort to remove as much pipe as possible from the hole and
abandon the unusable portion of the hole. Procedures would be invoked for the
successful continuation of the drilling, including the following:

e The down-hole assembly would be advanced and the drill stem would be
stopped,;

« Cement, bentonite, or an industry-approved fill material would be made available
at the drill rig location;

e The drill mud rig would be prepared for pumping material down the hole through
the drill stem; and

e Cement, bentonite, or industry approved fill material would be pumped down the
hole through the drill stem as the drill stem is withdrawn, to displace bentonite
(drilling mud) slurry in the hole.

Abandonment During Reaming Operation

In the event that drilling operations are suspended during reaming of the pilot hole,
the following procedures would be enacted:

+ Advancement of the reamers would be halted;

« Cement, bentonite, or an industry approved fill material would be made available
at the drill rig location;

e The drill mud rig would be prepared for pumping material down the hole through
the drill stem;

o Cement, bentonite, or industry approved fill material would be pumped down the
hole through the drill stem as the drill string is withdrawn, to displace bentonite
(drilling mud) slurry in the hole;

April 2009 2-76 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

- If the Drilling Superintendent ascertains the need to replace the reamer with
a cement head, the reamer would be withdrawn and replaced by a special
head built for grouting;

« If the reamer could not be extracted, the drill rig would be moved to the opposite
side for removal of the reamer from the hole;

- A cement head would be sent down the hole on pilot string until the
previously cemented reamed hole is pumped; and

- The drill string would be withdrawn and the hole pumped with cement or
industry-approved fill material to displace the bentonite slurry material.

Contingency Plan for Inadvertent Release During HDD

Inadvertent release of drilling fluids is a potential concern when HDD methods are
used for construction conduits under sensitive habitats and waterways. While
bentonite is a non-toxic substance, its inadvertent release into waterways could
adversely impact aquatic species, smothering benthic invertebrates, aquatic plants,
and fish or their eggs with the fine bentonite particles.

The drilling contractor would be required to submit a detailed plan for the inadvertent
release of drilling fluid. This plan would be made available to the CSLC prior to
construction. During drilling, the driller would monitor the fluids. A noticeable lack of
returns and a decrease in annular down hole pressures would warrant further
investigation such as visual inspection and duration of loss. In the event that drilling
fluid would be noticeably lost from the borehole the driller would implement the
following procedures:

1. Temporarily cease drilling operations, including pump shut down;

2. Notify the appropriate Federal and State agencies (including the CSLC) as
soon as possible by telephone and/or facsimile of the release event, detailing
the nature of the release and corrective actions being taken. The notified
agencies would determine whether additional measures need to be
implemented,;

3. Dispatch experienced observers as required to monitor the area in the vicinity
of the drilling, for inadvertent returns of drilling fluid at the ground surface
and/or water body;
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2.0 - Project Description

4. ldentify the position of the drill head in relation to the point of entry; and

5. Restart the pump and stroke the borehole up and down in stroke lengths up
to 30 feet up to six times but no fewer than two times in an effort to size the
borehole annulus and reopen the circulation pathway.

In addition, the drilling fluid could be thickened within the guidelines set forth by the
manufacturer to aid in reestablishing circulation as required depending on borehole
conditions. Observers would continuously monitor for inadvertent fluid returns as
long as the pump would remain on. Occasionally, based on the driller’s discretion,
the stroke length could be increased up to 90 feet or past the point at which drilling
fluid circulation was lost.

If circulation is reestablished, drilling would proceed as usual and monitoring for
inadvertent fluid returns would take place once again if the rate of drilling returns
progressively decreases at the fluid entry pit. If circulation is not reestablished,
monitoring for inadvertent fluid returns to the ground surface and/or water body
would continue and drilling would proceed.

If the amount of inadvertent returns is not great enough to allow practical collection,
the affected area would be diluted with fresh water and allowed to dry and dissipate
naturally back into the earth. If the amount of returns exceeds that which could be
suitably contained with hand placed containment barriers, small collection sumps
with less than 134 cubic feet (3.8 cubic meter) capacities would be used to pump
fluid back to the solids control system.

If drilling fluid returns are observed to be continuously surfacing aboveground at an
accessible location, the following procedure would be followed:

1. Pumping of the drilling fluid would immediately cease;

2. The location would be contained so that the drilling fluid could not migrate
across the ground surface. Materials and equipment that could be used for
containment include:

e Straw bales;
« Silt fence;

e« Check dams;
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2.0 - Project Description

Backhoe for accessible areas;

Shovels;

Portable pumps;

Flashlights and light towers for night operations; and

Twenty 100-foot sections of hose;

A small sump pit would be excavated at the location to provide a means for
the fluid to be returned to either the drilling operations or a disposal site (i.e.,
pump through hose or into tanker);

The on-site contractor supervisor and PG&E's representative would be
notified,;

Drilling operations would continue, maintaining the integrity of the
containment measures and monitoring the fluid returns as required to ensure
that no surface migration occurs; and

Cleanup would be carried out once inadvertent returns are
contained/controlled, and the following would occur:

e Fluid would be pumped to a secure containment vessel,
e Area would be diluted with water; and

» Area would be restored to original condition;

If inadvertent drilling fluid returns are observed to be surfacing aboveground at a
location that is inaccessible, i.e. along the bed of a water body, or into the water, the
following procedures would be followed:

1.

Follow the above procedures as outlined to the extent they are appropriate
given the location of the returns;

Ensure that all reasonable measures within the limitations of the technology
have been taken to reestablish circulation; and

Continue drilling with the minimum amount of drilling fluid required to
penetrate the formation and successfully install the product line.
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2.0 - Project Description

Hazardous Materials Contingency Planning

The only known hazardous materials that would be on site during construction of
proposed Project would be fuels and lubricants in the construction equipment as well
as pipeline coating materials. These materials would be stored at the pipe storage
yards, not on the construction ROW. The potential for a fuel/lubricant spill would be
limited to the capacity of the involved equipment.

Hazardous materials would be managed on site in accordance with PG&E’s Water
Quality Construction Best Management Practices Manual as listed in Section 2.5.1,
New Pipeline Construction Procedures, under Epoxy Coating.

2.6 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Construction of Line 406 would begin in September or October 2009 with the
proposed in-service date scheduled for February 2010. The Line 407 East, Line 407
West, and DFM segments would be constructed in two different phases as dictated
by the added load on the transmission system. Current projections are that Phase
1, consisting of Line 407 East and the DFM, would be constructed in May 2010 with
an in-service date of September 2010. However, PG&E acknowledges that Phase 1
installation may need to occur in advance, as early as 2009, of several road
improvement projects associated with developments along Baseline Road and
Riego Road. Phase 2, consisting of Line 407 West, is projected to be required in
2012, but may be required earlier depending upon load growth in the area.

Construction would occur between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday, except for the HDD operations and hydrostatic testing, which may occur
around the clock. Construction and installation of the proposed pipeline would
require approximately 90 to 130 workers. Seventy-five to 100 workers would
typically be non-PG&E contract employees, 5 to 15 would be from PG&E'’s labor
force, and 10 to 15 would be contract inspectors. These workers would be
dispersed over the pipeline Project.

2.7 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE INSPECTION AND MITIGATION
MONITORING

Pipeline construction would be performed in accordance with PG&E’s Water Quality
Construction Best Management Practices Manual, which is hereby incorporated into
the proposed Project description (PG&E 2006). PG&E has also proposed specific
Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) designed to reduce the environmental effects
of the proposed Project. The APMs, which are considered by the CSLC to be part of
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2.0 - Project Description

the proposed Project, are identified in the applicable issue area analyses presented
in Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis. Several of the Section 4.0 issue area
analyses also contain additional mitigation measures (MMs) that the CSLC has
determined would be required to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than
significant levels.

2.7.1 Measures Designed Into Proposed Project to Avoid Potential Impacts

All of the Project APMs and MMs are presented in each resource section of this
Draft EIR and are consolidated in Section 6.0, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance,
and Reporting Program (MMRP). A full-time third-party compliance monitor under
contract to the CSLC would be present during construction activities to monitor
compliance with Project APMs, MMs, and other requirements. Other Federal and
State agencies may also conduct inspections and monitoring to the extent
determined necessary by the individual agency.

In addition to the mitigation monitoring conducted by the CSLC, PG&E would hire
Environmental Inspectors (EIs) to ensure compliance with all APMs, MMs, and
permit requirements. The responsibilities of the Els include ensuring that the
environmental conditions of the EIR and other permits or authorizations are met.
Specifically, the EIl would be:

e Responsible for monitoring and ensuring implementation and compliance with all
APMs and MMs identified in the EIR and construction contracts, as well as for
other permits, authorizing documents, and BMPs;

« Empowered to order correction of acts that violate the environmental conditions
of the EIR and any other authorizing document;

« Hired as a full-time position separate from all other activity inspectors; and
e Responsible for maintaining status reports.

Post Construction Activities

Once the proposed Project is packed with gas to operating line pressure, the
temporary use areas would be restored in accordance with pre-arranged landowner
requirements. PG&E’s contractor would obtain landowner verification that all
restoration was completed to the satisfaction of the landowner prior to demobilizing
from the ROW. Soil would be decompacted and reseeded in accordance with the
landowners’ requests. The alignment would be marked with 12-inch by 34-inch
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2.0 - Project Description

white and orange striped signs, placed approximately 8 feet high in accordance with
PG&E'’s standards for gas line marking. The requirements for marking gas facilities
are outlined in PG&E’s DCS/GTS Standard D-S0402/S4122 as follows:

« All markers shall be permanently identified with the manufacturer's name and the
date of fabrication;

« Diagonal stripping shall be applied to both sides by directly screening a
compatible coating of international orange #27 to the marker after the white
coating is applied;

» A pressure sensitive pipeline warning sign (Gas Standard L-12) shall be installed
on each side of marker;

« Where required, pressure sensitive pipeline warning sign decal in Spanish shall
be placed as per Gas Standard L-12.2;

« In instances where additional detailed information needs to be shown on the
marker installation (such as main location or pipeline number), a metal marker
plate shall be used per Gas Standard L-13;

A pipeline number may, as an alternative, be added directly to the marker
support by stenciling or by using pressure sensitive marker numbers; and

 For installations where the ground is sufficiently firm, the rail or pipe post can be
set in native soil. For installations in unstable ground, concrete shall be used.

An example of a pipeline marker is shown in Figure 4.1-1 of Section 4.1,
Aesthetic/Visual Resources.

All construction material and debris would be removed and disposed of at
appropriate landfills. All work areas would be graded and restored to pre-
construction contours within 20 days of trench backfilling. Restoration activities
would commence within 6 days of final grading.

All temporary access roads would be re-graded and restored in a manner similar to
the pipeline ROW, unless the property owner requests the road to remain as is. All
paving repairs would be made in accordance with current city and county
requirements. Following construction of the proposed pipeline, the entire ROW
would be videotaped to document post-construction conditions and access roads.
No new access roads would be required for pipeline operation and maintenance.

April 2009 2-82 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

2.8 OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND SAFETY CONTROLS
2.8.1 Public Safety

Existing staff at PG&E's T&R Department would operate and maintain the new
pipeline, provide routine maintenance services, and respond to emergencies in
accordance with PG&E’'s Gas System Maintenance and Technical Support
Emergency Plan Manual (EMP). The system would be constantly monitored and
controlled by a SCADA system that would detect pressure drops in the pipeline
indicating a leak or other operating problem. As an additional measure, to prevent
third-party damage to the proposed pipeline at a future date, PG&E would take
Global Positioning System (GPS) coordinates at the locations of all pipe welds in
order to maintain an accurate location of the proposed pipeline once it is in the
ground.

The pipeline would be operated and maintained in accordance with all applicable
requirements included in the DOT regulations in 49 CFR 192, “Transportation of
Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Federal Safety Standards.” Further,
the proposed Project would be subject to CPUC standards as embodied under
General Order 112E. In addition, the proposed pipeline would be operated in
accordance with PG&E’s EMP. The EMP contains procedures, including pre- and
post-emergency planning, on-scene response, incident reports, etc., to be followed
for prompt effective responses to significant upset conditions detected along the
pipeline or reported by the public. Typical testing and inspection procedures that
would be conducted by PG&E in compliance with Federal regulations include:

Inspection/Testing Frequency

Cathodic protection (Pipe to Soil Potential) Annually
Cathodic protection (Rectifier Readings) Six times per year
Valve testing Annually
Pipeline patrols Annually

Class1&2 Annually

Class 3 Twice per year
Leak Surveys Annually
High Consequence Area (HCA) Risk assessment Every seven years
Source: PG&E 2008.

April 2009 2-83 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

PG&E has procedures in place for operations, maintenance, and emergencies, as
required under DOT regulations under 49 CFR Part 191 (reporting requirements),
and 49 CFR Part 192 (transportation of natural gas), that would apply to the
proposed pipeline.

2.8.2 Corrosion Protection and Detection Systems

External corrosion control measures for the proposed Project include protective
coating on the exterior of the pipe and use of cathodic protection systems. These
systems are designed to meet the minimum requirements established by the DOT
for protection of metallic facilities from external, internal, and atmospheric corrosion.
The location and installation of a rectifier (used for cathodic protection of the pipe)
would be determined during final engineering.

2.8.3 High Consequence Area

The Office of Pipeline Safety and the DOT have identified specific locales and areas
where inadvertent releases from pipelines could have the most significant adverse
consequences. An equation has been developed that estimates the distance from a
potential explosion at which death, injury, or significant property damage could
occur. This is known as the potential impact radius (PIR) and is used to represent
potential impact circles. Operators are required to calculate the potential impact
radius for all points along their pipeline in order to identify specific populations and
structures within each radius. Depending on the makeup of each impact circle,
different classes have been designated to define a High Consequence Area (HCA)
as follows: potential impact circles that contain 20 or more structures intended for
human occupancy; buildings that house populations with limited mobility; buildings
that would be hard to evacuate; or buildings and outside areas where 20 or more
people gather at least 50 days in any 12 month period.

Specifically, HCAs include areas where a pipeline is within 300, 660, or 1,000 feet of
a building or an outside area where 20 or more persons congregate at least 50 days
in any 12-month period. Operators must determine which segments of their pipeline
could affect HCAs in the event of a release. This determination is made assuming a
release can occur at any point. Operators are also required to devote additional
efforts and analysis in HCAs to ensure the integrity of the pipelines. The portions of
the Project within Class 3 areas, including Line 407 East and the Powerline Road
DFM, would be within an HCA. Certain portions of the Project would be required to
be included in PG&E’s Pipeline Integrity Management Plan, which provides for the
assessment and mitigation of pipeline risks in an effort to reduce both the likelihood

April 2009 2-84 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2.0 - Project Description

and consequences of incidents. The Pipeline Integrity Management Plan includes
procedures for conducting operations and maintenance activities and for emergency
response, as well as procedures for handling abnormal operations.

2.8.4 Emergency Response

PG&E’'s Sacramento Division T&R supervisor would implement guidelines and
procedures established in PG&E's EMP, in the event of a pipeline-related
emergency (e.g. gas leak, earthquake, accidental release of hazardous materials or
waste, fire or explosion, and/or pipeline or facility damage). These procedures have
been designed in accordance with State and Federal regulations, including 40 CFR
Part 265, Health and Safety Code (Chapter 6.95), and titles 19, 22, and 27 of the
California Code of Regulations. This document is reviewed annually with local
agencies to ensure that it is current and that all personnel understand the plan and
their responsibilities.

29 FUTURE PLANS AND ABANDONMENT

The expected operational life of the Project is about 50 years and is normally
dictated by economic obsolescence. When the proposed Project reaches the end of
its useful life, it would be deactivated in accordance with appropriate Federal, State,
and local regulations enforced at the time that the pipeline would be taken out of
service, including DOT’s 49 CFR Part 192.

April 2009 2-85 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

3.0 ALTERNATIVES AND CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
3.1 FACTORS USED IN SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES
3.1.1 Alternatives Development and Screening Process

One of the most important aspects of the environmental review process is the
identification and assessment of reasonable alternatives that have the potential for
avoiding or minimizing the impacts of a proposed Project. In addition to mandating
consideration of the No Project Alternative, the CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6
(c) and (d)) emphasize the selection of a range of reasonable alternatives and an
adequate assessment of these alternatives to allow for a comparative analysis for
consideration by decision-makers.

The CEQA requires consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives to the
Project or Project location that: (1) could feasibly attain most of the basic Project
objectives; and (2) would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts
of the proposed Project. An alternative cannot be eliminated simply because it is
more costly or if it could impede the attainment of all Project objectives to some
degree. However, the CEQA Guidelines declare that an EIR need not consider an
alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote or speculative. The CEQA requires that an EIR include
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis,
and comparison with the proposed Project.

The CEQA Guidelines requires the selection of an environmentally superior
alternative. The determination of an environmentally superior alternative is based on
the consideration of how the alternative fulfills the Project objectives and how the
alternative either reduces significant, unavoidable impacts or substantially reduces
the impacts to the surrounding environment. The CEQA Guidelines (section
15126.6(e)(2)) state, in part, that “If the environmentally superior alternative is the
“No Project” alternative, the EIR would also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.”

3.1.2 Alternatives Screening Methodology

Alternatives to the proposed Project were selected based on the information
received from PG&E, the EIR study team, and the public and local jurisdictions
during the EIR scoping period. The alternatives screening process consisted of
three steps:

April 2009 3-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Step 1: Define the alternatives to allow comparative evaluation.

Step 2: Evaluate each alternative in consideration of one of more of the following
criteria:

e The extent to which the alternative would accomplish most of the basic goals
and objectives of the Project;

« The extent to which the alternative would avoid or lessen one or more of the
identified significant environmental effects of the Project;

» The potential feasibility of the alternative, taking into account site suitability,
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan consistency, and
consistency with other applicable plans and regulatory limitations; and

e The requirement of the CEQA Guidelines to consider a “no project” alternative
and to identify, under specific criteria, an “environmentally superior” alternative
in addition to the “no project” alternative (the CEQA Guidelines, section
15126.6(e)).

Step 3: Determine suitability of the proposed alternative for full analysis in the EIR.
If the alternative is unsuitable, it is eliminated, with appropriate justification, from
further consideration.

Feasible alternatives that did not clearly offer the potential to reduce significant
environmental impacts along with infeasible alternatives were removed from further
analysis. In the final phase of the screening analysis, the environmental advantages
and disadvantages of the remaining alternatives were carefully weighed with respect
to potential for overall environmental advantage, technical feasibility, and
consistency with Project and public objectives.

If an alternative clearly does not provide any environmental advantages as
compared to the proposed Project, it is eliminated from further consideration. At the
screening stage, it is not possible to evaluate potential impacts of the alternatives or
the proposed Project with absolute certainty. However, it is possible to identify
elements of the proposed Project that are likely to be the sources of impact. A
preliminary assessment of potential significant effects of the proposed Project
resulted in identification of the following impacts:

April 2009 3-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Water resources that could be degraded during pipeline construction and
tunneling activity or by unexpected fluid leaks on the surface (known as “frac-
outs”);

Agricultural cultivation and long-term soil productivity;

Biological resources (including listed wildlife and plant species) and sensitive
habitats that could be affected by pipeline construction;

Historical, cultural, and paleontological resources along the proposed route;

Geologic hazards such as strong seismic ground shaking and unstable soil
units, including impacts to levee stability and/or integrity;

Noise disturbance to nearby residents and also to nesting birds from
construction activities;

Air quality impacts from construction equipment emissions and pipeline
blowdown;

Traffic and transportation impacts, including construction vehicles on local
roads and disruption of traffic flows and emergency access during pipeline
trenching; and

Hazards, including risk of serious injuries and fatalities, due to pipeline rupture
and explosion or fire from structural failure, corrosion, or inadvertent damage.

Potential land use conflicts associated with school siting requirements that
prohibit school districts from acquiring a school site located within 1,500 feet of
an easement for an underground pipeline.

For the proposed Project, the primary technical and regulatory issues that could
render an alternative infeasible relate to:

« Disturbance to waterways and wetland resources;

» Overall pipeline length and constructability, including geologic constraints such

as fault crossings and/or hillside construction; and

e The likelihood of obtaining right-of-way (ROW) easements on private lands.

April 2009 3-3 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

3.1.3 Summary of Alternative Screening Results

Potential alternatives were reviewed against the above criteria. A number of
alternative routes were eliminated based on the infeasibility of constructing and
operating a pipeline along them. Those alternatives that were found to be
technically feasible and consistent with PG&E’s objectives were reviewed to
determine if the alternative had the potential to reduce the environmental impacts of
the proposed Project.

Table 3-1 and 3-2 represent the evaluation and selection of potential alternatives to
be addressed in the EIR. Table 3-1 provides the alternatives that have been
eliminated from further consideration (described below in Section 3.2). Table 3-2
provides the alternatives that are evaluated qualitatively in each resource area in
Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis.

Table 3-1: Alternatives Eliminated from Consideration

Alternative Location Relative to Proposed Project

Line 406 and 407 Northern Alternative North of Line 406 and 407

Line 407 Southern Alternative South of Line 407

Line 406 Central Alternative North of Line 406
Systems Alternatives NA - systemwide projects
Notes:

NA = not applicable

| = Interstate

CR = County Road

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Table 3-2: Alternatives Evaluated in This EIR

Alternative Location Relative to Proposed Project
No Project Alternative NA
Option A North of Line 406
Option B North of Line 406 until 1-505
Option C North of Line 406 in the Hungry Hollow area
Option D North of Line 406 between CR-87 and CR-89
Option E South of Line 406 between CR-87 and CR-89
Option F West of Line 406 at CR-95
April 2009 3-4 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Alternative Location Relative to Proposed Project
Option G South of Line 407 between CR-97 and CR-98
Option H South of Line 407 from the Knights Landing
Ridge Cut to Powerline Road
Option | North of Line 407 directly east of Brewer Road
Option J North of Line 407 directly east of Brewer Road
Option K North of Line 407 between Country Acres

Lane and Watt Avenue

Option L Along Line 407 between Country Acres Lane
and Watt Avenue

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

3.2 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FULL EVALUATION

Three primary alternative routes, including several variations, were evaluated for
consistency with the Project objective of expanding the capacity of the existing
transmission system to meet the demand for natural gas due to the extensive growth
in the greater Sacramento Valley area. These alternatives are shown in Figure 3-1,
and the various reasons for rejection are stated below.

3.2.1 Line 406/407 Northern Alternative
Route Description

The Line 406/407 Northern Alternative is in the northernmost alignment evaluated by
PG&E (see Figure 3-1). The Line 406 portion of this alternative would begin at Lines
400 and 401 and follow County Road (CR) 14 east through agricultural lands,
including orchards, row crops, and vineyards, across Interstate (I) 505 to CR-13.
The route would continue east paralleling CR-13 through grasslands in the Dunnigan
Hills, across I-5, to the town of Zamora, where it would intersect with the existing
Line 172A ROW. The route would then parallel Line 172A to the tie-in point with
Line 172A and Line 407, north of the town of Yolo. The total length of Line 406
under this alternative is approximately 16 miles.

Just south of Zamora, Line 407 would proceed east through row crops paralleling
CR-13 to CR-102, where it would proceed south. At CR-14, the route would turn
east and cross through row crops, orchards, and riparian woodland prior to crossing
a small irrigation canal, the Knights Landing Ridge Cut, and the Sacramento River.
It would also cross the East Canal, the River Ranch Conservation Bank, and the

April 2009 3-5 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Sacramento River two more times before reaching the Natomas Basin in Sutter
County.

East of the Sacramento River, this alternative would cross four conservation tracts
operated by the Natomas Basin Conservancy. It would parallel Sankey Road east
across the North Drainage Canal, and turn north at the junction of Sankey Road and
State Route (SR) 70/99. It would then parallel SR 70/99 north before continuing
east through rice fields toward Keys Road, which it would parallel east through
private hunting clubs and agricultural lands consisting of rice fields and row crops.
The route would cross Pleasant Grove Creek Canal and then parallel Phillip Road
east through extensive vernal pool habitat toward the site of the new Roseville
Energy Park. From this point, the route would jog south and east past the Roseville
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant and the upper reaches of Curry Creek and
Pleasant Grove Creek to Line 123. The route would then turn south and parallel
Line 123 along Fiddyment Road to the tie-in point with Line 123 at the junction of
Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road. The total length of Line 407 under this
alternative is approximately 33 miles.

Rationale for Elimination

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would expose
the proposed pipeline to the greatest risk from fault rupture, and much of the
proposed ROW would be located on side-hills adjacent to CR-13. This alternative
would locate the pipeline further away from the public thereby reducing the risks
associated with potential upset. However, this alternative would result in greater
impacts to biological resources, particularly vernal pool habitat, involve more than 40
waterway crossings, and impact local agricultural production more extensively than
the proposed Project.

This alternative would not accomplish as adequately the Project objective of
supplying natural gas to new developments because the route is farther than the
proposed Project from many of the developments that are planned in the area, such
as the Sacramento Metro Air Park, the Place Vineyards Specific Plan area, and
North Natomas. This distance would require additional extensions that could result
in substantially greater construction impacts (traffic, noise, and air quality). Due to
its additional length, greater construction impacts, the number of river crossings,
potential disturbance to vernal pool habitat and agricultural resources, this
alternative was eliminated from further analysis and consideration.

April 2009 3-6 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

3.2.2 Line 407 Southern Alternative
Route Description

The Line 407 Southern Alternative would begin at existing Line 172A and the
terminus of Line 406. Under this alternative, Line 406 would be constructed as
described in Section 2.0, Project Description. From the Line 172A connection, this
alternative would travel southeast to CR-99 just north of the City of Woodland, where
it would then travel east to SR-113 and parallel CR-18C prior to reaching CR-102.
At CR-102, the route would turn northeast and extend to CR-18B, where it would
continue east through agricultural lands consisting of mixed row crops and rice
fields. The route would cross Cache Creek, three extensions of the Knights Landing
Ridge Cut, the Tule Canal, and one other smaller canal before reaching walnut
orchards near the western side of the Sacramento River crossing.

East of the Sacramento River, this route would parallel West Elverta Road through
rice fields, passing the northern edges of the Sacramento International Airport and
the new Sacramento Metro Air Park development area. Proceeding eastward, the
route would cross numerous irrigation canals and ditches, as well as the Natomas
East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead Creek). At the town of Elverta, the route
would parallel an existing energy utility corridor northeast through agricultural land
and the Placer Vineyards Specific Area Plan development area toward Baseline
Road. Four crossings of small tributaries to Steelhead Creek would be required
before the route would reach Baseline Road, which it would parallel east to the tie-in
with Line 123. The total length of Line 407 under this alternative would be
approximately 22 miles.

Rationale for Elimination

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration given that this alignment
would require crossing more tributaries of Steelhead Creek and more sensitive
vernal pool habitat. This alternative would also require longer crossings over
agricultural tracts. Construction of this alternative would also affect more people
than the proposed Project because portions would be constructed through the
suburban communities of North Natomas and Elverta. In addition, this alternative
would require crossing Cache Creek, which provides recreational opportunities as
well as habitat for a number of special-status species.

April 2009 3-9 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

The proposed Project would cross two small tributaries to Steelhead Creek and the
creek itself, while the southern alternative would cross five small tributaries and the
creek itself.

Based on maps from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
Placer County, the southern alternative would cross more distance through vernal
pool complexes than the proposed Project, due to its greater length and the location
of mapped vernal pool complexes (the proposed Project would cross approximately
6.8 miles of potential vernal pool habitat and roughly 2.5 miles of mapped vernal
pool complex; Line 407 Southern Alternative would cross approximately 8.0 miles of
potential vernal pool habitat and roughly 3.5 miles of mapped vernal pool complex).

While a wetland delineation was not completed for the southern alternative segment,
preliminary field visits revealed that this segment was more likely to impact vernal
pools (that may or may not occur in complexes) due to the lack of development in
the area and local topography (numerous depressions with unique vegetation were
observed outside of the mapped vernal pool complexes during reconnaissance-level
field surveys). Additionally, the proposed Project is closer to an existing road and
existing residences where land uses and disturbance make vernal pools less likely
to remain undisturbed.

3.2.3 Line 406 Central Alternative
Route Description

From Lines 400 and 401, the Line 406 Central Alternative would follow CR-16 to I-
505, then head north through a grape vineyard to align with CR-15B on the west
side of the highway. The route would continue east on CR-15B through the
Dunnigan Hills and across Smith Creek until it becomes CR-93. From this location,
it would head northeast along an ephemeral stream to CR-14A, then proceed east
on CR-14 across I-5 to Line 172A. It would then parallel Line 172A south to the tie-
in point with Line 172A and Line 407, north of the town of Yolo. The total length of
Line 406 under this alternative would be 15.5 miles.

Rationale for Elimination

This alternative was initially considered given that it would parallel an ephemeral
stream through natural habitats to CR-14A. However, this alternative would not
achieve the goal of reducing or avoiding potentially significant impacts to habitat
potentially utilized by special-status species and local water features associated with

April 2009 3-10 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

the Project. This alternative would be longer than the Project and would result in
additional construction-related impacts (e.g., dust, noise, traffic).

3.2.4 System/Facility Alternatives
Route Description

Under this alternative, PG&E would, to the extent feasible, construct the Project
within existing ROW already owned by PG&E. This alternative would substantially
increase the length of the Project by 23 miles, resulting in a total of approximately 63
miles of parallel transmission pipeline. This alternative would also maintain the
proposed pipeline diameter of 30 inches to provide sufficient incremental capacity to
serve the same amount of customer load growth that the recommended design can
accommodate.

Rationale for Elimination

This alternative would consist of approximately 15 separate projects and was
eliminated from further consideration given that the additional pipeline length would
be expected to generate substantially greater construction impacts (traffic, noise,
and air quality). Although this alternative would stay within existing ROWSs, to the
extent feasible, given the absence of any existing PG&E infrastructure east of Line
172A, this alternative would still require a substantial number of waterway crossings.
Construction of this alternative would also affect more people than the proposed
Project because portions would be constructed in proximity to the towns of Yolo and
Woodland. Due to its additional length, the number of river crossings, and lack of
offsetting benefits such as avoidance of biological or other resources, this alternative
was eliminated from further analysis and consideration.

This alternative design would increase PG&E’s cost to serve the projected load
growth versus the recommended design and does not increase the level of service
reliability available to customers in the region.

Detailed surveys were not completed for a Systems Alternative study area; however,
due to the greater length of pipeline required to construct this alternative, it is likely
that greater environmental impacts would result to resources such as air quality,
agricultural uses, biological resources and water quality than the proposed
alternative.

April 2009 3-11 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

3.3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN EIR

A No Project Alternative and twelve options have been proposed for the alignment in
order to minimize or eliminate environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The
twelve options, labeled A through L, are described below and the impacts associated
with each option are analyzed in each resource section (Sections 4.1 through 4.14)
in comparison to the portion of the proposed route that has been avoided as a result
of the option. Options have been named so that a preferred route could be selected
using a variety of options. Figures 3-2A through 3-2K show the twelve options.

3.3.1 No Project Alternative
Description

Under the No Project Alternative, a natural gas pipeline would not be constructed
between existing Lines 400 and 401 in Yolo County and the existing Line 123 in
Placer County. PG&E’s studies indicate that the natural gas transmission and
distribution system may not be able to serve customers reliably and planned
development in Yolo, Sacramento, Sutter, and Placer counties by 2009 (see Section
2.0, Project Description). Additionally, continued growth in those counties would put
further strain on existing natural gas infrastructure, and could result in emergency
restriction or interruption of services.

Required Agency Approvals

No agency approvals would be required under the No Project Alternative.

Reason for Consideration

The No Project Alternative was considered in order to comply with the CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6(e), which requires the analysis of a “no project”
alternative.

3.3.2 Route Options
Option A

From Lines 400 and 401, Option A would follow CR-16 to I-505, then head north
through a grape vineyard to align with CR-15B on the west side of I-505. The route
would continue east on CR-15B through the Dunnigan Hills and across Smith Creek
until CR-15B becomes CR-93.

April 2009 3-12 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

From this juncture, this alternative would continue east from the intersection of CR-
15B and CR-93, and proceed cross-country to Line 172A just south of the town of
Dufour. It would then parallel Line 172A south to the tie-in point with Line 172A and
Line 407, north of the town of Yolo. This option would increase the overall pipeline
length by approximately 2,200 feet. Figure 3-2B shows Option A.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option A would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives, would reduce
segmenting agricultural fields in Yolo County and shift potential construction noise,
air emissions, and traffic impacts to a more sparsely populated area further to the
north.

Option B

From Lines 400 and 401, approximately 1.5 miles north of the proposed Project,
Option B would extend east along farm roads, crossing CR-86 and aligning with CR-
16. The route would continue along the south side of CR-16 for approximately 3
miles to CR-86, and then turn south along farm roads to a point intercepting the
proposed I-505 crossing. This option would increase the overall pipeline length by
approximately 2,640 feet. Figure 3-2B shows Option B.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option B would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives, would reduce
segmenting local agricultural fields in Yolo County and shift potential construction
noise, air emissions, and traffic impacts to a more sparsely populated area further to
the north.

Option C

Option C would follow the proposed alignment of Line 406 from the Capay Metering
Station to the Hungry Hollow Canal, which it would parallel northeast until crossing

April 2009 3-13 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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to line up with an unnamed farm road to the east. This alternative would cross CR-
85 and extend east along the farm road and the northern edge of Microp Limited
Property, APN # 048-140-140-191. At the end of the property, the route would turn
south along another unnamed farm road until it intersects the proposed Line 406
route, which it then would follow to the Yolo Junction Station. This option would
increase the overall pipeline length by roughly 1,150 feet. Figure 3-2C depicts
Option C.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option C would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would
reduce segmenting agricultural fields east of CR-85.

Option D

Option D would involve a minor variation to the proposed Line 406 in the vicinity of
the Hungry Hollow area in north-central Yolo County, but it would maintain Line 406
within CR-17 east of CR-87, and then extend south after crossing an unnamed
irrigation lateral where it would realign with the proposed Line 406 route, just west of
the 1-505 HDD crossing. East of I-505, this alternative would follow the same
alignment as the proposed Project. This option would increase slightly the total
length of the pipeline. Figure 3-2D shows Option D.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option D would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would
reduce segmenting agricultural fields in the Hungry Hollow area. However, this
alternative would require locating the Project closer to several residences situated
along CR-17.

April 2009 3-14 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Option E

Option E would involve a minor realignment of the proposed Line 406 route. This
would position the route to follow CR-19, east of CR-87. At CR-19A, it would extend
back to the north via an existing dirt road and underneath a large electrical
transmission corridor. This route alternative would then cross an irrigation lateral
and continue north where it would converge back with the proposed Line 406 route,
just west of I-505. This alternative would then follow the same route as the
proposed Project east of I-505. This option would increase slightly the total length of
the pipeline. Figure 3-2D shows Option E.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option E would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would
reduce segmenting agricultural fields in the Hungry Hollow area. However, this
alternative would require locating the Project closer to several residences situated
along CR-109.

Option F

Option F would follow the proposed alignment for Line 406 from Lines 400 and 401
to the eastern end of the Dunnigan Hills, where it would turn north off CR-17
approximately 5,000 feet west of CR-95A. This alternative would not alter the length
of the segment, but would turn north to align with the I-5 crossing further east than
the proposed alignment. Figure 3-2E shows Option F.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option F would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would avoid
more difficult trenching through hilly terrain.

April 2009 3-53 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Option G

Option G would be located at the western end of Line 407 West, just east of the Yolo
Junction Station and existing Line 172A. This alternative leaves the proposed Yolo
Junction Station and aligns with an unnamed farm road, which it follows along a field
edge until the intersection of CR-16A and CR-98. Figure 3-2F shows Option G.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option G would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would
reduce segmenting an agricultural field. However, this alternative would move the
pipeline closer to two residences on CR-16A.

Option H

Near the western levee of the Yolo Bypass, Option H would head southeast through
agricultural fields within the Yolo Bypass to a point on the Sacramento River directly
across from West Elverta Road. It would then cross the Sacramento River and
parallel West Elverta Road to Powerline Road. The route would head north
paralleling Powerline Road to Riego Road and would then parallel Riego Road
through the Natomas Basin Conservancy to Steelhead Creek. The route would
parallel the northern border of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area along
Baseline Road (Riego Road becomes Baseline Road in Placer County) until the tie-
in with Line 123 at the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road. Figure 3-
2G shows Option H.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option H would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives, would result in a
more direct route to the DFM, and would reduce impacts to agricultural lands along a
portion of CR-16 and Riego Road. However, this alternative would involve a greater
distance of cross-county trenching through the Yolo Bypass.

April 2009 3-54 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Option |

Option | would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line Road
to South Brewer Road, where the pipeline would extend north along the west side of
South Brewer Road, crossing one seasonal wetland, to a point approximately 1,500
feet north of the intersection of Base Line Road and South Brewer Road. This
alternative would then extend east for approximately 1.0 mile through agricultural
land, crossing Steelhead Creek and two seasonal wetlands before reaching Country
Acres Lane. From this point, this alternative would turn south and travel through
pasture/fallow agricultural fields along the east side of Country Acres Lane, crossing
seasonal wetlands. At the intersection with Base Line Road, the pipeline would join
and follow the remainder of the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line
Road. This option would increase slightly the total length of the pipeline. Figure
3.2H shows Option |I.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option | would be similar to those for
the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative was considered in order to place the pipeline outside of a
1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a planned high school (PG&E 2009; Appendix
C-1). This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would
increase the distance of the pipeline from a planned high school along Base Line
Road.

Option J

Option J would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line Road
to South Brewer Road, where the pipeline would extend north along the west side of
South Brewer Road, crossing one seasonal wetland, a vernal pool, and Steelhead
Creek, to a point approximately 2,600 feet north of the intersection of Base Line
Road and South Brewer Road. This alternative would then extend approximately
0.5 mile east through agricultural land and seasonal wetlands before turning south
for approximately 0.1 mile. This alternative would then turn east again and extend
approximately 0.5 mile along the edge of a rice field to Country Acres Lane. From
this point, this alternative would turn south and travel through pasture/fallow
agricultural fields along the east side of Country Acres Lane, crossing a seasonal
swale and seasonal wetlands. At the intersection with Base Line Road, the pipeline

April 2009 3-55 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

would join and follow the remainder of the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along
Base Line Road. This option would increase slightly the total length of the pipeline.
Figure 3.21 shows Option J.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option J would be similar to those for
the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative was considered in order to place the pipeline outside of a
1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a planned high school (PG&E 2009; Appendix
C-1). This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives and would
increase the distance of the pipeline from a planned high school along Base Line
Road.

Option K

Option K would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line Road
to a location approximately 3,300 feet east of Country Acres Lane. This alternative
would then extend northeast, at an angle, to a point approximately 150 feet north of
Base Line Road. The pipeline would then turn and extend directly east for
approximately 0.2 mile, and then would turn southeast and extend, at an angle, back
to Base Line Road. The pipeline would then join and follow the remainder of the
proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line Road. This alternative would
cross a vernal pool and seasonal wetlands, and would require the redesign or
relocation of the proposed HDD at this location in order to construct this alternative
alignment. Figure 3.2-J shows Option K.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option K would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative was considered in order to place the pipeline outside of a
1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a planned elementary school (see Appendix C-
1 and Appendix C-2). This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project
objectives and would increase the distance of the pipeline from a planned
elementary school south of Base Line Road. However, this route alternative
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

complicates the currently planned HDD that was proposed to avoid an
environmental feature. The HDD would need to be shortened or relocated to
intercept the alternative alignment on the western boundary of the buffer zone.
Potential impacts to regulated wetlands, vernal pools, and giant garter snake habitat
features would increase under Option K.

Option L

Option L would follow the proposed alignment for Line 407-E along Base Line Road,
but would extend the proposed HDD approximately 1,345 feet to the east.

This alternative would increase the depth of cover through the buffer zone to
approximately 35 feet and reduce the risk potential to a planned elementary school
south of Base Line Road. Figure 3.2-K shows Option L.

Option L would include the following PG&E Applicant Proposed Measure:

APM ALT-L PG&E would partner with the Center Unified School District to
jointly develop a risk analysis in accordance with section 14010(h)
of Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations regarding the
location of a school site within 1,500 feet of a pipeline. The risk
analysis would include a quantitative risk assessment to evaluate
potential pipeline impacts to the school. If the assessment
determines that there is a risk of serious injury or fatality presented
by the pipeline, corrective measures would be recommended to
reduce the probability and/or consequence such that the risk is
reduced to an acceptable level per the above mentioned regulation.

Required Agency Approvals

The required agency permits and approvals for Option L would be similar to those
for the proposed Project.

Reason for Consideration

This route alternative would meet all of the basic Project objectives. The added
cover through the buffer zone is designed to reduce the risk potential to the school
given that the pipeline is very close to the edge of the 1,500-foot buffer zone (PG&E
2009, Appendix C-1).

April 2009 3-57 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



H

0O NO O WN

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26

27
28

29
30
31
32
33
34

3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

3.4 COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6 (d)) requires that an EIR include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed Project. The CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6
(e)(2)) further state, in part, that “If the environmentally superior alternative is the “No
Project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.” The environmentally superior alternative
discussion is provided in the Executive Summary.

A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of
each alternative may be used to facilitate this comparison. Table ES-2 in the
Executive Summary provides a comparison of the proposed Project with each of the
alternatives evaluated in Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis, including the No
Project Alternative.

Initial general comparisons of route alternatives and variations determined that the
northernmost routes for Line 406 and Line 407 from existing Lines 400 and 401 in
Yolo County to existing Line 123 in Placer County would result in greater
construction and natural resource impacts. These northernmost alternatives were
eliminated from further consideration after initial evaluations of northern, central, and
southern alternatives for Line 406 and Line 407. The remaining alternatives and a
number of variations were evaluated in more detail and the most favorable
alternative variations became alternatives for consideration in this EIR. The selected
alternatives would accomplish the Project objectives of serving new growth areas
within the region and providing greater capacity and service reliability to the existing
natural gas transmission and distribution pipeline system in California’s Central
Valley.

3.5 CUMULATIVE RELATED FUTURE PROJECTS

This discussion provides a listing and map identifying other related future projects
near the location of the proposed Project and Alternatives.

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss cumulative
impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively
considerable, as defined in section 15065(c). Where a lead agency is examining a
project with an incremental effect that is not "cumulatively considerable,” a lead
agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for
concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. As defined
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

in section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact consists of an impact,
which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR
together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss
impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.

In this context, the main physical environmental impacts associated with the Project
would be associated with construction and initial pipeline testing. Once operational,
and beyond routine maintenance, the pipeline would be buried and subject to impact
from outside forces. Outside forces include impact by mechanical equipment, such
as bulldozers and backhoes; earth movements due to soil settlement, washouts, or
geological hazards; weather effects, such as winds, storms, and thermal strains; and
willful damage. With this reasoning, the analysis of cumulative impacts focuses on
other construction-related projects that would occur within the cumulative study area
defined in Figure 3-3.

Construction projects considered as part of the cumulative analysis are expected to
occur during the same time as the Project. As provided in Section 2.0, Project
Description, construction of Line 406 would begin in Summer or Fall 2009 with
construction of the remaining pipeline segments continuing through 2012. Project
operation would then continue for its 50-year design life expectancy.

3.5.1 Boundary of Cumulative Projects Study Area

The Cumulative Projects Study Area is the area within 0.5 mile of the proposed
Project alignment, as shown in Figure 3-3. The proposed Project’'s localized
environmental impacts could combine with the impacts of other projects within the
defined area and be cumulatively considerable. This Study Area may vary slightly
depending on individual resources as analyzed in Section 4.1 through 4.14. For
instance, air quality impacts are more appropriately analyzed at the regional level
based on air districts and air basins.

3.5.2 Description of Cumulative Projects

Potentially cumulative projects considered in this analysis are those within the
defined Cumulative Projects Study Area in Yolo County, Sutter County, Sacramento
County, Placer County, and the City of Roseville (presented in geographical order
from west to east) that are expected to be under construction during the Project’s
construction.
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Cumulative projects considered in this analysis are either proposed or already
approved, and all would be expected to have potential cumulative impacts in relation
to the proposed Project based on their proximity to the Project and their potential
impacts with regard to air quality, biological resources, noise, and traffic among
others. Table 3-3, on the following page, lists the projects considered in this
analysis while Figure 3-3 identifies the location of the projects. Each cumulative
project listed in the table corresponds with a numeric identifier as shown in Figure 3-
3.

April 2009 3-60 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



Legend

A Cumulatve Projects (Locations are approximate)

=mmmm Proposed Pipeline

! [) HaitMile Buffer

£ vy P S
(-._ i)‘ ! —y LA éT |
N LA TS \(ﬁj
l pE
" ‘ N |/

Cumulative Projects
1 Sutter Ponte Specific Plan
2 Riego Road Widening
3 SR 98/ RegoRoad Interchange
4 Pacific Avenue Widening
5 MNew Foad Conglruction - Roads "A", "B", "C", "D", "E", and "F"
B
7
8
g

Pleasant Grove Realignment
Metro Air Park Sgecial Planning Area

Placer Vineyards Specific Area Plan
Curry Creek Community Plan

|
F #*
¥ \\ s 10 Baseline Road Widening Project

d:' a =4 11 16th Street Construchon

7 12 DOwer Lane Widening and Extension
u 13 Walerga Road Widening

14 Watt Avenue YWidening

15 Water Pipeline Project

16 Sierra Vista Specific Plan

o g M
| - i { 17 Placer Parkway Cormdor Preservabon
| b 18 Matomas Levee Improvermnent Program
AN
Al

Miles

Source: MBA 2009.
@ Figure 3-3
1IN | Cumulative Study Area and Projects
Michael Brandman Associates

23440005 » 04/2009 | 3-3_cumulatives.mxd CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION « PG&E LINE 406/407 NATURAL GAS PIPELINE
DRAFT EIR

NORTH







3.0 Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Table 3-3: Cumulative Impact Analysis Projects

County/City

Project
Number/Name'

Sub-Project
Number/Name'

Description

Potential Cumulative Impacts
Related to the Proposed
Project

Yolo County

No projects

identified within
the Cumulative
Projects Study.

Sutter County

1. Sutter Pointe
Specific Plan
(SPSP) (Measure
M)

The SPSP was developed in response to approved Measure M,
which contained requirements for strategic planning for the
region. It is a mixed-use development on approximately 7,500
acres in southeastern Sutter County incorporating industrial,
commercial, residential, open space, and civic land uses. The
SPSP is located at the intersection of Riego Road and SR-99
and encompasses land generally bounded by the
Sacramento/Sutter County line to the south, Natomas Road on
the east, SR-99 along most of the western side (Powerline Road
at the westernmost edge), and extends approximately 4 miles
north of the Sutter - Sacramento County line. Several school
sites are proposed within the SPSP Area; however, only one is
within 1,000 to 1,500 feet of the proposed pipeline.
Development of the SPSP includes off-site improvements, such
as widening of Riego Road (discussed below) and construction
of an approximately 6.1 mile-long sewer interceptor line. A
Draft EIR has been prepared for the SPSP and the County of
Sutter is processing the Project’s applications. The SPSP is
expected to be constructed over approximately 30 years, with
the start of construction occurring in 2009.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Geology,
Hazards, Noise, Traffic,
Water Resources

Sutter County

2. Riego Road
Widening

Riego Road is scheduled to be widened in phases between
2009 and 2010. The first section of widening, from SR-99 to
Placer County, is expected to occur in 2009. This first section
would widen Riego Road to 4 or 6 lanes. The following Riego
Road improvements are expected to be completed in 2009 or
2010:

e From SR-99 to Power Line Road - widen to 4 lanes

e From SR-99 to Pacific Avenue - widen to 6 lanes

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

April 2009
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County/City

Project
Number/Name'

Sub-Project
Number/Name'

Description

Potential Cumulative Impacts
Related to the Proposed
Project

e From Pacific Avenue to Road F - widen to 6 lanes

¢ From Road F to Pleasant Grove Road - widen to 6 lanes
and include grade separation at railroad crossing

e From SR-99 to 2 miles westward - widen to 4 lanes

Sutter County

3. SR-99/Riego
Road
Interchange

The SR-99/Riego Road interchange will be improved in 2009.
The improvements include construction of a new 5-lane
interchange.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

Sutter County

4. Pacific Avenue
Widening

Pacific Avenue will be widened from 2 to 4 lanes from Sankey
Road to Riego Road. Construction is expected to begin in 2012.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

Sutter County

5. New Road
Construction -
Road “A”, “B”,
“c”, “D", “E”, and
HFH

Several new roads will be constructed adjacent to and south of
Riego Road as part of the SPSP development. At the time of
this EIR’s preparation, the road sections have not been named,
and are referred to as Roads “A” through “F”; all are expected to
be constructed in 2010.
e Road A. New 4-lane road 1 mile west of SR-99 from Riego
Road to 0.5 mile south.
e Road B. New 4-lane road 0.5 mile west of SR-99, from
Riego Road to 0.5 mile south.
e Road C. New 4-lane road 0.5 mile south of Riego Road,
from Road A to Road B.
¢ Road D. New 4-lane road 0.5 mile east of SR-99, from
Riego Road to 0.5 mile south.
¢ Road E. New-4 lane road 0.5 mile south of Riego Road
between Road D and Road F.
e Road F. New 4-lane road 1 mile east of Pacific Avenue
from Riego Road to Road E.

Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air
Quality, Biology, Cultural,
Geology, Hazards, Noise,
Traffic, Water Resources

6. Pleasant
Grove
Realignment

Located just east of the SPSP, Pleasant Grove Road runs
perpendicular to Riego Road. Pleasant Grove Road is
scheduled to be widened to 4 lanes between Howsley Road to
Riego Road in 2010.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

April 2009
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Potential Cumulative Impacts

Area (Metro Air
Park)

Project Sub-Project Related to the Proposed
County/City Number/Name' Number/Name' Description Project
Sacramento 7. Metro Air Park — The Metro Air Park is a multi-district industrial park TBD.
County Special Planning encompassing approximately 1,800 acres east of Sacramento

International Airport. The Metro Air Park area is bounded by
Powerline Road to the west, Elverta Road to the north, Lone
Tree Road to the west, and I-5 to the south. Development
within the Metro Air Park is regulated by the Sacramento County
Zoning Code, which contains the Metro Air Park Special
Planning Area Ordinance.

Placer County

8. Placer
Vineyards
Specific Area
Plan (PVSP)

The PVSP is a mixed-use plan encompassing approximately
5,230 acres in the southwest corner of Placer County. The
PVSP is generally bounded by the Sacramento/Placer County
line to the south, Dry Creek along the eastern edge, Baseline
Road on the north, and the railroad to the west. CEQA
requirements have been fulfilled for the PVSP. However, the
pending requested entitlements include approval of the PVSP,
rezoning, development agreements, and other actions.

Several schools are proposed within the PVSP Area, of which
two would be located within 1,500 feet of the proposed pipeline.
Impacts to proposed schools are discussed in Sections 4.7,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 4.9, Land Use and Planning;
4.10, Noise; 4.12, Population and Housing/Public
Services/Utilities; and 4.13, Transportation and Traffic of this
Draft EIR.

The construction of PVSP is expected to occur over 30 years,
starting in 2008.

Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air
Quality, Biology, Cultural,
Geology, Hazards, Noise,
Traffic, Water Resources

Placer County

9. Curry Creek
Community Plan

The Curry Creek Community Plan is a mixed-use plan in Placer
County. The plan covers 2,828 acres north of Base Line Road,
north of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan and west of the
West Roseville Specific Plan.

Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air
Quality, Biology, Cultural,
Geology, Hazards, Noise,
Traffic, Water Resources

April 2009
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Potential Cumulative Impacts

Specific Area
Plan

Baseline Road from Watt Avenue to the Sutter/Placer County
line is expected to be widened to 4 lanes by 2009.

Project Sub-Project Related to the Proposed
County/City Number/Name' Number/Name' Description Project
Placer County | Roadway 10. Baseline Baseline Road will first be widened to 4 lanes near the PVSP, Agriculture, Air Quality,
Improvements Road Widening and will ultimately be expanded to 6 lanes (expected by 2015). Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Related to Placer | Project Road improvements will occur in sections. First, Baseline Road | Noise, Traffic
Vineyards will be widened from Fiddyment Road to Watt Avenue by 2009.

Placer County

10. 16" Street
Construction

Currently, 16th Street is located in Sacramento County and
ends at the Sacramento/Placer County Line. The 16" Street
extension will be constructed between the end of 16" Street in
Sacramento County and Baseline Road in Placer County.
Construction is expected to be completed by 2009.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

Placer County

12. Dyer Lane
Widening and
Extension

Dyer Lane, a 1-mile long road located south of Baseline Road
and east of Watt Avenue, will be extended west and east. Both
the west and east extensions will curve Dyer Lane north to
Baseline Road. The east extension will intersect Baseline Road
west of the Baseline/Fiddyment Road intersection. Dyer Lane
will be widened to 4 lanes in accordance with the Placer
Vineyards Specific Plan. Construction is expected to be
completed by 2009.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

Placer County

13. Walerga
Road Widening

Walerga Road will be realigned from Baseline Road to the
Sacramento/Placer County boundary. In addition, Walerga
Road will be widened from 2 to 4 lanes, with construction
completed by 2009.

Agriculture, Air Quality,
Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic

Placer County

14. Watt Avenue

Watt Avenue will be widened to 4 lanes from Baseline Road to

Agriculture, Air Quality,

Pipeline Project

inch pipeline crossing Highway 65 that presently supplies water
to the Sunset Industrial area. Placer County is proposing a new
interchange and the existing pipeline may be in conflict with the
proposed improvements.

Widening the Sacramento/Placer County boundary by 2009. Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Noise, Traffic
Placer County 15. Water This project provides funding for the relocation of an existing 24- | Agriculture, Air Quality,

Biology, Cultural, Geology,
Hazards, Noise, Traffic

April 2009
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Potential Cumulative Impacts
Project Sub-Project Related to the Proposed
County/City Number/Name' Number/Name' Description Project
City of 16. Sierra Vista The Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) is located on the Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air
Roseville Specific Plan southwest boundary of the City of Roseville, and would include Quality, Biology, Cultural,
multiple approvals: Geology, Hazards, Noise,
¢ Annexation No. ANN-000002; Traffic, Water Resources
e Sphere of Influence Amendment No. SPA-000024;
¢ General Plan Amendment No. GPA-000034;
e Rezone No. RZ-000037;
e No. DA-000029.
The SVSP encompasses approximately 2,178 acres and is
roughly bounded by Baseline Road to the south and Fiddyment
Road to the east. Development of the SVSP would include
residential, commercial, office, open space, and public/quasi-
public land uses. Several school sites are proposed within the
SVSP; however, none of these is located within 1,500 feet of
the proposed pipeline.
Construction of the SVSP is expected to start in 2008.
Multi-County 17. Placer The DEIR/DEIS for Placer Parkway was released in June of Agriculture, Air Quality,
Projects Parkway Corridor 2007. The EIR/EIS contained five project alternatives, one of Biology, Cultural, Hazards,
Preservation which (Alternative 1) would include roadway improvements to Noise, Traffic
(Placer Parkway) the West Riego Road/SR-99 interchange. Construction is
planned for 2009.
Multi-County 18. Natomas The NLIP has been developed to reduce the risk of flood in the Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air
Projects Levee Natomas Basin. In addition to other activities, the NLIP includes | Quality, Biology, Cultural,
Improvement raising, reinforcing, and reshaping existing levees on the east Geology, Hazards, Noise,
Plan (NLIP) side of the Sacramento River between the City of Sacramento Traffic, Water Resources
and the Howsley Road/SR-99 interchange. Levee work will
occur on the east side of the Sacramento River near Baseline
Road starting in 2008.
1 Project number corresponds to humbering on Figure 3-3.
Source: PG&E.
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

3.5.3 Description of Cumulative Environment

Cumulative environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project and those
projects listed in Table 3-2 are analyzed separately for each resource area in
Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis. Those sections consider construction and
operational impacts associated with the proposed Project with respect to other
planned or recently completed projects in the area, as well as existing conditions in
the area.

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines states that lead agencies should define the
geographic scope for the resource area affected and provide a reasonable
explanation for the geographic scope used in the analysis. With respect to
cumulative impacts, the geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts is
somewhat defined by the resource area being analyzed. For example, the
geographic scope for the air quality cumulative impact analysis is typically the
project’s Air Basin, while the geographic scope defined for other resource areas,
such as aesthetics, biological resources, or noise, is more localized.

Provided below are brief descriptions of the cumulative environment for those
resource areas having the greatest potential for cumulative impacts. More detailed
descriptions of the environmental setting for each resource area are provided in
Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis.

Agricultural Resources

The cumulative environment for agricultural resources when considering conversion
of prime agricultural land, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to
non-agricultural use is the permanent impact area of the proposed Project. This is
also the cumulative environment when considering conflict with existing land use
plans, policies, or regulations for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.
When considering other changes in the existing environment that, due to their
location or nature, could result in permanent loss of farmland or conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural use, the cumulative environment for agricultural
resources would be Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and Placer counties.

Air Quality

The air quality cumulative environment is the southern Sacramento Valley, which is
under the jurisdiction of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD), Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD),

April 2009 3-68 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD), and the Placer County
Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has designated Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and Placer counties as non-
attainment areas for the Federal 8-hour ozone standard. The counties are also in
nonattainment of the State 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards. Through control
measures adopted by Federal, State, and local agencies, each of the four counties
have attained the Federal and State carbon monoxide (CO) standards. However,
the potential still exists for incidents of high localized concentrations of CO.
Sacramento, Placer, Yolo, and Sutter counties are in nonattainment of the Federal
particulate matter (PMj) standards, the more stringent State PM;o standards, and
the state annual PM,s standard. These criteria air pollutants are discussed in
greater detail in Section 4.6, Air Quality.

Under Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act, the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) is required to adopt, by January 1, 2008, a
statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions limit equivalent to the statewide
greenhouse gas emissions levels in 1990, which must be achieved by 2020. By
January 1, 2011, the CARB is required to adopt rules and regulations that shall
become operative January 1, 2012, to achieve the maximum technologically feasible
and cost-effective GHG emission reductions. AB 32 also requires the CARB to
monitor compliance with and enforce any rule, regulation, order, emission limitation,
emissions reduction measure, or market-based compliance mechanism that it
adopts. The SMAQMD, YSAQMD, FRAQMD, and PCAPCD currently do not
provide any guidance on assessing the cumulative environment relative to GHG
emissions. Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, requires analysis under
CEQA. This bill directs the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop
and provide to the Resources Agency guidelines for feasible mitigation of GHG
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions by July 1, 2009. The Resources Agency
is required to certify or adopt the guidelines by January 1, 2010.

Biological Resources

The cumulative environment for biological resources includes Sacramento, Yolo,
Sutter, and Placer counties. Habitats affected by the proposed Project and other
cumulative projects include: agricultural lands, annual grassland, ruderal
communities, and wetland communities including vernal pools, seasonal wetlands,
freshwater emergent marsh, irrigation ditches, riparian woodland and riverine
communities. These habitats provide suitable habitat for special status plants and
wildlife.

April 2009 3-69 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The cumulative environment for cultural resources considers a broad cultural and
regional system of which the local resources are a part. The cumulative context for
the cultural resource analysis for the proposed Project includes Sacramento, Yolo,
Sutter, and Placer Counties. Development in these counties is assumed to include
thousands of acres of land.

The cumulative environment for paleontological resources considers a broad
regional system of which the local resources are a part. The significance of
cumulative impacts to paleontological resources is determined by the nature of the
impacts and the significance of the fossils. The cumulative context for the
paleontological resources analysis for the proposed Project includes Sacramento,
Yolo, Sutter, and Placer counties. Development in these counties is assumed to
include thousands of acres of land.

Geology and Soils

The cumulative environment for geology and soils consists of relatively flat, level
topography along major transportation routes and in areas with agricultural land
uses and conservation land. Existing grades from road and railroad structures
extend above the level agricultural fields. With the exception of the Dunnigan Hills,
geologic maps for the cumulative environment indicate that the Project is generally
underlain by Quaternary alluvial deposits consisting of channel and basin deposits
(DWR 2004). Additionally, human made levees have been constructed for flood
control purposes in the proposed Project vicinity. The cumulative environment lies
within Seismic Zone 3, per the 2000 California Building Code, and is not located
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CBCS 2001).

The geographic context for the analysis of impacts resulting from geologic hazards
generally is site-specific, rather than cumulative in nature, because each project site
has a different set of geologic considerations that would be subject to uniform site
development and construction standards.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The cumulative context for hazards and hazardous materials use would be
Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, and Placer counties. Pursuant to Government Code
section 65962.5, a database search was conducted in order to identify known areas
containing hazardous materials within the proposed Project area. A review of these
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3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

databases identified sites that are within a 1-mile wide corridor centered on the
Project. In addition, a risk analysis was completed that identified hazards associated
with risk of serious injury or fatality from and unintentional rupture or leak of natural
gas from the pipeline in populated areas.

Noise

The proposed Project would be constructed primarily through rural agricultural
areas. The eastern extent of the Project includes several large planned
developments with residential subdivisions recently constructed in the City of
Roseville. Sensitive noise receptors within the cumulative environment include rural
residences, residential, and planned residential subdivisions, and schools.

Traffic and Transportation

The access routes to be used during construction of the proposed Project consist of
an interstate freeway, a State highway, a county highway, local county-maintained
roads, and private roads. The following roadways are identified as access routes to
the proposed Project alignment: County Roads (CRs) 13, 14, 16, 17, 19, 85, and
87, SR-119 and SR-99/70, I-5 and 1-505, Elverta Road, Baseline Road, and Lambert
Road. In addition to these roads, the cumulative environment would also include the
following: CRs 95, 102, E11, Sorento Road, Fiddyment Road, Locust Road, and
Main Street.

Water Resources

The cumulative environment for water resources includes the Sacramento River
Hydrologic Region, which covers approximately 17.4 million acres (27,200 square
miles). Major water crossings for the Project include the Sacramento River and
several tributaries. The Project is situated at the southern end of the Sacramento
Valley Groundwater Basin with the primary water bearing formations comprised of
sedimentary continental deposits of Late Tertiary (Pliocene) to Quaternary
(Holocene) age.

From a water quality perspective, the Sacramento River (from Knights Landing to
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta [Delta]) is identified in the 2006 California
Section 303(d) List and total maximum daily load (TMDL) Priority Schedule as an
impaired water body for the following contaminants: mercury and unknown toxicity
(RWQCB 2006). The northern portion of the Delta downstream of the Project area
has been designated as impaired for a variety of contaminants, including pesticides

April 2009 3-71 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



A W N PR

3.0 - Alternatives and Cumulative Projects

(chlorpyrifos, dichloro-diphenyl-trichloro-ethane [DDT], diazinon, and Group A
pesticides) resulting from agricultural and urban runoff/storm sewers, mercury (from
abandoned mine drainage), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), exotic species, and
unknown toxicity (unknown cause) (RWQCB 2006).
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4.0 - Environmental Analysis

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
INTRODUCTION TO ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Section 4.0 examines the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project
and Project Alternatives. This Section includes analyses of the environmental issue
areas listed below:

4.1  Aesthetic/Visual Resources;

4.2  Agricultural Resources;

4.3  Air Quality;

4.4  Biological Resources;

4.5  Cultural Resources;

4.6  Geology and Soils;

4.7  Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality;

4.9 Land Use and Planning;

4.10 Noise;

411 Recreation;

4.12 Population and Housing/Public Services/Utilities and Service Systems;
4.13 Transportation and Traffic; and
4.14 Energy and Mineral Resources.

Each environmental issue area analyzed in this document provides background
information and describes the environmental setting (baseline conditions) to help the
reader understand the conditions that would cause an impact to occur. In addition,
each section describes how an impact is determined to be “significant” or “less than
significant.” Finally, the individual sections recommend mitigation measures (MMs)
to reduce significant impacts. Throughout this Section’s environmental sub-sections,
both impacts and the corresponding MMs are identified by a bold letter-number
designation (e.g., Impact LU-1 and MM LU-1a).

April 2009 4-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.0 - Environmental Analysis

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
Environmental Baseline

The analysis of each issue area begins with an examination of the existing physical
setting (baseline conditions as determined pursuant to section 15125(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines) that may be affected by the proposed Project. The effects of the
proposed Project are defined as changes to the environmental setting that are
attributable to Project components or operation.

Significance Criteria

Significance criteria are identified for each environmental issue area. The
significance criteria serve as benchmarks for determining if a component action will
result in a significant adverse environmental impact when evaluated against the
baseline. According to the CEQA Guidelines section 15382, a significant effect on
the environment means “...a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change
in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project...”

Impact Analysis

Impacts are classified as:
o Class | (significant adverse impact that remains significant after mitigation);

« Class Il (significant adverse impact that can be eliminated or reduced below an
issue’s significance criteria);

« Class lll (adverse impact that does not meet or exceed an issue’s significance
criteria); or

o Class IV (beneficial impact).

A determination will be made, based on the analysis of any impact within each
affected environmental issue area and compliance with any recommended mitigation
measure(s), of the level of impact remaining in comparison to the pertinent
significance criteria. If the impact remains significant, at or above the significance
criteria, it is deemed to be Class I. If a “significant adverse impact” is reduced,
based on compliance with mitigation, to a level below the pertinent significance
criteria, it is determined to no longer have a significant effect on the environment,
i.e., to be “less than significant” (Class Il). If an action creates an adverse impact
above the baseline condition, but such impact does not meet or exceed the pertinent

April 2009 4-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.0 - Environmental Analysis

significance criteria, it is determined to be adverse, but less than significant (Class
lII). An action that provides an improvement to an environmental issue area in
comparison to the baseline information is recognized as a beneficial impact (Class
V).

Formulation of Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring Program

When significant impacts are identified, feasible mitigation measures are formulated
to eliminate or reduce the intensity of the impacts and focus on the protection of
sensitive resources. The effectiveness of a mitigation measure is subsequently
determined by evaluating the impact remaining after its application. Those impacts
meeting or exceeding the impact significance criteria after mitigation are considered
residual impacts that remain significant (Class 1). Implementation of more than one
mitigation measure may be needed to reduce an impact below a level of
significance. The mitigation measures recommended in this document are identified
in the environmental analysis for each issue area and presented in Section 6.0,
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP).

If any mitigation measure becomes incorporated as part of a project’'s design, it
would no longer be considered a mitigation measure under the CEQA. If mitigation
measures eliminate or reduce a potentially significant impact to a level below the
significance criteria, they eliminate the potential for that significant impact since the
"measure” is now a component of the action. Such measures incorporated into the
project design have the same status as any “Applicant Proposed Measures.” The
California State Lands Commission’s (CSLC’s) practice is to include all measures to
eliminate or reduce the environmental impacts of a proposed project, whether
applicant proposed or recommended mitigation, in the MMP.

Impacts of Alternatives

Section 3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects, provides a list, description, and
map identifying alternatives to the proposed Project. Each issue area in this Section
presents the impact analysis for each alternative scenario. A summary of the
collective impacts of each alternative in comparison with the impacts of the proposed
Project is included within the Executive Summary.

Cumulative Projects Impact Analysis

Each issue area in this Section presents the cumulative impact scenario, the focus
of which is to identify the potential impacts of the Project that might not be significant
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1 when considered alone, but that might contribute to a significant impact when
2 viewed in conjunction with the other projects.

3
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

41 AESTHETIC/VISUAL RESOURCES

This Section describes the existing visual resources in the Project area and
assesses the visual impacts that could potentially occur as a result of the Project’s
construction and operation. Visual or aesthetic resources are generally defined as
both the natural and built features of the landscape that contribute to the public’s
experience and appreciation of the environment. Depending on the extent to which
a Project's presence will alter the perceived visual character and quality of the
environment, visual or aesthetic impacts may occur. Descriptions and analysis in
this Section are based on the review of proposed Project maps, site visits,
photographs of the Project area, and the review of appropriate planning documents.

4.1.1 Environmental Setting

The proposed 40-mile long pipeline lies in the Central Valley of California and
traverses in an east to west direction through unincorporated, predominately
agricultural areas of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer counties. The Project
area ranges in elevation from approximately 15 to 255 feet, and consists of a
relatively flat topography with the exception of the rolling hill topography of the
Dunnigan Hills area in Yolo County.

The proposed alignment of the pipeline parallels existing county and farm roads to
the maximum extent feasible; however, some portions will cross through agricultural
lands containing crops. Views of the entire Project area consist mostly of
agricultural lands, fields, and orchards as well as occasional trees, houses and
farming-related structures and implements. Immediate views of the Project area
west of the Sacramento River, near Line 406 and 407 West, consist mainly of row
crops, irrigated pasture, orchards, and grazing lands. Additionally, the pipeline
would cross under three large electrical transmission lines. Project areas near the
east end of the pipeline are currently experiencing rapid urban development and
population growth. This area currently consists of rice fields, non-native annual
grasslands and seasonal and vernal pool wetlands. Commercial and residential
developments are planned in the areas surrounding Line 407 East and the
Powerline Road Distribution Feeder Main (DFM) and are located in Placer, Sutter,
and Sacramento counties. The Project’s eastern termination point is located at the
northwestern corner of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road. Residential
developments have recently been built on properties to the northeast, southeast and
southwest of the same intersection. While the project is located within the City of

April 2009 4.1-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Roseville’s sphere of influence, the adjacent developments are located within the
city limits.

Hydrology features in much of the Project area have been significantly modified for
agricultural uses. Existing water features mainly consist of irrigation canals, ditches,
and intermittent creeks. Two large water features, the Sacramento River and the
Knights Landing Ridge Cut, bisect the Project area. The Sacramento River runs in
an approximate northwest to southeast direction and forms the border between
eastern Yolo County and western Sutter and Sacramento counties. The river is
approximately 400 to 450 feet wide in the Project area. The Knights Landing Ridge
Cut, approximately 5 miles west of the Sacramento River, also runs in a northwest to
southeast direction. Neither the Sacramento River nor the Knights Landing Ridge
Cut can be seen from the Project area except along the tops of the levees that
separate them from the surrounding agricultural lands.

The proposed pipeline would travel through the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area,
Sacramento River Ranch Conservation Bank, and the Huffman East, Huffman West,
Vestal, and Atkinson tracts of the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan Area.
Viewsheds within these areas contain rice fields, row crops, wetlands, and a small
area of oak woodlands.

Views surrounding the Project area include the Mayacamas Mountain Range, (part
of the Coast Range), which runs in a north-south direction in western Yolo County.
To the east the Sierra Nevada Mountain range, which also runs in a north-south
direction, can be seen in the distance from Project areas east of the Dunnigan Hills.
Additionally, the Sutter Buttes, a circular mountainous region of approximately 75
square miles, can be seen to the north from portions of the pipeline on a clear day.

Scenic Routes

There are no State designated scenic highways within the Project viewshed
(Caltrans 2008). However, the Yolo County General Plan identifies County Roads
(CR) 116, 16, and 117 as scenic routes and together they are identified as the
Sacramento Northern River Scenic Route.

Additionally, Sacramento County’s General Plan designates Garden Highway, which
runs along the crown of the Sacramento River’'s eastern levee from the Sacramento
city limits north to the Sutter County line, as a protected scenic corridor.

April 2009 4.1-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

4.1.2 Regulatory Setting
Federal

There are no Federal regulations related to aesthetics that are relevant to the
Project.

State
California Department of Transportation

The California Scenic Highway Program is intended to preserve and protect scenic
highway corridors from change that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands
adjacent to highways. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how
much of the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the
landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes upon the traveler’s
enjoyment of the view. A scenic corridor is the land generally adjacent to and visible
from the highway and is identified using a motorist’s line of vision. The corridor
protection program seeks to encourage quality development that does not degrade
the scenic value of the corridor.

State Scenic Highways are classified as either “eligible” or “officially designated.”
The status of a State Scenic Highway changes from eligible to officially designated
when the local jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor protection program, applies to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for scenic highway approval, and
receives notification from Caltrans that the highway has been officially designated as
a scenic highway. When a city or county nominates an eligible scenic highway for
official designation, it must identify and define the scenic corridor of the highway.
The agency must also adopt ordinances to preserve the scenic quality of the corridor
or document such regulations that already exist in various portions of local codes.
These ordinances make up the scenic corridor protection program. Minimum
requirements for scenic corridor protection include:

» Regulation of land use and density of development;

Detailed land and site planning;

Control of outdoor advertising (including a ban on billboards);

Careful attention to and control of earthmoving and landscaping;

Careful attention to design and appearance of structures and equipment; and

April 2009 4.1-3 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

» Undergrounding of utility lines.

Local
Yolo County General Plan

The following polices related to aesthetics from the Yolo County General Plan were
considered in this analysis:

e Policy OS 9: Yolo County shall plan to maintain scenic highways and
waterways or riverbank corridor areas of scenic value as part of its open space
preservation program and shall use persuasion and regulation to that end.

e Policy OS 10: Landscape Ordinance: Yolo County shall adopt a landscape
ordinance and one purpose of such ordinance will be to preserve and enhance
open spaces.

e Policy CON 27: Landscaping/Screening: Yolo County shall require assured
landscaping between certain uses which may otherwise conflict. Landscaping
shall be required along freeways, between commercial, industrial, and
residential uses, in public road frontage setback areas, and in parking areas.

Sutter County General Plan

The following polices related to aesthetics from the Sutter County General Plan were
considered in this analysis:

e Policy 1.H-1: The County shall require that new development be designed to
utilize vegetation for screening structures and parking areas.

e Policy 1.H-3: The County shall require that design and development standards
be applied to all industrial and commercial areas to improve the aesthetic
appearance of those developments.

Sacramento County General Plan

The following polices related to aesthetics from the Sacramento County General
Plan were considered in this analysis:

e Policy PF-71: Locate and design production and distribution facilities so as to
minimize visual intrusion problems in urban areas and areas of scenic and/or
cultural value, including the following:

April 2009 4.1-4 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

- Recreation and historic areas;

- Scenic highways;

- Landscape corridors;

- State or Federal designated wild and scenic rivers;

- Visually prominent locations such as ridges, designated scenic corridors,
and open viewsheds;

- Native American sacred sites.

Policy PF-72: Locate and design energy production and distribution facilities in
a manner that is compatible with surrounding land uses by employing the
following methods when appropriate to the site:

- Visually screen facilities with topography and existing vegetation and
install landscaping consistent with surrounding land use zone
development standards where appropriate, except where it would
adversely affect photovoltaic performance or interfere with power-
generating capability.

- Provide site-compatible landscaping.

- Minimize glare through siting, facility design, non-reflective coatings, etc.

- Site facilities in a manner to equitably distribute their visual impacts in the
immediate vicinity.

Scenic Highway Goals

1.

To preserve and enhance the aesthetic quality of scenic roads without
encouraging unnecessary driving by personal automobile.

Scenic Highways Obijectives

1. To take necessary steps to preserve and enhance the scenic qualities of the
Garden Highway.

2. To extend County scenic corridor protection to additional specific scenic
roads in the rural portions of the County.

3. To strengthen the provisions of scenic corridor regulations so as to further
protect the aesthetic values of the County’s freeways and scenic roads.

4. To place a low priority on facilitation of pleasure auto driving and to
encourage use of other modes of transportation.

April 2009 4.1-5 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Scenic Highways Polices

1.

To strengthen the scenic corridor provisions of the Zoning Code to require
design review of all signs and other structures within the corridor.

To fully enforce all sign controls in the scenic corridors.

To retain the scenic qualities of scenic corridors by avoiding unnecessary
widening, straightening, or major reconstruction of scenic routes.

To investigate the desirability of requesting the State to designate the Garden
Highway as an Official County Scenic Highway.

17.To investigate in coordination with other County agencies the provision of

distinctive planting schemes, vista points, and picnic areas along scenic
corridors.

Placer County General Plan

The following polices related to aesthetics from the Placer County General Plan
were considered in this analysis:

Policy 1.E.1: The County shall only approve new industrial development that
has the following characteristics: e. Minimal adverse effects on scenic routes,
recreation areas, and public vistas.

Policy 1.K.1: The County shall require that new development in scenic areas
e.g., river canyons, lake watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines, and
steep slopes, is planned and designed in a manner which employs design,
construction, and maintenance techniques that: a. Avoids locating structures
along ridgelines and steep slopes; b. Incorporates design and screening
measures to minimize the visibility of structures and graded areas; c. Maintains
the character and visual quality of the area.

Policy 1.K.2: The County shall require that new development in scenic areas
be designed to utilize natural landforms and vegetation for screening
structures, access roads, building foundations, and cut and fill slopes.

Policy 1.K.4: The County shall require that new development incorporates
sound soil conservation practices and minimizes land alterations. Land
alterations should comply with the following guidelines: a. Limit cuts and fills; b.
Limit grading to the smallest practical area of land; c. Limit land exposure to the
shortest practical amount of time; d. Replant graded areas to ensure
establishment of plant cover before the next rainy season; and e. Create
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

41.3

grading contours that blend with the natural contours on-site or with contours
on property immediately adjacent to the area of development.

Policy 1.K.5: The County shall require that new roads, parking, and utilities be
designed to minimize visual impacts. Unless limited by geological or
engineering constraints, utilities should be installed underground and roadways
and parking areas should be designed to fit the natural terrain.

Policy 1.0.9: The County shall discourage the use of outdoor lighting that
shines unnecessarily onto adjacent properties or into the night sky.

Significance Criteria

An adverse impact on aesthetic and visual resources is considered significant and
would require mitigation if the proposed Project would:

1.

41.4

Cause inconsistency with adopted visual resource management (VRM) plans
or local ordinances. In those areas where no VRM plans exist, impacts were
determined by examining the study area for sensitive viewsheds, areas of
high user volumes, and areas of unique visual resources. Sensitive
resources were then examined on a case-by-case basis to determine the
level of impact. Significant visual impacts would be those that dominate the
viewshed from sensitive locations and change the character of the landscape
both in terms of physical characteristics and land uses;

Result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic area or vista;

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic area or
highway;

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or

Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

Applicant Proposed Measures

No Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) have been identified by PG&E related to
aesthetics and visual resources.

April 2009 4.1-7 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

4.1.5 Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Impact Discussion

Construction of the proposed pipeline would result in temporary visual changes in
the landscape related to the presence of construction equipment, materials, and
work crews. The resulting pipeline would be buried with minimal necessary
aboveground facilities such as valve stations. Since a large majority of the pipeline
traverses rural, sparsely populated agricultural lands, visual changes would not be
noticeable by, or affect a substantial portion of the local population. The limited
population affected by views of the temporary construction and resulting stations and
pipeline markers are not considered sensitive viewers. Construction-related
activities would be visible to vehicles traveling along roads paralleling the pipeline
and to residences in proximity of the Project (less than 200 feet). Areas of the
pipeline’s construction that are considered aesthetically sensitive would be traversed
utilizing horizontal directional drilling (HDD), in place of trenching, in order to
minimize effects. These areas would include, but are not limited to, Knights Landing
Ridge Cut, the western and eastern edges of the Yolo Bypass, and the Sacramento
River.

Upon completion of the pipeline, all areas of construction would be restored in
accordance with pre-arranged landowner requirements that would include, but are
not limited to, soil decompaction, and reseeding to current existing conditions. As
discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, riparian areas, including trees,
would not be affected as HDD methods would be used in these areas. If native,
landmark, or heritage trees are removed or impacted during construction, they would
be replaced according to mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.4, Biological
Resources. Furthermore, APM BIO-17 Right-of-Way (ROW) Restoration Plan
ensures that impacts to all vegetation are minimized and adequately mitigated to the
satisfaction of the permitting agencies, property owners, and/or habitat managers.
Restoration of vegetation in agricultural fields and landscaped areas would be
negotiated with the landowners and would result in restoration of temporarily
disturbed areas to conditions similar to preconstruction conditions.

Permanent changes in the aesthetics of the area would include the installation of
aboveground line markers, cathodic protection test stations, and the construction of
SiX stations containing necessary apparatus for pipeline operation. The pipeline
would be marked in rural areas with aboveground line markers approximately 8 feet
in height, white and orange in color (Figure 4.1-1), and spaced so that one marker

April 2009 4.1-8 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

can be seen in each direction of the pipeline from any point along the ROW. Test
stations would be approximately 4 feet in height and orange in color. In non-rural
areas, the pipeline would not be marked with aboveground markers and test stations
would be installed in vaults flush with the ground.

The six aboveground stations would include the Capay Metering Station,
approximately one acre in area, located at the connection of Line 400 and 401 and
Line 406; the Yolo Junction Pressure Limiting Station, approximately 100 feet by 127
feet in area, located at the connection of Line 406 and Line 172A, the Baseline Road
Pressure Regulating Station, approximately 84 feet by 145 feet in area, located at
the junction of Line 407 and Line 123 near Roseville; the Powerline Road Pressure
Regulating Station, approximately 40 feet by 102 feet in area, near corner of
Powerline Road and West Elverta at the Powerline Road DFM terminus; the
Powerline Road Main Line Valve with an area of approximately 100 feet by 100 feet
at the intersection of Riego Road and Powerline Road; and the Baseline/Brewer
Road Main Line Valve Station, approximately 50 feet by 50 feet in area, located west
of the intersection of Brewer Road and Baseline Road. Refer to Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-
5, and 2-6 in Section 2.0, Project Description, for locations. All of the pressure
limiting and regulating stations that are readily visible by the public would be
enclosed by a fence with lathing of a color appropriate to the surrounding landscape.
An example of an aboveground station is shown in Section 2.0, Project Description,
Figure 2-8.

Visual Resource Management Plans and Local Ordinances

The Project would not cause inconsistency with adopted visual resource
management (VRM) plans or local ordinances. In those areas where no VRM plans
exist, impacts were determined by examining the study area for sensitive viewsheds,
areas of high user volumes, and areas of unique visual resources. Much of the
viewshed is sparsely populated. Areas at the eastern end of the pipeline that are
more densely populated do not offer views of unique visual resources. Significant
visual impacts would be those that dominate the viewshed from sensitive locations
and change the character of the landscape in terms of physical characteristics and
land uses. Because the pipeline would be buried and because the valve stations
would be located in areas that have already been disturbed for agricultural or utility
infrastructure uses, minimal changes would be made to the viewshed and character
of the landscape. Potential impacts would be less than significant (Class llI).

April 2009 4.1-9 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Scenic Areas or Vistas

The proposed Project crosses the Sacramento River, which is designated as a
scenic corridor under the Scenic Highways Element of the Sacramento County
General Plan. However, the proposed pipeline crosses the river approximately 1
mile north of the Sacramento County line in Yolo and Sutter counties. The Yolo
County General Plan requires the maintenance of waterways and riverbank corridors
as areas of scenic value. The Sutter County General Plan does not include specific
regulations regarding the scenic values of the Sacramento River. In light of these
regulations, the Sacramento River and its adjoining levees should be considered
and protected as a scenic area.

At the location of the proposed pipeline, the river is flanked by levees of
approximately 21 to 28 feet in height on both sides. The proposed pipeline will cross
beneath both the levees and the river utilizing HDD technology in order to minimize
visual and other impacts. HDD sites would not be visible from the river. HDD sites
on each side of the river would be visible from the top of the levees; however,
because Project construction is temporary and HDD sites would be removed upon
completion, potential visual impacts are less than significant (Class Ill).

Scenic Resources

The Project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic area
or highway. No scenic resources within state scenic areas or highways are within
viewable proximity to the Project.

There are no State designated scenic highways within the Project viewshed.
However, the Yolo County General Plan identifies portions of CR-116, CR-16, and
CR-117 as the Sacramento Northern River Scenic Route. The section of the
proposed pipeline that would cross CR-117 would be installed underground via
HDD, and therefore would not permanently alter the viewshed from any county
roads. Additionally, Sacramento County’s General Plan designates Garden
Highway, which runs along the crown of the Sacramento River’s eastern levee from
the Sacramento city limits north to the Sutter County line, as a protected scenic
corridor. While the proposed pipeline would cross Garden Highway, it would do so
approximately 1 mile north of the Sutter County line and therefore outside of the
designated scenic corridor.

April 2009 4.1-10 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

This portion of the pipeline would also be installed underground via HDD, and
therefore would not permanently alter the viewshed from the road. Potential impacts
would be less than significant (Class IlI).

Impact AES-1: Degrade the Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Site and
Its Surroundings

The Project would substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings (Potentially Significant, Class II).

Construction activities for the proposed Project would be short term, resulting in a
temporary, and therefore less than significant, impact to visual character. The
Project includes minimal aboveground facilities, such as valve and pressure limiting
stations, which would be located in areas that have previously been disturbed for
agricultural or utility infrastructure uses. Mitigation is proposed in Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, to require flood-proofing of any structures as required
for placement within a 100-year floodplain. Both the Powerline Road Pressure
Regulating Station and the Powerline Road Main Line Valve structures would be
constructed within the 100-year floodplain and would be no more than 10 feet in
height without the flood-proofing. The mitigation requires that the structures be
raised approximately 1 foot above the 100-year storm flood profile level. While the
ultimate height is unknown at this time, there is a single residence approximately
750 feet southeast of the Powerline Road Pressure Regulating Station, and there
are no residences near the Powerline Road Main Line Valve. Therefore, the
additional height would not result in an impact to aesthetic/visual resources. Also,
since the viewshed surrounding the proposed pipeline has been modified for
agricultural and residential uses, the line markers and valve stations would not be
considered a significant change to the existing visual character.

Construction of the Project would require the removal of vegetation prior to trenching
activities. APM BIO-17, as provided in Section 4.4, Biological Resources,
specifically ensures that impacts to vegetation are minimized and adequately
mitigated to the satisfaction of the permitting agencies, property owners, and/or
habitat managers. Restoration of vegetation in agricultural fields and landscaped
areas would be negotiated with the landowners and would result in restoration of
temporarily disturbed areas to conditions similar to preconstruction conditions,
thereby minimizing affects to visual resources caused by the removal of vegetation.
Furthermore, if native trees are removed or impacted during construction they would

April 2009 4.1-13 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

be replaced according to BIO MM-2b, BIO MM-2c, and BIO MM-2d set forth in
Section 4.4, Biological Resources.

The replanting of deep-rooted vegetation, such as orchards and vineyards, would
not be allowed within 15 feet on either side of the pipeline. This restriction may
result in a substantial impact to the visual character of an area where deep-rooted
vegetation currently exists. Of specific concern is the removal of vegetation that
currently screens rural residences along the proposed pipeline. Since landscaping
vegetation is often non-native it would not be protected by mitigation set forth in
Section 4.4, Biological Resources. Should such vegetation be removed and
replacement restricted, the visual character of the Project site would be significantly
changed as seen from the adjoining residence(s).

Mitigation Measures for Impact AES-1: Degrade the Existing Visual Character or
Quality of the Site and Its Surroundings

MM AES-1 Replanting of Screening Vegetation. If deep-rooted vegetation
that provides visual screening or acts as a visual resource to
adjoining residences is removed, it shall be replaced in accordance
with APM BIO-17. If the replanting of deep-rooted vegetation is not
allowed within the permanent easement of the proposed pipeline,
appropriate vegetation shall be replanted in a location outside the
permanent easement but in a location that would recreate the
visual screening and visual quality previously provided by the
removed vegetation.

Rationale for Mitigation

The replanting of deep-rooted vegetation in a location outside the permanent
easement but in a location that would recreate the visual quality provided by the
removed vegetation would ensure that the visual character of the Project site, as
seen by adjoining residences, would not be significantly impacted. Impacts would
be reduced to less than significant.

Impact AES-2: Create New Source of Light or Glare

The Project would create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area (Potentially Significant,
Class II).

April 2009 4.1-14 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Lighting at the pressure limiting, pressure regulating, and metering stations
proposed for the Project would be minimal and would be used in emergency
situations only.

At the 12 locations along the proposed pipeline where HDD would be implemented,
lighting would be utilized to allow continuous, 24-hour construction operations. A
light plant would be stationed at the entry and exit points of each HDD section and
would consist of four 1,000-watt fixtures. Each site would be continuously under
construction between two to four weeks. While the majority of HDD sites are located
within rural agricultural areas, some sites may be located in proximity to rural
households. Continuous construction requiring the use of light plants (mobile pole
lighting) could result in light trespass onto nearby homes. While light trespass would
be temporary, the contrast to rural lighting conditions typically found along the
pipeline would result in a significant source of light.

Mitigation Measures for Impact AES-2: Create New Source of Light or Glare

MM AES-2 Light Shielding and Positioning Away from Residences. HDD
sites within close proximity of rural residences that would utilize
lighting and operate between dusk and dawn shall be required to
appropriately shield and direct all lighting away from nearby rural
residences in order to reduce light trespass to the maximum extent
feasible. Lighting shall be positioned and shielded to provide
adequate nighttime illumination for construction workers while
minimizing affects on nearby homes.

Rationale for Mitigation

Implementation of directional and shielded lighting would reduce light trespass onto
nearby residences thereby reducing the temporary intrusion of construction lighting.
Impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

4.1.6 Impacts of Alternatives

A No Project Alternative as well as twelve options have been proposed for the
alignment in order to minimize or eliminate environmental impacts of the proposed
Project and to respond to comments from nearby landowners. The twelve options,
labeled A through L, have been analyzed in comparison to the portion of the
proposed route that would be avoided as a result of any of the options. Descriptions
of the options can be found in Section 3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects,
and the options are depicted in Figure 3-2A through 3-2K.
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, no natural gas pipeline would be constructed. As
such, this alternative would cause no impacts to aesthetics and visual resources.
The No Project Alternative would result in no impacts compared to the proposed
Project.

Option A

Option A would shift approximately 14 miles of pipeline from the more densely
populated rural area around Line 406 to the sparsely populated area to the north.
Under Option A. the alternative Capay Metering station would be moved
approximately 1.5 miles north of where it would be placed under the proposed
Project.

Under both Option A and the proposed Project, the majority of the construction
activities would be occurring within agricultural parcels or parallel agricultural parcel
boundaries. Option A and the proposed Project would cross a similar distance of
Dunnigan Hills. In addition, both Option A and the proposed Project would parallel
agricultural parcel boundaries when not bisecting agricultural fields or the Dunnigan
Hills area. Both Option A and the proposed Project would utilize HDD to cross under
I-505 and I-5. There are no residences within 200 feet of the 1-505 HDD crossing
under Option A or the proposed Project.

Approximately 7.25 miles of construction would bisect open areas or agricultural
lands under Option A, approximately 1 mile less than would occur under the
proposed Project. Option A would increase the total distance of Line 406
construction adjacent to rural roadways by approximately 1 mile, thereby increasing
the potential for aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along roadways.

Under Option A, only one residence would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas eight residences would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Under Option A, the nearest residence to an
HDD crossing would be located approximately 490 feet away from the HDD
construction pit. The residence nearest the proposed Project’s HDD crossing would
be located approximately 100 feet from the HDD construction pit. Therefore, the
potential construction-related aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be
slightly less under Option A than for the proposed Project.
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Aesthetic impacts of Option A would be slightly less than under the proposed
project. However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option A
would be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM AES-1 and AES-2
would be required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option B

Option B would shift approximately 6.5 miles of pipeline from the more densely
populated rural area around Line 406 to the sparsely populated area to the north.
Under Option B. the alternative Capay Metering station would be moved
approximately 1.5 miles north of where it would be placed under the proposed
Project.

Under both Option B and the proposed Project, a portion of the construction
activities would be occurring within agricultural parcels or parallel agricultural parcel
boundaries. Both Option B and the proposed Project would utilize HDD to cross
under I-505. There are no residences within 200 feet of the I-505 HDD crossing
under Option B or the proposed Project.

Approximately 3.4 miles of construction would bisect open areas or agricultural lands
under Option B, approximately 2 mile less than would occur under the proposed
Project. Option B would increase the total distance of Line 406 construction
adjacent to rural roadways by approximately 3 miles, thereby increasing the potential
for aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along roadways.

There are no residences located within 200 feet of the pipeline construction under
Option B or proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be identical under Option B as for
the proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option B would be slightly more than under the proposed
project. However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option B
would be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be
required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option C

Option C would shift approximately 1 mile of pipeline from bisecting two agricultural
fields to approximately 750 feet north to parallel the agricultural field boundaries.
Under Option C, the Capay Metering station would be remain in the same location
as under the proposed Project.

April 2009 4.1-17 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Under both Option C and the proposed Project, the construction activities would be
occurring exclusively in agricultural lands. Option C and the proposed Project would
cross under CR-85, thereby creating the potential for aesthetics impacts to viewers
traveling along the road. Option C does not increase the visibility of construction
activities to viewers along CR-85; therefore, the potential impacts to viewers remains
the same as for the proposed Project.

There are no residences located within 200 feet of the pipeline construction under
Option C or proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be identical under Option C as for
the proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option C would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to
the proposed project, impacts associated with Option C would be potentially
significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required to reduce
impacts to less than significant.

Option D

Option D would shift a nearly 2-mile portion of pipeline from bisecting ten agricultural
fields located between CR-17 and CR-19, to the agricultural field boundaries near
CR-17.

Approximately one third of a mile of construction would be along parcel boundaries
of open areas or agricultural lands under Option D, approximately 1.3 mile less than
would occur under the proposed Project. Option D would increase the total distance
of Line 406 construction adjacent to rural roadways by almost 1.5 miles, thereby
increasing the potential for aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along CR-17.

Under Option D, five residences would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas no residences would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be greater under Option D than for
the proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option D would be greater than under the proposed Project.
However, similar to the proposed Project, impacts associated with Option D would
be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required
to reduce impacts to less than significant.

April 2009 4.1-18 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Option E

Option E would shift a portion of pipeline from agricultural fields located between
CR-17 and CR-19, to CR-19 to the south.

Approximately 0.5 mile of construction would be along parcel boundaries of open
areas or agricultural lands under Option E, approximately 1 mile less than would
occur under the proposed Project. Option E would increase the total distance of
Line 406 construction adjacent to rural roadways by more than 1.5 miles, thereby
increasing the potential for aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along CR-19.

Under Option E, three residences would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas no residences would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be greater under Option E than for
the proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option E would be greater than under the proposed Project.
However, similar to the proposed Project, impacts associated with Option E would
be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required
to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option F

Option F would shift a north-south portion of pipeline, located northwest of the
intersection of CR-17 and CR-96, east by approximately 650 feet.

Option F would increase the total distance of Line 406 construction adjacent to rural
roadways by less than 0.25 mile thereby slightly increasing the potential for
aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along CR-17.

Under Option F, no residences would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas one residence would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be less under Option F than for the
proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option F would be slightly less than under the proposed project.
However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option F would be
potentially significant (Class IlI). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required to
reduce impacts to less than significant.

April 2009 4.1-19 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Option G

Option G would relocate the pipeline from the north side of a residential area and
bisecting an agricultural field to the south side of the residential area and located
along the agricultural field boundary paralleling the roadway. Under both Option G
and the proposed Project, the majority of the construction activities would be
occurring in or adjacent to agricultural lands. Option G and the proposed Project
would parallel a similar distance of country roads.

There are three residences located within 200 feet of Option G and the proposed
Project. Under Option G, however, the nearest residence would be located
approximately 10 feet closer to construction activities than under the proposed
Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option G would be slightly more than under the proposed
project. However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option F
would be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be
required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option H

Option H would shift almost 5.5 miles of pipeline from the more densely populated
rural area around Line 407 West to the sparsely populated area to the south. Under
Option H, the Powerline Road Main Line Valve, the Powerline Road Pressure
Regulating Station, and the DFM alignment would remain the same as under the
proposed Project.

Under both Option H and the proposed Project, the majority of the construction
activities would be occurring adjacent to country roads. Option H and the proposed
Project would utilize HDD to cross the West Side of the Yolo Bypass, the Tule
Canal, the Sacramento River, and the Spangler Canal. In addition, both Option H
and the proposed Project would cross Garden Highway, which, according to the
Sacramento County General Plan, is a protected scenic corridor from the
Sacramento city limit north to the Sutter County line. Option H and the proposed
Project would cross a similar distance of agricultural lands.

Option H would decrease the total distance of Line 406 West construction adjacent
to rural roadways by approximately 0.5 mile, thereby reducing the potential for
aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along roadways.

April 2009 4.1-20 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Under Option H, only one residence would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas five residences would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Under Option H, the nearest residence to an
HDD crossing would be located more than 2,000 feet away from the HDD
construction pit. The residence nearest the proposed Project’s HDD crossing would
be located approximately 360 feet from the HDD construction pit. Therefore, the
potential construction-related aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be
less under Option H than for the proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option H would be less than under the proposed project.
However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option A would be
potentially significant (Class IlI). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required to
reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option |

Option | would shift approximately 1 mile of pipeline from the more densely
populated rural area around Line 407 East along Base Line Road to the sparsely
populated rural area to the north.

Approximately 1 mile of construction would bisect open areas or agricultural lands
under Option I, whereas the construction of the proposed Project would occur along
parcel boundaries paralleling Base Line Road. Option | would decrease the total
distance of Line 406 construction adjacent to rural roadways by approximately 0.5
mile, thereby reducing the potential for aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along
Base Line Road.

Under Option |, four residences would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas eight residences would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be less under Option | than for the
proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option | would be less than under the proposed project.
However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option | would be
potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required to
reduce impacts to less than significant.

April 2009 4.1-21 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

Option J

Option J would shift approximately 1 mile of pipeline from the more densely
populated rural area around Line 407 East along Baseline Road to the sparsely
populated rural area to the north.

More than 1 mile of construction would bisect open areas or agricultural lands under
Option J, whereas the construction of the proposed Project would occur along parcel
boundaries paralleling Base Line Road. Option J would decrease the total distance
of Line 406 construction adjacent to rural roadways by almost 0.25 mile, thereby
reducing the potential for aesthetics impacts to viewers traveling along Base Line
Road.

Under Option J, six residences would be located within 200 feet of the pipeline
construction, whereas eight residences would be located within 200 feet of
construction for the proposed Project. Therefore, the potential construction-related
aesthetics impacts on nearby residences would be less under Option J than for the
proposed Project.

Aesthetic impacts of Option J would be less than under the proposed project.
However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with Option J would be
potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AES-1 would be required to
reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option K

Option K would shift approximately 0.35 mile of pipeline from Base Line Road to the
annual grassland to the north.

Under Option K, temporary construction activities would be less visible to road traffic
located on Base Line Road, where approximately 1,000 feet of the route would not
be aligned with the roadway. There are no residences within 200 feet of Option K or
the proposed Project. Aesthetic impacts of Option K would be less than under the
proposed project. However, similar to the proposed project, impacts associated with
Option K would be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM AES-1
would be required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Option L

Under Option L, a portion of the proposed Project adjacent to Base Line Road would
be constructed utilizing HDD instead of trenching. Option L would not change the

April 2009 4,1-22 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



o O~ WN PP

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

4.1 - Aesthetic/Visual Resources

location of the route, but would change the construction method from trenching to
HDD. As discussed in Impact AES-2, HDD construction utilizes nighttime lighting
that may trespass onto nearby homes. However, there are no residences located
near Option L. As such, impacts to aesthetics under Option L would be similar to the
proposed route and would be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM
AES-1 and MM AES-2 would be required to reduce impacts to less than significant.

Table 4.1-1: Comparison of Alternatives for Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Alternative gg:g::g?:?;}’:cht

No Project No Impacts
Option A Slightly Fewer Impacts
Option B Slightly Greater Impacts
Option C Similar Impacts
Option D More Impacts
Option E More Impacts
Option F Slightly Fewer Impacts
Option G Slightly Greater Impacts
Option H Fewer Impacts
Option | Fewer Impacts
Option J Fewer Impacts
Option K Fewer Impacts
Option L Similar Impacts

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

4.1.7 Cumulative Projects Impact Analysis

Other projects within this Project’s vicinity that would affect aesthetics include road
construction within the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan, the Placer Vineyards Specific
Area Plan, and the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. The concurrent construction of the
aforementioned projects within the vicinity of the natural gas pipeline discussed in
this document would increase the amount of visual disturbance from construction
activities. However, since the natural gas pipeline would be buried upon completion
and the remaining aboveground facilities would be located in areas already
developed by agriculture or utility infrastructure, affects would be temporary and

April 2009 4.1-23 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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would therefore not contribute to permanent cumulative impacts on aesthetics and

visual resources.

4.1.8 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Table 4.1-2 presents a summary of impacts on aesthetics and visual resources and

the recommended mitigation measures.

Table 4.1-2: Summary of Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact

Mitigation Measure

AES-1. Degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

AES-1. Replanting of screening
vegetation.

AES-2. Create new source of light or
glare.

AES-2. Light shielding and positioning
away from residences.

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

April 2009

4.1-24

PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR




(o2] ga ~ W N P

o

10
11
12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

4.2 - Agricultural Resources

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

This Section provides a discussion of existing agricultural resources and an analysis
of potential impacts that may result from Project implementation. Included are
descriptions of the environmental setting in terms of existing agricultural resources
that could be affected by the proposed Project.

4.2.1 Environmental Setting

The proposed pipeline is approximately 40 miles long and traverses through Yolo,
Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer counties. Nearly all of the proposed pipeline
crosses Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance,
Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, and land under Williamson Act
contracts. Agricultural uses in the Project area include rice fields, row crops,
orchards, and grazing land.

Yolo County

Yolo County has placed importance on agricultural land preservation and enacted
some of the earliest ordinances that limit use of agricultural lands, create minimum
parcel sizes, and implement the Williamson Act. In 2006, the total agricultural
commodity value was over $330 million, surpassing the 2005 value by more than
$40 million (Yolo County 2006 Crop Report). The top ten commodities, in order, are
tomatoes, hay/alfalfa, grapes/wine, almonds, seed crops, rice, walnuts, organic
crops, cattle and calves, and apiary/livestock/poultry products. Table 4.2-1 below
shows the 2005 and 2006 agricultural industry production values.

Table 4.2-1: Yolo County Agricultural Production Summary, 2005 to 2006

Value of Production ($)
Industry 2005 2006
Fruit and Nut Crops 103,007,000 94,837,723
Field Crops 87,282,000 114,350,583
Vegetable Crops 76,518,000 86,704,112
Livestock/Poultry 15,474,000 13,789,308
Livestock/Poultry Products 3,933,000 5,271,300
Nursery Products 6,029,000 8,132,784
Apiary Products 2,575,000 3,845,391
April 2009 4.2-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Value of Production ($)
Industry 2005 2006
Seed Crops 21,413,000 28,767,033
Organic Production 13,914,000 14,497,739
Total Value in Dollars 330,145,000 370,195,973
Source: Yolo County 2006.

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) monitors agricultural land use
through its Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). According to the
FMMP, agricultural land decreased in Yolo County by 27,030 acres since 1984 on
an average of 1,352 acres per year. Between 2002 and 2004, 2,287 net acres were
converted to nonagricultural uses, as shown in Table 4.2-2. Within Yolo County, the
proposed Project would traverse areas of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Farmland of Local
Potential, and Grazing Land.

Table 4.2-2: Farmland Conversion from 2002 to 2004 in Yolo County

Total Acres
Inventoried 2002 to 2004 Acreage Changes
Acres Acres Net
Land Use Category 2002 2004 Lost | Gained | Change

Prime Farmland 261,648 | 259,637 2,602 591 -2,011
Farmland of Statewide
Importance 18,007 18,123 154 270 116
Unique Farmland 54,586 53,157 2,180 751 -1,429
Farmland of Local
Importance 67,546 66,619 2,313 1,386 -927
Grazing Land 143,263 | 145,227 343 2,307 1,964
Agricultural Land Subtotal 545,050 | 542,763 7,592 5,305 -2,287
Source: California Department of Conservation 2006.

Sutter County

In 2006, the total agricultural production value was more than $358 million,
exceeding the 2005 value by more than $53 million (Sutter County 2006 Crop,

April 2009 4.2-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Livestock, and Annual Department Report). The ten leading crops by value in 2006
were rice, dried plums (prunes), walnuts, peaches, nursery products, tomatoes,
cattle/calves, almonds, melons, and alfalfa. Table 4.2-3 below shows the 2005 and
2006 agricultural industry production values.

Table 4.2-3: Sutter County Agricultural Production Summary, 2005 to 2006

Value of Production ($)

Industry 2005 2006
Fruit and Nut Crops 123,834,400 158,918,900
Field Crops 116,674,300 130,626,000
Vegetable Crops 19,788,600 21,564,300
Livestock/Poultry 12,147,100 12,363,300
Livestock/Poultry Products 3,820,800 3,710,600
Nursery Products 11,058,300 12,736,500
Apiary Products 3,497,900 3,973,400
Seed Crops 14,368,790 14,951,900
Total Value in Dollars 305,190,190 358,845,200
Source: Sutter County 2006.

Sutter County’s agricultural land totals have been monitored by the FMMP since
1988. Between 1988 and 2004, agricultural land decreased by 19,029 acres,
resulting in an average loss of 1,057 net acres per year. Between 2002 and 2004,
1,926 net acres were converted to nonagricultural uses, as shown in Table 4.2-4.
Within Sutter County, the proposed Project would traverse areas of Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Grazing Land.

April 2009
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Table 4.2-4: Farmland Conversion from 2002 to 2004 in Sutter County

Total Acres
Inventoried 2002 to 2004 Acreage Changes
Acres Acres Net
Land Use Category 2002 2004 Lost | Gained | Change

Prime Farmland 167,436 166,203 1,509 276 -1,233
Farmland of Statewide
Importance 108,750 107,743 1,169 162 -1,007
Unique Farmland 19,482 19,480 267 265 -2
Farmland of Local
Importance 0 0 0 0 0
Grazing Land 50,321 50,637 617 933 316
Agricultural Land
Subtotal 345,989 344,063 3,562 1,636 -1,926
Source: California Department of Conservation 2006.

Sacramento County

The majority of Sacramento County’s non-urban lands are used for agricultural
purposes. The county’'s total 2006 crop production value of $306.8 million
represents a 12 percent reduction from 2005 values (Sacramento County 2006 Crop
and Livestock Report). The reduction of $42 million was due to weather-related
issues; a wet spring resulted in unplanted fields, late plantings, and reduction in crop
production. The 2006 leading farm commodities were grapes/wine, milk (market),
nursery stock, Bartlett pears, poultry, cattle/calves, tomatoes, corn (field), hay/alfalfa,
and corn (silage). Table 4.2-5 below shows the 2005 and 2006 agricultural industry
production values.

Table 4.2-5: Sacramento County Agricultural Production Summary, 2005 to

2006
Value of Production ($)
Industry 2005 2006
Fruit and Nut Crops 136,190,000 107,930,000
Field Crops 43,362,000 35,721,000
Vegetable Crops 32,196,000 28,128,000
April 2009 4.2-4 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Value of Production ($)

Industry 2005 2006
Livestock/Poultry 44,458,000 54,106,000
Livestock/Poultry Products 52,100,000 41,145,000
Nursery Products 36,544,000 36,738,000
Apiary Products 35,000 451,000
Seed Crops 4,000,000 3,027,000
Total Value in Dollars 348,885,000 306,846,000

o g1~ WDN

Source: Sacramento County 2006.

Between 1988 and 2004, agricultural land in Sacramento County decreased by
40,264 acres, resulting in an average loss of 2,517 net acres per year. Between
2002 and 2004, 6,891 net acres were converted to nonagricultural uses, as shown in
Table 4.2-6. Within Sacramento County, the proposed Project would traverse areas
of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance

Table 4.2-6: Farmland Conversion from 2002 to 2004 in Sacramento County

Total Acres
Inventoried 2002 to 2004 Acreage Changes
Acres Acres Net
Land Use Category 2002 2004 Lost Gained | Change

Prime Farmland 112,037 110,278 1,818 59 -1,759
Farmland of Statewide
Importance 60,817 56,141 4,796 120 -4,676
Unique Farmland 15,743 15,188 637 82 -555
Farmland of Local
Importance 37,924 39,873 2,795 4,744 1,949
Grazing Land 165,023 163,173 2,288 438 -1,850
Agricultural Land Subtotal | 391,544 384,653 12,334 5,443 -6,891
Source: California Department of Conservation 2006.

April 2009 4.2-5 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Placer County

The 2006 gross value of agriculture production for Placer County was $52.7 million.
This was a $10 million decline since the previous year (Placer County 2006
Agricultural Crop Production Report). Both a wet spring and development pressures
negatively affected rice production by nearly $3 million, which attributed to the
decline in production value. Products leading the industry are nursery products,
timber production, cattle/calves, rice, and walnuts. Table 4.2-7 below shows the
2005 and 2006 agricultural industry production values.

Table 4.2-7: Placer County Agricultural Production Summary, 2005 to 2006

Value of Production ($)

Industry 2005 2006
Fruit and Nut Crops 7,758,700 7,470,691
Field Crops 17,166,800 14,654,900
Vegetable Crops 500,000 401,103
Livestock/Poultry 20,396,500 13,101,226
Livestock/Poultry Products 2,400,000 3,000,000
Nursery Products 13,998,300 13,579,420
Apiary Products 118,000 507,550
Seed Crops N/A N/A
Total Value in Dollars 62,338,300 52,714,890
Source: Placer County 2006.

Agricultural lands in Placer County have continually decreased between 1984 and
2004. During this period, 38,631 acres of agricultural land was converted to
nonagricultural uses, resulting in an average loss of 1,932 acres per year. Between
2002 and 2004, agricultural land decreased from 545,050 to 542,763, a difference of
2,287 acres, as shown in Table 4.2-8. Within Placer County, the proposed Project
would traverse areas of Farmland of Local Importance.

April 2009 4.2-6 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline

Draft EIR



1

© 0o N Ok~ W

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18

19
20

4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Table 4.2-8: Farmland Conversion from 2002 to 2004 in Placer County

Total Ac.res 2002 to 2004 Acreage Changes
Inventoried
Acres Acres Net
Land Use Category 2002 2004 Lost | Gained | Change
Prime Farmland 9,538 9,236 433 131 -302
Farmland of Statewide
Importance 5,493 5,509 386 402 16
Unique Farmland 22,105 23,283 507 1,685 1,178
Farmland of Local
Importance 87,832 86,234 2,393 795 -1,598
Grazing Land 50,478 46,000 4,685 207 -4,478
Agricultural Land Subtotal | 175,446 | 170,262 8,404 3,220 -5,184

Source: California Department of Conservation 2006.

Important Farmlands

The DOC monitors agricultural land use through its FMMP. The FMMP, established
in 1982, is a non-regulatory program and provides a consistent and impartial
analysis of agricultural land use and land use changes throughout California. The
FMMP produces maps and statistical data used for analyzing impacts on California’s
agricultural resources. Within the FMMP, land is generally grouped into one of the

following categories:

e« Prime Farmland: Farmland with the best combination of physical and

chemical features able to sustain long-term agricultural production. This land
has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce
sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural
production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

Farmland of Statewide Importance(s): Farmland similar to Prime Farmland
but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil
moisture. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at
some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

Unique Farmland: Farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of
the State's leading agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may

April 2009 4.2-7 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

include non-irrigated orchards or vineyards as found in some climatic zones in
California. Land must have been cropped at some time during the 4 years
prior to the mapping date.

o Farmland of Local Importance: Land of importance to the local agricultural
economy as determined by each county's board of supervisors and a local
advisory committee.

e Grazing Land: Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of
livestock. This category was developed in cooperation with the California
Cattlemen's Association, University of California Cooperative Extension, and
other groups interested in the extent of grazing activities. The minimum
mapping unit for Grazing Land is 40 acres.

e Urban and Built-Up Land: Land occupied by structures with a building density
of at least one unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a 10-acre
parcel. This land is used for residential, industrial, commercial, institutional,
public administrative purposes, railroad and other transportation yards,
cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water
control structures, and other developed purposes.

e Other Land: Land not included in any other mapping category. Common
examples include low density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and
riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or
aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than
40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban
development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land.

« Water: Perennial water bodies with an extent of at least 40 acres.

The proposed Project would include a temporary 100-foot right-of-way (ROW) to
allow for construction of the pipeline. Upon Project completion, a permanent 50-foot
easement along the entire length of the Lines 406 and 407 would remain. A
permanent 35-foot easement would remain along the entire length of the Powerline
Road Distribution Feeder Main (DFM). It is PG&E’s standard policy to obtain
permanent easements surrounding underground pipelines for purposes of pipeline
maintenance and to minimize potential damage and disruption to infrastructure if
ground-disturbance activity is proposed near the pipeline.

April 2009 4.2-8 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Figures 4.2-1A, 4.2-1B, and 4.2-1C show the approximate pipeline alignment as well
as FMMP land use categories.

The 2004 FMMP maps for Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer counties indicate
that the temporary construction ROW (100 feet) would affect approximately 511.42
acres of farmland, including the permanent easement (50 feet for Lines 406 and
407, and 35 feet for the Powerline Road DFM) which would affect approximately
250.84 acres of farmland. Summaries of affected farmland acreage are illustrated in
Table 4.2-9 and Table 4.2-10.

Table 4.2-9: Farmland Acreage Summary - Temporary Right-of-Way

Temporary ROW Acreage®
County Total Temporary
Farmland Sacra- ROW Acreage
. . a

Designation Yolo Sutter mento Placer
Important Farmland

Prime Farmland 237.47 23.83 4.68 0 265.98

Farmland of

Statewide 5.22 43.44 13.56 0 62.23

Importance

Unique Farmland 15.89 0 0 0 15.89
Farmland of Local 0 0 0 64.47 64.47
Importance
Farmland of Local 58.49 0 0 0 58.49
Potential
Grazing Land 9.54 12.72 0 0 22.26
Other® 2.19 11.26 0 8.66 22.10
Total Acreage 328.80 91.25 18.24 73.13 511.42
Notes:
a Areas affected by the Project that are designated as urban and built up land or water are not included in

this table.

b Acreage totals for individual farmland classifications within the 100-foot temporary construction ROW.
Values calculated by PG&E.

¢ Land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low density rural
developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined
livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres.
Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres
is mapped as Other Land.

ROW = Right-of-way.

Source: California Department of Conservation 2004, PG&E 2008, Michael Brandman Associates 2008.

April 2009 4.2-9 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Table 4.2-10: Farmland Acreage Summary - Within Permanent Easement

Permanent Easement Acreage °
County Total
Perm-
anent
Ease-
Farmland . Sacra- ment
Designation Yolo Sutter mento Placer | Acreage
Important Farmland
Prime Farmland 113.3 12.58 2.06 0 127.94
Farmland of Statewide 2.71 21.74 4.47 0 28.92
Importance
Unique Farmland 13.07 0 0 0.74 13.81
Farmland of Local 22.19 0 0 31.49 53.68
Importance
Farmland of Local 4.82 0 0 0 4.82
Potential
Grazing Land 5.54 4.58 0 0.02 10.14
Other® 0.95 5.51 0 5.07 11.53
Total Acreage 162.58 44.41 6.53 37.32 250.84
Notes:
a Areas affected by the Project that are designated as urban and built up land or water are not included in
this table.
b Acreage totals for individual farmland classifications within the 50-foot (line 406 and 407) and 35-foot
(Powerline DFM) permanent easements. Values calculated by MBA.
¢ Land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low density rural
developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined
livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres.
Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres
is mapped as Other Land.
Source: California Department of Conservation 2004 and Michael Brandman Associates 2008.

Williamson Act Contracts

Between 2006 and 2007, acreage under Williamson Act contracts increased in Yolo,
Sutter, and Sacramento counties by 457, 5,845, and 498 acres, respectively.
Contract land decreased in Placer County by 2,421 acres during the same period.
Table 4.2-11 indicates the amount of acreage under Williamson Act contracts for the
years 2006 and 2007 in each of the four Project counties. For an explanation of the
Williamson Act and its regulations, refer to Section 4.2.2, Regulatory Setting.

April 2009 4.2-10 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Table 4.2-11: Acres under Williamson Act Contracts

Total Acres Reported under
Williamson Act

County 2006 2007
Yolo 415,913 416,370
Sutter 57,177 63,022
Sacramento 88,273 88,771
Placer 45,022 42,601

Source: California Department of Conservation 2008.

Approximately 27 miles of the pipeline would cross 67 parcels listed as active under
Williamson Act contracts. Yolo County contains 64 of these parcels. Three areas of
land under contract are in non-renewal, and parcels under contract in the Dunnigan
Hills are considered non-prime agricultural land. Refer to Figures 4.2-1A, 4.2-1B,
and 4.2-1C for the location of Williamson Act parcels near the proposed pipeline.
Table 4.2-12 defines the amount of Williamson Act lands that would be included in
PG&E’s permanent easement.

Table 4.2-12: Williamson Act Contract Lands Included in Permanent Easement

County Acres

Yolo County (50 ft)?

Prime 92.75

Non-Prime 19.17

Prime - Non-Renewal 11.94
Sutter County (50 ft)?

Prime 3.21
Sacramento County (35 ft)°

Prime 4.12
Total 131.19

Notes:

% The 50-foot easement covers the length of Lines 406 and 407.

®  The 35-foot easement covers the length of the DFM.

Source: California Department of Conservation 2007, Michael Brandman
Associates 2009.

April 2009 4.2-17 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting
Federal

There are no Federal regulations related to agricultural resources that are relevant to
the Project.

State
Williamson Act Farmlands

The California Land Conservation Act (also known as the Williamson Act) was
implemented in 1965 as a mechanism for protecting agricultural and open space
land from premature and unnecessary urban development. Under the Williamson
Act, private landowners and local government agencies create voluntary, rolling
term, 10-year renewable contracts which restrict land use to agricultural and
compatible open-space uses. In return, parcels under the Act are assessed for
property tax purposes at a rate consistent with their actual use, rather than potential
market value. Parcels are defined as either prime or non-prime agricultural land
based on the per acre production value.

The California Government Code section 51293(c) specifically allows the location or
construction of any public improvement on Williamson Act lands, hence current
contracts would not be affected by the Project.

California Government Code, under section 51238, discusses the compatibility of
gas pipelines with lands under Williamson Act contract as follows:

51238(a) (1) Notwithstanding any determination of compatible uses by the
county or city pursuant to this article, unless the board or council after notice
and hearing makes a finding to the contrary, the erection, construction,
alteration, or maintenance of gas, electric, water, communication, or
agricultural laborer housing facilities are hereby determined to be compatible
uses within any agricultural preserve. (2) No land occupied by gas, electric,
water, communication, or agricultural laborer housing facilities shall be
excluded from an agricultural preserve by reason of that use.

(b) The board of supervisors may impose conditions on lands or land uses to
be placed within preserves to permit and encourage compatible uses in
conformity with section 51238.1, particularly public outdoor recreational uses.

April 2009 4.2-18 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



H

o NO 01 WN

10
11
12

13
14
15

16

17
18

19

20
21
22
23

24
25
26

27
28
29

4.2 - Agricultural Resources

County Designated Compatible Williamson Act Land Uses

Yolo County’s Code Article 4 Agricultural Preserve Zone (AP) section 8-2.404
requires a minor use permit for (c) Electrical distribution and transmission
substations, communication equipment buildings, and public utility serlvice yards;
and (f) publicly-owned facilities incidental to the supply of essential services by a
public entity, such as wastewater treatment ponds, sewage facilities pump station,
water supply facilities and pump stations, and solid waste disposal sites; and (i) oil
and gas well drilling and operations.

While the Sacramento General Plan does not include specific language regarding
the compatible uses in Williamson Act contracted parcels, compatible uses are
included within the County’s Resolution Establishing Agricultural Preserve’s Exhibit
B which includes “gas, electric, water, and communication utility facilities.”

Both Placer and Sutter counties do not include specific language regarding
compatible uses in Williamson Act contracted parcels within their respective General
Plans or zoning codes.

Local

The following local regulations and polices have been identified and used in the
assessment of Project impacts relating to agricultural resources.

Yolo County General Plan

Approximately 27 miles of the proposed pipeline are located in agricultural areas of
Yolo County. Yolo County’s General Plan, adopted on July 17, 1983, was reviewed
for land use goals, objectives and policies applicable to this Project. The Agricultural
Element of the General Plan contains the following goals, objectives, and polices:

Goal AG-1: Conserve and preserve agricultural lands in Yolo County,
especially areas currently farmed or having prime agricultural soils and
outside existing planned communities and city limits.

Policy AP-12: Agricultural lands shall be protected from urban
encroachment by limiting the extension of urban service facilities and
infrastructure, particularly sewers.

April 2009 4.2-19 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Sutter County General Plan

The current General Plan for Sutter County was adopted in 1996 and a
comprehensive update is currently in progress. Since the proposed pipeline
traverses 7.9 miles of mainly agricultural lands in Sutter County, the agricultural
element of the County General Plan was reviewed for relevant policies. The
following were found to be applicable:

Goal 6.A: To preserve high quality agricultural land for agricultural purposes.

Policy 6.A-1: The County shall preserve agriculturally-designated areas for
agricultural uses and direct nonagricultural development to areas designated
for urban/suburban growth, or rural communities and/or cities.

Policy 6.A-2: The County shall balance the needs of proposed urban and
suburban development with the need to preserve agricultural lands.

Sacramento County General Plan

The DFM extends approximately 1.5 miles into Sacramento County agricultural
lands. Sacramento County’s General Plan 2010 was adopted on December 15,
1993, and is currently undergoing a comprehensive update. The General Plan was
reviewed for land use goals, objectives and policies applicable to this Project.
Section | of the Sacramento County Agricultural Element contains the following
policies:

Goal: Protect Important Farmland from conversion and encroachment and
conserve agricultural resources.

Objective: Prime Farmlands (as defined by the DOC) and lands with
intensive agricultural investments (such as orchards, vineyards, dairies, and
other concentrated livestock or poultry operations) are protected from urban
encroachment.

Policy AG-1: The County shall protect Prime Farmlands and lands with
intensive agricultural investments from urban encroachments.

Policy AG-5: Mitigate loss of Prime Farmlands or land with intensive
agricultural investments through CEQA requirements to provide in-kind
protection of nearby farmland.

April 2009 4.2-20 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Placer County General Plan

Approximately 6 miles of the proposed pipeline are located in semi-rural and
agricultural areas of Placer County. The goals, objectives, and policies contained
within the 1994 Placer County General Plan were reviewed for Project relevancy.
The Agricultural and Forestry Section, and Land Use Section of the General Plan,
contain the following policies:

The Agricultural Land Use designation, as described in the Land Use Section
contains the following policy:

Policy 1.H.2: The County shall seek to ensure that new development and
public works projects do not encourage expansions of urban uses into
designated agricultural areas.

Policy 1.N.3: The County shall endeavor to protect the natural resources
upon which the County’s basic economy e.g., recreation, forestry, agriculture,
mining, and tourism, is dependent.

Goal 7.A: To provide for the long-term conservation and use of agriculturally-
designated lands.

Policy 7.A.1: The County shall protect agriculturally-designated areas from
conversion to non-agricultural uses.

Policy 7.A.12: The County shall actively encourage enrollments of
agricultural lands in its Williamson Act program.

4.2.3 Significance Criteria

An adverse impact on agricultural resources is considered significant and would
require mitigation if Project construction or operation would:

1. Convert prime agricultural land, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural use.

2. Conflict with existing land use plans, policies, or regulations for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract.

3. Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in permanent loss of farmland or conversion of farmland
to non-agricultural use.

April 2009 4.2-21 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

4.2.4 Applicant Proposed Measures

PG&E has not identified any Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) that are relevant
to agricultural resources.

4.2.5 Impact Analysis and Mitigation

The proposed Project has been analyzed for its potential to convert important
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, any conflicts with existing land use zoning
that would affect Williamson Act contracted lands, and any other changes to the
environment that would result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.

Impact Discussion
Conflict with Existing Plans, Policies, Regulations, or Williamson Act Contract

The proposed Project traverses 67 parcels that are currently active under Williamson
Act Contacts. California Government Code section 51238 determines the
construction, alteration, or maintenance of gas transmitting facilities as compatible
uses within any agricultural preserve. Additionally, California Government Code
51293(c) specifically allows the location or construction of any public utility
improvement on Williamson Act land if it has been approved by the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC). As such, current contracts would not be affected by
the Project.

All Williamson Act lands disturbed by construction activities would be returned to
prior status as agreed upon with the landowner with the exception of certain areas
where permanent aboveground stations would be constructed in Williamson Act
tracts.

The permanent aboveground stations include the Capay Station and the Yolo
Junction Station, which would permanently convert 0.78 acres of Williamson Act
lands to non-agricultural uses. The California Government Code section 51293(c)
specifically allows the location or construction of any public improvement on
Williamson Act lands. In addition, the construction of the aboveground stations
would not cause a termination of Williamson Act contracts for the parcels because
agricultural practices in all other areas of the parcels would be allowed to resume
agricultural production following construction.

Restrictions on land within the permanent easement of Line 406, Line 407, and the
DFM would be limited to the planting of deep-rooted vegetation within 15 feet of the

April 2009 4.2-22 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

pipeline centerline (that is, 30 feet of the permanent easement). The land would not
be converted to a non-agricultural use because other types of crops could be
planted within the easement.

Therefore, the proposed Project does not conflict with the existing land use plans,
policies, and regulations for agricultural use. Impacts would be less than significant
(Class I1).

Conversion of Agricultural Land to Non-Agricultural Use

Temporary Impacts

As shown in Table 4.2-9, construction of the proposed Project would temporarily
utilize approximately 511 acres of farmland within the 100-foot temporary ROW.
This farmland would include 265.98 acres of prime farmland, 62.23 acres of
farmland of statewide importance, 15.89 acres of unique farmland, 64.47 acres of
farmland of local importance, 58.49 acres of farmland of local potential, 22.26 acres
of grazing land, and 22.10 acres of other land.

Topsoil and subsoil removed for trenching during Project construction would be
stockpiled separately and replaced after backfill of the trench. Soils would be
decompacted and reseeded by PG&E in accordance with the landowners’ requests.
All work areas would be graded and restored to pre-construction contours within 20
days of trench backfilling. Restoration activities would commence within 6 days of
final grading. Following installation of the proposed pipeline and subsequent
restoration of the topography and topsoil, agricultural production would be permitted
within the temporary construction easement. Temporary impacts to agricultural
lands would be less than significant (Class IlI).

Permanent Impacts

Six fenced, aboveground pressure limiting, pressure regulating, metering, and main
line valve stations would be constructed along the pipeline route. These stations are
required for the proper regulation and maintenance of the pipeline. The six
aboveground stations (and their respective acreage) would include the Capay
Metering Station (1 acre) located in Farmland of Local Importance; the Yolo Junction
Pressure Limiting Station (0.29 acre) located in Prime Farmland; the Powerline Road
Main Line Valve (0.02 acre) located in Prime Farmland; the Powerline Road
Pressure Regulating Station (0.9 acre) located in Farmland of Local Importance; the
Baseline Road Pressure Limiting Station (0.28 acre) located in Farmland of Local
Importance; and the Baseline/Brewer Road Main Line Valve Station (0.06 acres)

April 2009 4.2-23 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

located in Farmland of Local Importance. Refer to Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, and 2-
7 for the locations of these stations and Figure 2-8 for an example of a typical
aboveground station. Installation of these stations would result in the permanent
loss of 2.55 acres of farmland.

As shown in Table 4.2-10, approximately 250 acres of farmland would be affected by
the Lines 406 and 407 50-foot permanent easement and the 35-foot permanent
easement of the DFM. This farmland would include 127.94 acres of prime farmland,
28.92 acres of farmland of statewide importance, 13.81 acres of unique farmland,
53.68 farmland of local importance, 4.82 acres of farmland of local potential, 10.14
acres of grazing land, and 11.53 acres of other land.

Upon completion of construction and restoration of topography, most farming
practices would be allowed to resume within the permanent easement. The
permanent easement is used for pipeline maintenance and is needed to minimize
potential damage and disruption to infrastructure by ground-disturbing activities near
the proposed pipeline. Within agricultural lands, 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 entire easement. The EPA defines
deep-ripping as the mechanical manipulation of the soil to break up or pierce highly
compacted, impermeable or slowly permeable subsurface soil layers occurring at
depths greater than 16 inches and, in some cases, exceeding 4 feet below the
surface (EPA 1996). As a part of the project, PG&E has increased the cover beyond
minimum requirements from 3 feet to 5 feet because its past experience has
demonstrated that this depth is sufficient to eliminate most threats from agricultural
operations.  Excavations in excess of 5 feet present additional construction
challenges (and cost) due to the need for trench benching or shoring for worker
entry. Maintaining the cover on the pipe at 5 feet would reduce the impact on
farming operations if the pipeline must be excavated in the future.

Restrictions within the permanent easement would prohibit the planting of deep
rooted plants, such as trees or vines, within 15 feet in either direction of the pipeline
centerline (30 feet of the permanent easement) in order to minimize possible
disturbances from the deep roots of such vegetation. This would limit the future use
of approximately 152.81 acres of farmland to row crops, field crops, or any crops
that do not involve deep rooted plants. However, the land would not be converted to
non-agricultural uses. The majority of the land within the proposed permanent
easement is grassland, row crops or rice fields. These practices could continue
within the permanent easement.

April 2009 4.2-24 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Project implementation would result in the permanent conversion of approximately
3.1 acres of existing orchards, as replanting of those trees and other deep-rooted
plants, would not be allowed; however, other agricultural practices could still be
implemented. Because the majority of the route is currently grassland, row crops or
rice fields, no other agricultural areas would experience a change of crop type over
existing baseline conditions.

To summarize the above discussion, the amount of farmland that would be
permanently converted to non-agricultural use by the construction of the six stations
is 2.55 acres. The project would also result in the permanent conversion of
approximately 3.1 acres of existing orchards (because of restrictions related to
replanting of trees and other deep-rooted plants) to other agricultural practices.

The amount of farmland permanently impacted (2.55 acres), and the amount of
farmland converted from deep rooted plants to other types of crops (3.1 acres) does
not represent a significant regional loss. Impacts related to the conversion of
agricultural land are considered to be less than significant (Class IlI).

In addition, PG&E would be required to provide financial compensation for
temporary and permanent loss of agricultural uses through the California Code of
Civil Procedure, as follows:

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

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

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

4.2.6 Impacts of Alternatives

A No Project Alternative as well as twelve options have been proposed for the
alignment in order to minimize environmental impacts of the proposed Project and to
respond to comments from nearby landowners. The twelve options, labeled A
through L, have been analyzed in comparison to the portion of the proposed route

April 2009 4.2-25 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

that has been avoided because of the option. Descriptions of the options can be
found in Section 3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects, and are depicted in
Figures 3-2A through 3-2K. A comparison of impacts is found in Table 4.2-13.

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, no new natural gas pipeline or aboveground
stations would be constructed by PG&E in Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer
counties. There would be no restrictions on agricultural land use. No agricultural
land would be converted to non-agricultural use and no orchards would be converted
to other types of crops. No temporary or permanent impacts to agricultural
resources would result under the No Project Alternative.

Option A

Under Option A, Line 406 would follow CR-16, CR-15B and farm roads or parcel
boundaries to avoid placing the pipeline within 8 of the 16 agricultural fields that the
proposed alignment would cross for Line 406. This option would also avoid
removing trees from an orchard at the west end of the proposed alignment.
However, vineyards would be impacted with this option, and trees within the
orchards near the Sacramento River would still be disturbed. The amount of
agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six
aboveground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with this option.
The amount of orchard conversion would be reduced with this option. While
agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less than
significant, the amount of temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields would
be increased with this option due to the increased length (an additional 2,200 feet)
along agricultural fields. The amount of agricultural land restricted in the permanent
easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown would also be increased
with this option.

Option B

Under Option B, a portion of Line 406 would follow CR-16 and farm roads or parcel
boundaries to avoid segmenting 13 of the 16 agricultural fields that the proposed
alignment would cross for Line 406. This option would also avoid removing trees
from an orchard at the west end of the proposed alignment. However, trees within
the orchards near the Sacramento River would still be disturbed. The amount of
agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six
aboveground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with this option.

April 2009 4.2-26 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

The amount of orchard conversion would be reduced with this option. While
agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less than
significant, the amount of temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields would
be increased with this option due to the increased length (an additional 2,640 feet)
along agricultural fields. The amount of agricultural land restricted in the permanent
easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown would also be increased
with this option.

Option C

Under Option C, a portion of Line 406 would utilize a section of the Hungry Hollow
Canal right-of-way and a farm road (increasing the length of the pipeline by 1,160
feet) to avoid segmenting 3 of the 16 agricultural fields that the proposed alignment
would cross for Line 406. This option would also avoid removing trees from an
orchard at the west end of the proposed alignment. However, trees within the
orchards near the Sacramento River would still be disturbed. The amount of
agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six
aboveground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with this option.
Agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less than
significant. The amount of temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields, the
amount of orchard conversion, and the amount of agricultural land restricted in the
permanent easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown, would be
similar to the proposed project.

Option D

Under Option D, a portion of Line 406 would follow CR-17 and parcel boundaries to
avoid segmenting 10 of the 16 agricultural fields that the proposed alignment would
cross for Line 406. Trees within the orchards at the west end of the alignment and
near the Sacramento River would still be disturbed under this option. The amount of
agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six
above-ground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with this
option. Agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less than
significant. The amount of temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields, the
amount of orchard conversion, and the amount of agricultural land restricted in the
permanent easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown, would be
similar to the proposed project.

April 2009 4.2-27 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Option E

Under Option E, a portion of Line 406 would follow CR-19 and parcel boundaries to
avoid segmenting 10 of the 16 agricultural fields that the proposed alignment would
cross for Line 406. Trees within the orchards at the west end of the alignment and
near the Sacramento River would still be disturbed under this option. The amount of
agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six
aboveground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with this option.
Agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less than
significant. The amount of temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields, the
amount of orchard conversion, and the amount of agricultural land restricted in the
permanent easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown, would be
similar to the proposed project.

Option F

Under Option F, a small portion of Line 406 would be rerouted to avoid placing the
pipeline within 30 feet of a residence. Instead of segmenting grazing land, this
option would segment an agricultural field with row crops. Trees within the orchards
at the west end of the alignment and near the Sacramento River would still be
disturbed under this option. The amount of agricultural land converted to non-
agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six aboveground stations would be the
same as the proposed alignment with this option. Agricultural impacts of the
proposed Project are considered to be less than significant. The amount of
temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields, the amount of orchard
conversion, and the amount of agricultural land restricted in the permanent
easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown, would be similar to the
proposed Project.

Option G

Under Option G, a small portion of Line 406 would be rerouted to avoid segmenting
one agricultural field that the proposed alignment would cross for Line 406. Trees
within the orchards at the west end of the alignment and near the Sacramento River
would still be disturbed under this option. The amount of agricultural land converted
to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six aboveground stations would be
the same as the proposed alignment with this option. Agricultural impacts of the
proposed Project are considered to be less than significant. The amount of
temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields, and the amount of agricultural

April 2009 4.2-28 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

land restricted in the permanent easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be
grown, would be similar to the proposed project.

Option H

Implementation of Option H, which is a portion of Line 407 and the DFM, would
increase disturbance to the Yolo Bypass by increasing the amount of that land
crossed by the pipeline. The Yolo Bypass contains prime and unique farmland
within the Project and Option H vicinity. Trees within the orchards at the west end of
the alignment and near the Sacramento River would still be disturbed under this
option. The amount of agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55
acres) due to the six aboveground stations would be the same as the proposed
alignment with this option. Agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are
considered to be less than significant; the amount of temporary construction impacts
to agricultural fields, and the amount of agricultural land restricted in the permanent
easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be grown, would be similar to the
proposed Project.

Option |

Under Option I, a portion of Line 407-E would be rerouted to the north to place the
pipeline outside of a 1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a planned high school to
be located on the South side of Baseline Road. Rather than following Base Line
Road, the pipeline would cross three agricultural fields and traverse the boundary of
a fourth agricultural field. The agricultural crops currently grown in the three fields
are rice and row crops, which would be allowed to continue farming once
construction of the pipeline is completed. The amount of agricultural land converted
to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six aboveground stations would be
the same as the proposed alignment with this option. Agricultural impacts of the
proposed Project are considered to be less than significant; the amount of temporary
construction impacts to agricultural fields, and the amount of agricultural land
restricted in the permanent easement to allow only shallow rooted crops to be
grown, would be similar to the proposed project.

Option J

Under Option J, a portion of Line 407-E would be rerouted to the north to place the
pipeline outside of a 1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a planned high school to
be located on the South side of Baseline Road. Rather than following Base Line
Road, the pipeline would cross four agricultural fields near their boundary lines. The

April 2009 4.2-29 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

agricultural crops currently grown in the three fields are rice and row crops, which
would be allowed to continue farming once construction of the pipeline is completed.
The amount of agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due
to the six aboveground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with
this option. Agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less
than significant; the amount of temporary construction impacts to agricultural fields,
and the amount of agricultural land restricted in the permanent easement to allow
only shallow rooted crops to be grown, would be similar to the proposed Project.

Option K

Under Option K, a portion of Line 407-E would be rerouted to the north to place the
pipeline outside of a 1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a planned elementary
school to be located south of Baseline Road. Rather than following Base Line Road,
the pipeline would cross through annual grassland. The amount of agricultural land
converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the six aboveground stations
would be the same as the proposed alignment with this option. Agricultural impacts
of the proposed Project are considered to be less than significant. This option would
not increase the acreage of temporary or permanent impacts; therefore, the impacts
to agricultural resources would remain the same as the proposed Project.

Option L

Under Option L, a portion of the proposed Line 406-E HDD would be extended for
approximately 1,000 feet to the east along Base Line Road in order to increase the
amount of covered pipeline located within a 1,500-foot safety buffer zone around a
planned elementary school that is to be located south of Baseline Road. The
amount of agricultural land converted to non-agricultural uses (2.55 acres) due to the
six above-ground stations would be the same as the proposed alignment with this
option. Agricultural impacts of the proposed Project are considered to be less than
significant. This option would not increase the acreage of temporary or permanent
impacts; therefore, the impacts to agricultural resources would remain the same as
the proposed Project.

Table 4.2-13: Comparison of Alternatives for Agricultural Resources

Comparison with
Alternative Proposed Project
No Project No Impacts
April 2009 4.2-30 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.2 - Agricultural Resources

Comparison with
Alternative Proposed Project
Option A Greater Impacts
Option B Greater Impacts
Option € <egmenting of s
St s e
Option E cegmenting of fields
Option F Similar Impacts
Option G Similar Impacts
Option H Similar Impacts
Option | Similar Impacts
Option J Similar Impacts
Option K Similar Impacts
Option L Similar Impacts

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

4.2.7 Cumulative Projects Impact Analysis

Other projects within this Project’s vicinity that would affect agricultural resources
include the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan’s several road improvement projects; Placer
Vineyards Specific Area Plan and its road improvement projects; the Sierra Vista
Specific Plan; the Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation; and the Natomas Levee
Improvement Plan. The proposed Project converts only a small amount of farmland
to non-agricultural uses. Since the proposed Project would not conflict with existing
land use regulations or Williamson Act contracts, or create changes to the
environment that would result in a significant loss of farmland, a less than significant
cumulative impact would occur to agricultural resources.

4.2.8 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The amount of farmland permanently impacted (2.55 acres) and the amount of
farmland converted from deep rooted plants to other types of crops (3.1 acres) does
not represent a significant regional loss. Therefore, impacts to agricultural resources
are considered to be less than significant and no mitigation measures have been
proposed.

April 2009 4.2-31 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

4.3 AIR QUALITY

This Section describes existing conditions, potential Project-related impacts, and
proposed mitigation measures for air quality and climate change issues in the
Project area. Included are descriptions of the environmental setting in terms of
existing air quality that could be affected by the proposed alignment. Federal, State,
and local regulations that could affect the Project construction and operation are
discussed followed by discussions of impacts and mitigation measures, organized by
each of the significance criteria identified.

4.3.1 Environmental Setting
Regional Air Quality

The proposed Project would be located in the lower Sacramento Valley and traverse
Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer counties. The pipeline would originate in Yolo
County, just west of Yolo County Road (CR) 85, and extend approximately 40 miles
east to Placer County, terminating at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and
Baseline Road, adjacent to the City of Roseville.

The Project area is located within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), a large
north-south oriented valley in Northern California. The SVAB is bounded by the
Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east and the North Coast Ranges to the west, and
extends from Shasta County to Sacramento County. The SVAB encompasses 11
counties, including Shasta, Tehama, Glenn, Colusa, Yolo, Butte, Yuba, Sutter, and
Sacramento County. The SVAB also includes the northeastern half of Solano
County and the western portion of Placer County. The SVAB is further divided into
two planning areas: the Broader Sacramento Area that consists of the southern
(more populated) portion of the SVAB, and the Upper Sacramento Valley. The
Project is located in the Broader Sacramento Area portion of the SVAB.

The Project passes through the Yolo/Solano Air Quality Management District
(YSAQMD), the Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD), the
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), and the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). The local air districts in
the Project area are illustrated in Figure 4.3-1.

Topography. The SVAB is generally shaped like a bowl. It is open in the south and
is surrounded by mountain ranges on all other sides. The Sierra Nevada Mountains

April 2009 4.3-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

form the eastern border of SVAB, and the Coast Ranges are located along the
western boundary of the SVAB.

Meteorology. The lower Sacramento Valley region enjoys a Mediterranean climate
with warm, dry summers and cool, mild winters. Summers are generally dry with hot
afternoons and mild evening temperatures. Summer temperatures are influenced by
the Delta Breeze that generally arrives in the afternoon and serves to moderate
maximum temperatures. The rainy season begins in mid November and continues
through March. Average annual total precipitation for the area is approximately
19.35 inches with the months of May through October each receiving less than an
inch of precipitation (WWRC 2007). Winds prevail from the south and west, with the
exception of November and December when winds are from the northwest.
Approximate temperatures range from an average minimum of 37.6 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F) in January to an average maximum of 95.8 °F in July (WWRC 2007).

Dominant Airflow. Dominant airflows provide the driving mechanism for transport
and dispersion of air pollution. Summer patterns are dominated by the Delta Breeze
that transports cool air inland from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) south
of the SVAB. The arrival and intensity of the Delta Breeze are key factors in air
guality of the Sacramento Valley. Alternate flows include dry overland flows from the
north end of the SVAB. Another prominent wind flow feature, the “Schultz Eddy,”
can influence air quality in the Project area. The Schultz Eddy is a counterclockwise
circular eddy centered around the Sacramento, Woodland, and Davis area.

Transport. Transport is the term used to describe the flow of air pollutants from one
geographic area to another. The Project area is considered both a contributor and
recipient of transported air pollutants. The air quality in the Broader Sacramento
Area can be impacted by ozone precursors generated in the San Francisco Bay
Area, and on occasion, by pollutants transported from the San Joaquin Valley.
However, local emissions dominate the inventory of air pollution on hot stagnant
summer days. (CARB 2001).

Attainment Status

There are three terms used to describe an air basin that is exceeding or meeting
Federal and State standards: Attainment, Nonattainment, and Unclassified. Air
basins, or sub-parts of air basins, are assessed for each applicable standard, and
receive a designation for each standard based on that assessment. If an ambient air

April 2009 4.3-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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quality standard is exceeded, the area is designated as “nonattainment” for that
standard. An area is designated as an “attainment” area for standards that are met.
If there is inadequate or inconclusive data to make a definitive attainment
designation for an air quality standard, the area is considered “unclassified.”
Federal nonattainment areas are further divided into classifications—classified as
severe, serious, or moderate as a function of deviation from standards. The current
attainment designations for the Project area are shown in Table 4.3-1 below.

Table 4.3-1: Attainment Status of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer

Counties
Pollutant Yolo County Sutter County Sacramento Placer1
County County

Federal
Ozone (03) Nonattainment | Nonattainment | Nonattainment | Nonattainment
Carbon Unclassified/ Unclassified/ Unclassified/ Unclassified/
Monoxide (CO) Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified/ Unclassified/ Unclassified/ Unclassified/
(NO,) Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment
(SSuCI;u)r Dioxide Unclassified Unclassified Unclassified Unclassified

2
Particulate Unclassified Unclassified Nonattainment Unclassified
Matter (PMyo)
Particulate Unclassified/ Unclassified/ Unclassified/ Unclassified/
Matter (PM,s) Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment
State
Ozone (03) Nonattainment | Nonattainment | Nonattainment | Nonattainment
Carbon Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment
Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment
(NO2)
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment
(SO2)
Particulate Nonattainment | Nonattainment | Nonattainment | Nonattainment
Matter (PMyo)
Particulate Unclassified Unclassified Nonattainment | Nonattainment
Matter (PM,s)

April 2009 4.3-5 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

Sacramento Placer

Pollutant Yolo County Sutter County County County1

Notes

! Placer County is divided between two air basins: the Mountain Counties Air Basin and the Sacramento
Valley Air Basin. Attainment status listed in this table represents the portion of Placer County within the
Sacramento Valley Air Basin, where the proposed Project is located.

Source: CARB 2008.

The counties in which the Project is located are classified as nonattainment for the
Federal 1-hour ozone standard. However, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) revoked the Federal 1-hour ozone standard on June 15,
2005, replacing it with the more stringent 8-hour ozone standard. However, the local
air districts are still subject to continuation of existing 1-hour ozone control
strategies.

Under the new Federal 8-hour standard, the counties where the Project is located
are classified as serious nonattainment and identified as the Sacramento Federal
Nonattainment Area. The Federal 8-hour ozone attainment deadline for the
Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area is June 15, 2013. Additionally, the
counties are designated as nonattainment for both the 1-hour and 8-hour State
ozone standards.

The counties in which the Project is located are designated as
unclassified/attainment under the Federal standards for carbon monoxide (CO).
However, portions of Placer County, Sacramento County and Yolo County had
previously been nonattainment for the Federal CO standard. The counties have
since attained the standard and are listed as maintenance areas for the Federal CO
standard. Under State standards the counties are designated as attainment for CO.

Under Federal standards, Yolo, Sutter, and Placer Counties are unclassified for
particulate matter (less than 10 microns [PMyg]). Sacramento County is currently
designated nonattainment of the Federal PM,o standard. However, current data
shows that Sacramento County has attained the standard although the county will
not be redesignated until the EPA officially publishes the county’s designation as
attainment.

In addition, all the counties are designated nonattainment for the State PMjg
standard. Sacramento County is designated nonattainment for the State particulate
matter (less than 2.5 microns [PM,s]) standard.

April 2009 4.3-6 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

Pollutants of Concern

As described above, the Project area is designated nonattainment for the Federal
and State 8-hour ozone standards. In addition, the area is nonattainment for the
State 1-hour ozone, 24-hour and annual PMj;p, and annual PM,s standards.
Because the area exceeds these health-based ambient air quality standards, ozone,
PMjo and PM, s are the main criteria pollutants of concern for the Project area. In
addition, CO is a pollutant of concern due to the localized nature of CO hot spots
(see discussion below under Toxic Air Contaminant Regulation). Other pollutants of
concern are toxic air contaminants and greenhouse gases (GHGS).

The proposed Project is not expected to produce air emissions containing hydrogen
sulfide, sulfates, and vinyl chloride. Therefore, these pollutants will not be
discussed.

The emissions sources and potential health effects of the pollutants of concern are
described below.

Pollutant Descriptions

Ozone. Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed by a photochemical
reaction in the atmosphere. The ozone precursors reactive organic gases (ROG)
and oxides of nitrogen (NOy) react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to
form ozone. Because photochemical reaction rates depend on the intensity of
ultraviolet light and air temperature, ozone is primarily a summertime air pollution
problem. Often, ozone impacts occur at a distance downwind of the sources of
ozone precursors. Therefore, ozone is a regional pollutant. Ground-level ozone is a
respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory
infections and can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials.

Ozone can irritate lung airways and cause inflammation much like a sunburn. Other
symptoms include wheezing, coughing, pain when taking a deep breath, and
breathing difficulties during exercise or outdoor activities. People with respiratory
problems are most vulnerable, but even healthy people who are active outdoors can
be affected when ozone levels are high. Chronic ozone exposure can induce
morphological (tissue) changes throughout the respiratory tract, particularly at the
junction of the conducting airways and the gas exchange zone in the deep lung.
Anyone who spends time outdoors in the summer is at risk, particularly children and
other people who are more active outdoors. Even at very low levels, ground-level
ozone triggers a variety of health problems, including aggravated asthma, reduced

April 2009 4.3-7 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to respiratory illnesses like pneumonia
and bronchitis.

Ozone also damages vegetation and ecosystems. It leads to reduced agricultural
crop and commercial forest yields; reduced growth and survivability of tree
seedlings; and increased susceptibility to diseases, pests, and other stresses such
as harsh weather. In the United States alone, ozone is responsible for an estimated
$500 million in reduced crop production each year. Ozone also damages the foliage
of trees and other plants, affecting the landscape of cities, national parks and
forests, and recreation areas. In addition, ozone causes damage to buildings,
rubber, and some plastics.

Reactive Organic Gases. ROGs, also known as volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), are defined as any compound of carbon, excluding carbon monoxide,
carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and ammonium
carbonate, which participate in atmospheric photochemical reactions. ROGs consist
of nonmethane hydrocarbons and oxygenated hydrocarbons. Hydrocarbons are
organic compounds that contain only hydrogen and carbon atoms. Nonmethane
hydrocarbons are hydrocarbons that do not contain the unreactive hydrocarbon
methane. Oxygenated hydrocarbons are hydrocarbons with oxygenated functional
groups attached.

There are no State or Federal ambient air quality standards for ROGs because they
are not classified as criteria pollutants. ROG is regulated, however, because a
reduction in ROG emissions reduces certain chemical reactions that contribute to
the formulation of ozone. ROGs are also transformed into organic aerosols in the
atmosphere, which contribute to higher PM;q levels and lower visibility.

Nitrogen Oxides. During combustion of fossil fuels, oxygen reacts with nitrogen to
produce nitrogen oxides or NOy. This occurs primarily in motor vehicle internal
combustion engines and fossil fuel-fired electric utility facilities and industrial boilers.
The pollutant NOy is a concern because it is an ozone precursor, which means that it
helps form ozone. When NOy and ROG are released in the atmosphere, they can
chemically react with one another in the presence of sunlight and heat to form
ozone. NOy can also be a precursor to PM;p and PM3s.

Particulate Matter (PM,, and PM,;s). Particulate matter (PM) is the term for a
mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air. Some patrticles, such as

April 2009 4.3-8 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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dust, dirt, soot, or smoke, are large or dark enough to be seen with the naked eye.
Others are so small they can only be detected using an electron microscope.

In discussions of air pollution, particulate matter is typically divided into two size
categories: PMjo and PM, s because of the adverse health effects associated with
the smaller sized particles. PMyo refers to particulate matter that is 10 microns or
less in diameter (1 micron is one-millionth of a meter) and is conventionally known
as Inhalable Particulate Matter. PM, s refers to particulate matter that is 2.5 microns
or less in diameter and is conventionally known as Fine Particulate Matter. For
reference, PM,5 is approximately one-thirtieth the diameter of the average human
hair.

These particles come in many sizes and shapes and can consist of hundreds of
different chemicals. Some particles, known as primary particles, are emitted directly
from a source, such as dust from construction sites, unpaved roads, or fields, and
soot or ash from smokestacks or fires. Others form in complicated reactions in the
atmosphere from chemicals such as sulfur dioxides and nitrogen oxides that are
emitted from sources such as power plants, industrial activity, and automobiles.
These particles, known as secondary particles, make up most of the fine particulate
pollution in the United States.

Particulate exposure can lead to a variety of health effects. For example, numerous
studies link particle levels to increased hospital admissions and emergency room
visits—and even to death from heart or lung diseases. Both long- and short-term
particle exposures have been linked to health problems. Long-term exposures, such
as those experienced by people living for many years in areas with high particle
levels, have been associated with problems such as reduced lung function, the
development of chronic bronchitis, and even premature death. Short-term
exposures to particles (hours or days) can aggravate lung disease, causing asthma
attacks and acute bronchitis, and may increase susceptibility to respiratory
infections. In people with heart disease, short-term exposures have been linked to
heart attacks and arrhythmias. Healthy children and adults have not reported to
suffer serious effects from short-term exposures, although they may experience
temporary minor irritation when particle levels are elevated.

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless, odorless gas that is formed when carbon in
fuel is not burned completely. It is a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which
contributes about 56 percent of all CO emissions nationwide. Other non-road
engines and vehicles (such as construction equipment and boats) contribute about

April 2009 4.3-9 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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22 percent of all CO emissions nationwide. Higher levels of CO generally occur in
areas with heavy traffic congestion. In cities, 85 to 95 percent of all CO emissions
may come from motor vehicle exhaust. Other sources of CO emissions include
industrial processes (such as metals processing and chemical manufacturing),
residential woodburning, and natural sources such as forest fires. Woodstoves, gas
stoves, cigarette smoke, and unvented gas and kerosene space heaters are sources
of CO indoors.

CO is a public health concern because it combines readily with hemoglobin,
reducing the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream. The health threat
from lower levels of CO is most serious for those who suffer from such heart-related
diseases as angina, clogged arteries, or congestive heart failure. For a person with
heart disease, a single exposure to CO at low levels may cause chest pain and
reduce that person’s ability to exercise; repeated exposures may contribute to other
cardiovascular effects. High levels of CO can affect even healthy people. People
who breathe high levels of CO can develop vision problems, reduced ability to work
or learn, reduced manual dexterity, and difficulty performing complex tasks. At
extremely high levels, CO is poisonous and can be fatal.

Motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO emissions in most areas. CO is
described as having only a local influence because it disperses quickly. High CO
levels develop primarily during winter because emissions are higher with colder
temperatures and low dispersion rates associated with light winds combine with the
formation of ground-level temperature inversions (typically from the evening through
early morning). High CO concentrations occur in areas of limited geographic size,
sometimes referred to as hot spots. Since CO concentrations are strongly
associated with motor vehicle emissions, high CO concentrations generally occur in
the immediate vicinity of roadways with high traffic volumes and traffic congestion,
active parking lots, and in automobile tunnels. Areas adjacent to heavily traveled
and congested intersections are particularly susceptible to high CO concentrations.

Toxic Air Contaminants. A toxic air contaminant (TAC) is defined as an air
pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness,
or which may pose a hazard to human health. TACs are usually present in minute
guantities in the ambient air. However, their high toxicity or health risk may pose a
threat to public health even at very low concentrations. In general, for those TACs
that may cause cancer, any concentration presents some risk. This contrasts with
the criteria pollutants for which acceptable levels of exposure can be determined and
for which the State and Federal governments have set ambient air quality standards.

April 2009 4.3-10 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

TACs can be emitted from a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations,
automobiles, dry cleaners, industrial operations, and painting operations. Natural
source emissions include windblown dust and wildfires. Farms, construction sites,
and residential areas can also contribute to toxic air emissions. The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) has identified the ten TACs that pose the greatest known
health risk in California as: acetaldehyde, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, carbon
tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde,
methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, and diesel particulate matter (diesel PM).

Diesel Particulate Matter. According to the California Almanac of Emissions and
Air Quality, the majority of the estimated health risk from TACs can be attributed to
relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-
fueled engines (DPM). DPM differs from other TACs in that it is not a single
substance, but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of substances. Although DPM
is emitted by diesel-fueled internal combustion engines, the composition of the
emissions varies depending on engine type, operating conditions, fuel composition,
lubricating oil, and whether an emission control system is present. Unlike the other
TACs, no ambient monitoring data are available for DPM because no routine
measurement method currently exists (CARB 2008Db).

The State, after a 10-year research program, determined in 1998 (CARB 1998) that
DPM from diesel-fueled engines is a human carcinogen and that chronic (long-term)
inhalation exposure to DPM poses a chronic health risk. In addition to increasing the
risk of lung cancer, exposure to diesel exhaust can have other health effects as well.
Diesel exhaust can irritate the eyes, nose, throat, and lungs, and can cause coughs,
headaches, light-headedness, and nausea. Diesel exhaust is a major source of fine
particulate pollution as well and studies have linked elevated patrticle levels in the air
to increased hospital admissions, emergency room visits, asthma attacks and
premature deaths among those suffering from respiratory problems (CARB 1998).

In California, on-road diesel-fueled vehicles contribute approximately 40 percent of
the statewide total of DPM, with an additional 57 percent attributed to other mobile
sources such as construction and mining equipment, agricultural equipment, and
transport refrigeration units. Stationary sources, contributing about 3 percent of
emissions, include shipyards, warehouses, heavy equipment repair yards, and oil
and gas production operations. Emissions from these sources are from diesel-
fueled internal combustion engines. Stationary sources that report diesel PM
emissions also include heavy construction (except highway) manufacturers of
asphalt paving materials and blocks, and electrical generation.

April 2009 4.3-11 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

In the SVAB, in 2000, the estimated health risk from diesel PM was 360 excess
cancer cases per million people. However, the estimated health risk in 2000 is a
reduction from the risks estimated for 1990 (CARB 2008b).

Naturally Occurring Asbestos. Naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) is present in
certain rock formations such as serpentinite and/or ultramafic rocks. Crushing or
breaking these rocks, through construction or other means, can release the
asbestos fibers into the air. Rock formations that contain NOA are known to be
present in 44 of California’s 58 counties. Exposure to asbestos is a health threat;
exposure to asbestos fibers may result in health issues such as lung cancer,
mesothelioma (a rare cancer of the thin membranes lining the lungs, chest and
abdominal cavity), and asbestosis (a non-cancerous lung disease which causes
scarring of the lungs).

Greenhouse Gases (GHGs). Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are GHGs,
analogous to the way a greenhouse retains heat. The accumulation of GHGs in the
atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature to be suitable for life. However,
human activities have increased the amount of GHGs in the atmosphere. Some
GHGs can remain in the atmosphere for hundreds of years. The following GHGs
are defined under Assembly Bill (AB) 32: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.

The term “global warming potential” is the potential of a gas to contribute to global
warming; it is based on a reference scale with carbon dioxide at one. Some
pollutants are more potent than carbon dioxide, which is reflected by a higher global
warming potential. The following is a brief description of the most common GHGs
that may be emitted by the Project.

Carbon Dioxide. Carbon dioxide (CO,) is an odorless, colorless natural GHG. CO,
is emitted from natural and anthropogenic (human-caused) sources. Natural
sources include the following: decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of
bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic
outgassing. Anthropogenic sources are from burning coal, oil, natural gas, and
wood. CO; has a global warming potential of one.

Methane. Methane is a flammable GHG. A natural source of methane is from the
anaerobic decay of organic matter. Geological deposits, known as natural gas
fields, also contain methane, which is extracted for fuel. Other sources include
landfills, fermentation of manure, and ruminants such as cattle. Methane has a

April 2009 4.3-12 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

global warming potential of 21, meaning that a molecule of methane has 21 times
the global warming potential of a molecule of CO..

Nitrous Oxide. Nitrous oxide, also known as laughing gas, is a colorless GHG.
Nitrous oxide is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those
reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural
sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production,
nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load.
Nitrous oxide is a highly potent GHG with a global warming potential of 310.

Regional Sources of Air Pollutants

According to the CARB’s 2008 Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality (CARB
2008b), on-road motor vehicles are the primary source of emissions in Broader
Sacramento Area/Sacramento Metropolitan Area, contributing the largest share of
NOx, ROG, and CO. Emissions of ROG, NOx, and CO have been decreasing since
1990, due to controls on motor vehicle emissions and reductions in evaporative
emissions.

The PMyq inventory for the SVAB is dominated by areawide sources, primarily by
emissions of fugitive dust from paved and unpaved roads, farming operations,
construction, and demolition, and particulates from residential fuel combustion.
Overall, PM1o emissions have been steadily increasing in the SVAB since 1975.

Area-wide sources also contribute the majority of PM, 5 emissions in the SVAB, with
fugitive dust from paved and unpaved road, construction, and demolition, and
particulates from residential fuel combustion and waste burning generating the
majority of the inventory. The PM; s emissions have remained relatively steady from
1975 to 2005, but are estimated to increase slightly between 2005 and 2020.

Local Air Quality

Topography. Topography along the Project area consists of a combination of flat to
undulating and rolling hills with corresponding elevations ranging from approximately
15 to 255 feet above mean sea level (msl) (PG&E 2007). The mountains to the
east, west, and north enclose the valley and can trap air pollutants and
contaminants, elevating ambient concentrations.

Air Monitoring Data. EXxisting air quality for the Project setting is described using
data from the CARB’s monitoring stations. The stations described here are located
in proximity to the Project site in three of the four counties (Yolo, Sacramento, and

April 2009 4.3-13 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

Placer) through which the pipeline traverses. Air monitoring stations within Sutter
County are more than 25 miles from the Project area and therefore were not
included in this discussion. The most centrally located ambient air monitoring station
to the Project area is at 41929 East Gibson Road in Woodland, approximately 5
miles south of the western end of Line 407 West in Yolo County. This station
collects data for ozone, PM,s, and PMy,. Within Sacramento County, the closest
monitoring station to the Project area is the North Highland-Blackfoot Way station
located at 7823 Blackfoot Way in North Highlands, approximately 2.7 miles south of
the eastern portion of Line 407 East. This station collects data for ozone, PM;, CO,
NO,, and SO,. Within Placer County, the Roseville North Sunrise Boulevard station
is located at 151 North Sunrise Boulevard in Roseville and is approximately 5 miles
east of the eastern extent of the Project area. This station collects data for ozone,
PMio, PM2s, CO, and NO,. Table 4.3-2 summarizes the latest published monitoring
data for these stations and compares them to California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Table 4.3-2: Project Area Air Quality Summary - 2005 through 2007

County/Pollutant / Monitoring Station 2005 2006 2007
Ozone - 1 Hour
Yolo Max 1 Hour (ppm) 0.099 0.106 0.106
Days > CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 2 6 1
Sacramento Max 1 Hour (ppm) 0.103 0.135 0.109
Days > CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 3 15 1
Placer Max 1 Hour (ppm) 0.118 0.121 0.109
Days > CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 13 16 4
Ozone - 8 Hour
Yolo Max 8 Hour (ppm)* 0.086 0.091 0.078
Days > CAAQS (0.07 ppm) 13 23 5
Days > NAAQS (0.08 ppm) 2 4 0
Sacramento Max 8 Hour (ppm)* 0.086 0.093 0.096
Days > CAAQS (0.07 ppm) 11 42 4
Days > NAAQS (0.08 ppm) 2 10 1
Placer Max 8 Hour (ppm)* 0.106 0.098 0.101
Days > CAAQS (0.07 ppm) 27 38 20
Days > NAAQS (0.08 ppm) 9 9 3
April 2009 4.3-14 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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County/Pollutant / Monitoring Station 2005 2006 2007

Particulate Matter (PM,)

Yolo National Annual Average (ug/m3) 23.7 25.1 25.2
Max 24 Hour (ug/m®)* 66.0 78.0 119.0
Days > CAAQS (50 pg/m®) 1 6 3
Days > NAAQS (150 ug/m®) 0 0 0

Sacramento National Annual Average (ng/m3) 27.2 25.9 24.0
Max 24 Hour (ug/m®)* 109.0 67.0 59.0
Days > CAAQS (50 pg/m°) 7 3 2
Days > NAAQS (150 pug/m®) 0 0 0

Placer National Annual Average (ug/m3) 19.1 22.0 17.0
Max 24 Hour (ug/m3)* 58.0 55.0 45.0
Days > CAAQS (50 pg/m®) 1 1 0
Days > NAAQS (150 pg/m®) 0 0 0

Particulate Matter (PM,s) - Annual

Yolo Nat|03nal Annual Average (50 8.4 93 83
Hg/m®)

Placer Nat|03nal Annual Average (50 10.0 10.5 8.4
Hg/m”)

Particulate Matter (PM, ) - Daily

Yolo Max 24 Hour (ug/m3)* 35.0 44.0 42.0
Days> NAAQS (35 pg/m?) 0 0 0

Placer Max 24 Hour (ug/m3)* 59.2 54.7 48.7
Days> NAAQS (35 pg/m?) 0 0 0

Carbon Monoxide

Sacramento Max 8 Hour (ppm)* 2.86 2.70 1.73
Days > CAAQS (20 ppm) 0 0 0
Days > NAAQS (35 ppm) 0 0 0

Placer Max 8 Hour (ppm)* 1.27 *
Days > CAAQS (20 ppm) 0 *
Days > NAAQS (35 ppm) 0 *

Nitrogen Dioxide - Annual

Sacramento  Annual Average (ppm) 0.011 * 0.013

Placer Annual Average (ppm) 0.013 0.013 0.012

Nitrogen Dioxide - 1 Hour

Sacramento Max 1 hour (ppm) 0.060 0.097 0.127
Days > CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0

Placer Max 1 hour (ppm) 0.079 0.063 0.058
Days > CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0

April 2009 4.3-15 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

County/Pollutant / Monitoring Station 2005 2006 2007
Sulfur Dioxide
Sacramento Max 24 hour (ppm) 0.002 0.003 0.004
Days > CAAQS (0.04 ppm) 0 0 0
Days > NAAQS (0.14 ppm) 0 0 0
Notes:

*There was insufficient (or no) data available to determine the value.

! Measurement statistic based on California approved sampling methods.

> = exceed; ppm = parts per million; ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; max = maximum;
CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standard; NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standard.
Yolo = Woodland-Gibson Road air monitoring station.

Sacramento = North Highland-Blackfoot Way air monitoring station.

Placer = Roseville-North Sunrise Boulevard air monitoring station.

Source: CARB 2008.

Local Sources of Air Pollutants

Land use along the Project area is predominantly agriculture and rural residences.
Agriculture operations contribute fugitive dust emissions from field activities and
unpaved roads. Major roadways that intersect the Project alignment include
Interstate (I) 5, I-505, State Route (SR) 113, and SR-99/70. The Sacramento
Metropolitan Airport is located approximately 1.49 miles south of the Powerline Road
Distribution Feeder Main (DFM).

Sensitive Receptors

Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly, and persons
with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness. For purposes of CEQA, the
CARB considers a sensitive receptor to be a location that houses or attracts
children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to
the effects of air pollutants. Examples of sensitive receptors include hospitals,
residences, convalescent facilities, schools, and parks. No hospitals or
convalescent facilities are located within 1 mile of the Project area.

Yolo County contains the largest section of the pipeline, which would pass within
close proximity (0.5 mile) to multiple individual rural residences disbursed throughout
the length of the Yolo County section. Of specific note are the clusters of
approximately 10 rural residences in the Hungry Hollow area located on CR-17
between CR-87 and CR-88A; approximately 6 rural residences in the Dunnigan Hills
area; and approximately 15 rural residences northeast of the unincorporated
community of Yolo.

April 2009 4.3-16 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

Within Sutter County, there are approximately 10 rural residences on Riego Road
(along which the pipeline would travel) between the Sacramento River and Natomas
Road. Further east on Riego Road, between Natomas Road and the Sutter/Placer
county boundary, there is an area of multiple semi-rural residences.

Within Sacramento County, there are no sensitive receptors located within 0.5 mile
of the Powerline Road DFM portion of the pipeline.

Within Placer County, there are approximately 24 residences along Baseline Road
within 0.5 mile of the proposed pipeline route. The pipeline’s eastern terminus is
located adjacent to areas consisting of suburban residences within the City of
Roseville limits. Additionally, Coyote Ridge Elementary School, located at 1751
Morningstar Drive in Roseville is located less than 0.5 mile from the pipeline’s
eastern end.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Greenhouse gases play a critical role in the earth’s radiation budget by trapping
infrared radiation emitted from the earth’s surface, which would otherwise have
escaped into space. Prominent GHGs contributing to this process include CO,, CHy,
ozone, water vapor, N,O, and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). This phenomenon,
known as the “Greenhouse Effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable
climate. Anthropogenic emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient
concentrations are responsible for the enhancement of the Greenhouse Effect and
have led to a trend of unnatural warming of the earth’s natural climate, known as
global warming or climate change. Emissions of these gases that induce global
warming are attributable to human activities associated with industrial/
manufacturing, utilities, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors (CEC
2006). Transportation is responsible for 41 percent of the state’s GHG emissions,
followed by electricity generation (CEC 2006). Emissions of CO, and NOx are by-
products of fossil fuel combustion. Methane, a potent GHG, results from off-gassing
associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Sinks of CO, include uptake by
vegetation and dissolution into the ocean.

Global warming is a global problem, and GHGs are global pollutants, unlike ozone,
carbon dioxide, particulate matter, and TACs, which are pollutants of regional and
local concern. Worldwide, California is the 12" to 16" largest emitter of CO, and is
responsible for approximately 2 percent of the world’s CO, emissions (CEC 2006).

April 2009 4.3-17 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

In 2004, California produced 497 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide-
equivalent (CARB 2007b).

Potential Environmental Effects

Worldwide, average temperatures are likely to increase by 1.8 degrees Celsius (°C)
to 4 °C, or approximately 3 °F to 7 °F by the end of the 21%' Century (IPCC 2007).
However, a global temperature increase does not translate to a uniform increase in
temperature in all locations on the earth. Regional climate changes are dependant
on multiple variables, such as topography. One region of the earth may experience
increased temperature, increased incidents of drought and similar warming effects,
whereas another region may experience a relative cooling. According to the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) Working Group Il Report
(IPCC 2007b), climate change impacts to North America may include: diminishing
snowpack; increasing evaporation; exacerbation of shoreline erosion; exacerbation
of inundation from sea level rising; increased risk and frequency of wildfire;
increased risk of insect outbreaks; increased experiences of heat waves; and
rearrangement of ecosystems as species and ecosystems shift northward and to
higher elevations.

For California, climate change has the potential to incur/exacerbate the following
environmental impacts (CAT 2006):

Air Pollution

e Increased frequency, duration, and intensity of conditions conducive to air
pollution formation (particularly ozone).

Water Resources

¢ Reduced precipitation;

e Changes to precipitation and runoff patterns;

¢ Reduced snowfall (precipitation occurring as rain instead of snow);
e Earlier snowmelt;

e Decreased snowpack;

¢ Increased agricultural demand for water; and

April 2009 4.3-18 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

e Intrusion of seawater into coastal aquifers.

Agricultural Impacts

e Increased growing season; and

e Increased growth rates of weeds, insect pests, and pathogens.

Coastal Impacts

¢ Inundation by sea level rise.

Forests and Natural Landscapes Impacts;

¢ Increased incidents and severity of wildfire events; and
e Expansion of the range and increased frequency of pest outbreaks.

Although certain environmental effects are widely accepted to be a potential hazard
to certain locations, such as rising sea level for low-laying coastal areas, it is
currently infeasible to predict all environmental effects of climate change on any one
location.

4.3.2 Regulatory Setting

Air pollutants are regulated at the Federal, State, and air basin level; each agency
has a different degree of control. The EPA regulates at the national level. The
CARB regulates at the State level. The YSAQMD, SMAQMD, PCAPCD, and
FRAQMD regulate air quality in the four counties spanned by the Project.

Federal

The EPA handles global, international, national, and interstate air pollution issues
and policies. The EPA provides research and guidance in air pollution programs,
and sets NAAQS, also known as Federal standards. There are NAAQS for six
common air pollutants, called criteria air pollutants, which were identified resulting
from provisions of the Clean Air Act of 1970 (CAA). Criteria air pollutants include
ozone, particulate matter (both PMyo and PM;5), NO, CO, lead and SO..

The NAAQS were set to protect public health, including that of sensitive individuals;
thus, the standards continue to change as more medical research is available
regarding the health effects of the criteria pollutants.

April 2009 4.3-19 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

The EPA also sets national vehicle and stationary source emission standards,
oversees approval of all State Implementation Plans (SIP). Under direction of the
EPA, a State with Federal nonattainment areas is required to prepare and submit a
SIP. The SIP integrates Federal, State, and local plan components and regulations
to identify a combination of performance standards and market-based programs
specific measures that will enable nonattainment areas to reduce pollution and attain
Federal standards.

Table 4.3-3 shows both the California and Federal ambient air quality standards and
presents the effects and sources of each pollutant.

State

The CARB has overall responsibility for statewide air quality maintenance and air
pollution prevention. The SIP for the State of California is administered by the
CARB. The SIP describes existing air quality conditions and measures that will be
followed to attain and maintain the NAAQS. The SIP incorporates the individual
plans for regional Air Districts that are Federal nonattainment areas. Regional air
guality attainment plans prepared by individual regional Air Districts are sent to the
CARB to be approved and incorporated into the California SIP. SIPs include the
technical foundation for understanding the air quality (e.g. emission inventories and
air quality monitoring), control measures and strategies, and enforcement
mechanisms. The CARB also administers CAAQS, or State standards, for the ten
air pollutants designated in the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). The ten state air
pollutants are the six national criteria pollutants plus visibility reducing particulates,
hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and vinyl chloride.

The CARB is a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency. In addition
to the development of California’s SIP, the ARB is responsible for the coordination
and administration of both Federal and State air pollution control programs in
California. The CARB conducts research, sets the CAAQS, compiles emission
inventories, develops suggested control measures, and provides oversight of local
programs. Emission standards for motor vehicles sold in California, other consumer
products (such as hairspray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various
types of commercial equipment are all monitored by the CARB. Fuel specifications
intended to further reduce vehicular emissions are also set by the CARB.

April 2009 4.3-20 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



H

4.3 - Air Quality

Table 4.3-3: State and Federal Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and
Sources

Air
Pollutant

Averaging
Time

California
Standard

Federal
Standard

Pollutant Health and
Atmospheric Effects

Ozone (03)

1 Hour

0.09 ppm

8 Hour

0.070 ppm

0.075 ppm

(a) Decrease of pulmonary
function and localized lung
edema in humans and animals;
(b) Risk to public health implied
by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in
animals; (c) Increased mortality
risk; (d) Risk to public health
implied by altered connective
tissue metabolism and altered
pulmonary morphology in animals
after long-term exposures and
pulmonary function decrements in
chronically exposed humans; (e)
Vegetation damage; (f) Property
damage.

Carbon
Monoxide
(CO)

1 Hour

20 ppm

35 ppm

8 Hour

9.0 ppm

9 ppm

(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris
(chest pain or discomfort) and
other aspects of coronary heart
disease; (b) Decreased exercise
tolerance in persons with
peripheral vascular disease and
lung disease; (c) Impairment of
central nervous system functions;
(d) Possible increased risk to
fetuses.

Nitrogen
Dioxide
(NO,)

1 Hour

0.18 ppm

Annual Mean

0.030 ppm

0.053 ppm

a) Potential to aggravate chronic
respiratory disease and
respiratory symptoms in sensitive
groups; (b) Risk to public health
implied by pulmonary and extra-
pulmonary biochemical and
cellular changes and pulmonary
structural changes; (c)
Contribution to atmospheric
discoloration.

April 2009
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Air Averaging California Federal Pollutant Health and
Pollutant Time Standard Standard Atmospheric Effects
Sulfur 1 Hour 0.25 ppm — Bronchoconstriction accompanied
Dioxide by symptoms which may include
(SO,) wheezing, shortness of breath
and chest tightness, during
24 Hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm exercise or physical activity in
persons with asthma.
Annual Mean — 0.030 ppm
24 Hour 50 pg/m?® 150 pg/m?® (a) Exacerbation of symptoms in
sensitive patients with respiratory
Particulate or cardiovascular disease; (b)
Matter Declines in pulmonary function
(PMyp) Annual Mean | 20 pg/m?® — growth in children; (c) Increased
risk of premature death from
heart or lung diseases in the
elderly.
24 Hour — 35 pg/m?*?
Particulate
Matter
(PM25) Annual Mean
12 pg/m?® 15.0 pg/m®
Lead" 30-day 1.5 pg/m® — (a) Learning disabilities; (b)
impairment of blood formation
and nerve conduction.
Quarter — 1.5 pg/m*
8 Hour Extinction — (a) Visibility impairment
coefficient of
0.23 per
kilometer;
visibility of
ten miles or
o more (0.07 to
V'S'b"'Fy 30 mil(es or
Reducing
Particles more for
Lake Tahoe)
due to
particles
when relative
humidity is
less than 70
percent.
April 2009 4.3-22 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline

Draft EIR




N

o NO 01 W

10

11

12
13
14
15
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Air

Averaging
Time

California
Standard

Federal
Standard

Pollutant Health and

Pollutant Atmospheric Effects

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m® — (a) Decreased ventilatory
function; (b) Aggravation of
asthmatic symptoms; (c)
Increased risk of cardio-
pulmonary disease; (d) Damage
to materials, property, and

ecosystems

1 hour 0.03 ppm — (a) Exposure to a very

Hydrogen disagreeable odor.

Sulfide (H.S)

24 Hour 0.01 ppm — (a) Central nervous system
effects, such as dizziness,
drowsiness and headaches; (b)
Liver damage; (c) Increased risk
of angiosarcoma, a form of liver

cancer.

Vinyl
Chloride*

Notes:

!, The CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as TACs with no threshold level of exposure for adverse
health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below
the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

Abbreviations:

ppm = parts per million (concentration)

Annual Mean = Annual Arithmetic Mean

Quarter = Calendar quarter

Source: CARB 2007a. EPA 2008.

ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
30-day = 30-day average

Recent Air Quality Standards

In 2006, EPA tightened the 24-hour PM,s standard from 65 micrograms per cubic
meter (ug/m°) to 35 pg/m? and retained the existing annual standard of 15.0 pg/m?.
The EPA promulgated a new 8-hour standard for ozone on March 12, 2008, effective
March 27, 2008. In addition, the EPA is proposing to revise the lead standard to
within the range of 0.10 pg/m® to 0.30 pg/m°, and it is currently holding public
hearings and accepting comments.

The State nitrogen dioxide standard was amended on February 22, 2007. These
changes became effective March 20, 2008.

Toxic Air Contaminant Regulation

Regulation of TACs is achieved through Federal and State controls on individual
sources. The Federal CAA Amendments offer a comprehensive plan for achieving
significant reduction in both mobile- and stationary-source emissions of certain
designated Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP). All major stationary sources of
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4.3 - Air Quality

designated HAPs are required to obtain and pay the required fees for an operating
permit under Title V of the Federal CAA Amendments.

The California legislature enacted the Toxic Air Contaminant ldentification and
Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) governing the release of TACs into the air. This
law charges the CARB with the responsibility for identifying substances as TACs,
setting priorities for control, adopting control strategies, and promoting alternative
processes. The CARB has designated almost 200 compounds as TACs. In
addition, the CARB compiles a statewide TACs inventory, oversees exposure
notifications, and requires facility plans under the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information
and Assessment Act (AB 2588, Connelly 1987), which supplements AB 1807. The
Hot Spots Act was amended in 1992, and now requires facilities that pose a
significant health risk to nearby communities to reduce their risk through a risk
management plan.

As stated in the pollutant descriptions above, the CARB has identified the ten TACs
that pose the greatest known health risk in California as: acetaldehyde, benzene,
1,3-butadiene, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene,
formaldehyde, methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, and DPM.

In July 2001, the ARB approved an Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for
construction, grading, quarrying, and surface mining operations to minimize naturally
occurring asbestos emissions. The regulation requires application of Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to control fugitive dust in areas known to have
naturally occurring asbestos, as well as requires notification to the local air district
prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities.

Air Quality and Land Use Handbooks

The ARB adopted the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective (Land Use Handbook). The Land Use Handbook provides information
and guidance on siting sensitive receptors in relation to sources of TACs. The
sources of TACs identified in the Land Use Handbook are high traffic freeways and
roads, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry
cleaners, and large gas dispensing facilities. If the Project involves siting a sensitive
receptor or source of TAC discussed in the Land Use Handbook, siting mitigation
may be added to avoid potential land use conflicts, thereby reducing the potential for
health impacts to the sensitive receptors.
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4.3 - Air Quality

Local
Air Districts

Local air quality and air pollution management districts are responsible for
developing rules that regulate stationary sources, area sources, and certain mobile
sources. In addition, they establish permitting requirements for stationary sources,
enforce air quality rules, and maintain air quality monitoring stations in their
respective jurisdictions. The air districts are responsible for developing and updating
the State attainment plans and triennial assessments. In addition, the FRAQMD,
SCAQMD, YSAQMD, and PCAPCD work in conjunction with each other and the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), in developing, updating, and
implementing the Federal SIP for the Sacramento Metropolitan Area. The SACOG
is an association of local governments in the six-county Sacramento Region,
including agencies from or located in El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo,
and Yuba counties.

The SMAQMD, the FRAQMD and the YSAQMD have adopted CEQA guidance
documents for their respective jurisdictions. The CEQA guidance documents
provide recommended methodologies and thresholds to help assess a project’s
potential for significant air quality impacts in the framework of CEQA. These
guidance documents also provide screening criteria, and recommended measures to
reduce significant impacts. The applicable air district CEQA guides for the Project
area are:

e SMAQMD - Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County. July
2004;

¢ FRAQMD - Indirect Source Review Guidelines. 1998; and

e YSAQMD - Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. July
2007.

Federal Air Quality Attainment Plans

The Federal nonattainment plan for the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area is
the 1994 Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan. The five air districts
that comprise the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment area are the SMAQMD,
FRAQMD, PCAPCD, YSAQMD, and the El Dorado County AQMD. The air districts
of the Sacramento region adopted a Rate of Progress (ROP) Plan for the Federal 8-
hour ozone standard in 2006.
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4.3 - Air Quality

In addition, the districts adopted the 2011 Reasonable Further Progress Plan (RFP)
for the 8-hour Federal ozone standard in April 2008. The RFP shows that the
Sacramento region cannot meet the 2013 attainment deadline, and is the basis for
the voluntary Federal reclassification request, discussed further below.

Public workshops for the draft 8-hour Attainment Demonstration Plan were held in
September 2008 and it is expected that the draft plan will go to the air districts’
respective Board of Directors for adoption in early 2009.

Concerning the Federal PM standards, the SMAQMD published a staff report
November 2007, entitled the 2006 PM2.5 Standard: Evaluating the Nine Factors in
Setting Nonattainment Area Boundaries for the Sacramento Region. The staff report
evaluated ambient air quality monitoring results, population growth, traffic and
commuting, and other metrics for the Sacramento Region. The EPA is expected to
issue a final decision for Federal PM,5s nonattainment boundaries by December
2008. If an area is designated nonattainment, an attainment plan must be submitted
not later than 3 years after the effective date of the designation.

State Air Quality Attainment Plans

The CCAA does not contain planning requirements for areas in nonattainment of the
State PMjo standards, but air districts must demonstrate to the CARB that all
feasible measures for their district have been adopted.

However, State ozone standards do have planning requirements. The CCAA
requires air districts that are nonattainment of the State ozone standards to adopt air
guality attainment plans and to review and revise their plans to address deficiencies
in interim measures of progress once every three years. Each air district's State
plans are discussed in the district-specific sections below.

Voluntary Federal Reclassification Request

The five air districts that comprise the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area
requested the CARB to submit a formal request to the EPA to reclassify the area
from “serious” to “severe” nonattainment for the Federal 8-hour ozone standard.
The request is based on an evaluation of the emission reductions necessary to
attain the Federal standard, and the emission reductions associated with feasible
rules. It was determined that the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area would
not be able to achieve the necessary emission reduction in the attainment timeframe
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4.3 - Air Quality

through the existing suite of feasible rules. The CARB submitted the request on
February 14, 2008.

Air District Regulations

Air districts develop rules to control the emissions of air pollutants from various
sources within their boundaries. Compliance with applicable air district rules is a
requirement. Some rules affect the Project indirectly, such as rules that regulate the
products that may be used during construction. Other rules affect the Project
directly, primarily through requiring emission rate limits and visibility limits on
particulate matter emissions during construction and other earth-disturbing activities.
The air districts have promulgated a series of rules that, if not identical in language,
are similar in purpose and requirements. These similar rules are listed in this
Section. Additional air district rules are listed below in the air district-specific
sections.

Darkness/Opacity Based Rules. These rules place limits on visible emissions of
any air contaminant based on the Ringelmann Chart. All four districts place the limit
at a shade as dark or darker than a Ringelmann Chart Number (described for each
district below), as published by the United States Bureau of Mines, or of such
opacity to obscure an observer’s view to a degree equal to or greater than does
smoke that is at or darker than Ringelmann Chart No. 2.

e YSAQMD - Rule 2.3 (Ringelmann Chart), Ringelmann Chart No. 2;

e SMAQMD - Rule 401 (Ringelmann Chart), Ringelmann Chart No. 1;

e FRAQMD - Rule 3.0 (Visible Emissions), Ringelmann Chart No. 2; and
e PCAPCD - Rule 202 (Visible Emissions), Ringelmann Chart No. 1.

Emissions Rate Based Rules. These rules limit the quantity of PM in the
atmosphere through establishment of an emission concentration limit. The emission
rates in each district’s respective rules are listed below.

e YSAQMD - Rule 2.11 (Particulate Matter), 0.3 grains per cubic foot;
e SMAQMD - Rule 404 (Particulate Matter), 0.1 grains per cubic foot;

e FRAQMD - Rule 3.2 (Particulate Matter Concentration), 0.3 grains per cubic
foot; and
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4.3 - Air Quality

e PCAPCD - Rule 207 (Particulate Matter), 0.1 grains per cubic foot.

Nuisance Rules. The YSAQMD, SMAQMD, and PCAPCD adopted rules that
incorporate the nuisance language of the California Health and Safety Code section
41700, which states:

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air
contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the public, or which
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public,
or which cause or have natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business
or property.

e YSAQMD - Rule 2.5 (Nuisance);
e SMAQMD - Rule 402 (Nuisance); and
e PCAPCD - Rule 205 (Nuisance).

Reasonable Precaution Rules. Both the SMAQMD and the FRAQMD have dust
control rules that require persons to take “every reasonable precaution” to prevent
fugitive dust from being airborne beyond the property line from which the dust
originated.

e SMAQMD - Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust); and
e FRAQMD - Rule 3.16 (Fugitive Dust Emissions).

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District

The YSAQMD’s plan for attaining the State ozone standard is the 1992 Air Quality
Attainment Plan (AQAP), which was updated most recently in 2003. The following
YSAQMD rules are applicable to the Project directly, and compliance is required:

e Rule 2.12 Specific Contaminants. A person shall not discharge into the
atmosphere from any single source of emission whatsoever, any one or more
of the following contaminants, in any State or combination thereof, in excess of
the following concentrations at the point of discharge: (a) Sulfur compounds
calculated as sulfur dioxide (S0O2) 0.2 percent, by volume at standard
conditions, (b) Particulate Matter Combustion Contaminants: 0.3 grains per
cubic foot of gas calculated to 12 percent of carbon dioxide (CO,) at standard
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4.3 - Air Quality

conditions, except during the start of an operation or change in energy source,
during the time necessary to bring the combustion process up to operating
level. In measuring the combustion contaminants from incinerators used to
dispose of combustible refuse by burning, the carbon dioxide (CO;) produced
by combustion of any liquid or gaseous fuels shall be excluded from the
calculation to 12 percent of carbon dioxide (CO,); and

e Rule 2.23 - Fugitive Hydrocarbon Emissions. The purpose of this rule is to
control fugitive emissions of hydrocarbons from oil and gas production and
processing facilities, refineries, chemical plants, gasoline terminals, and
pipeline transfer stations in conformance with RACT determinations approved
by the CARB to meet the requirements of the CCAA. The rule contains
inspection requirements, time frames for repair of leaks based on leak volume,
monitoring and recordkeeping requirements.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

The SMAQMD is currently under the 1991 AQAP which was developed to address
Sacramento County’s nonattainment status for State ozone and CO standards, and,
although not required, PM;o standards. The SMAQMD’s 2003 Triennial Report was
adopted on April 28, 2005 and the 2006 Annual Progress Report was adopted on
October 25, 2007.

In addition, if a construction project is within an area containing NOA, the project
must submit a Dust Mitigation Plan or Geologic Evaluation to the SMAQMD prior to
receiving a grading permit.

Feather River Air Quality Management District

The southern portion of Sutter County is in the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment
Area, as discussed above, and abides by the 1994 Sacramento Area Regional
Ozone Attainment Plan. The FRAQMD is also part of the Northern Sacramento
Valley Planning Area. The Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin California 2006 Air
Quality Attainment Plan was prepared to comply with the CCAA planning
requirements. However, Federal and State plans adopted for the Northern
Sacramento Valley Air Basin do not apply to the Project, as the Project is not in the
Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin.
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4.3 - Air Quality

Placer County Air Pollution Control District

There are no additional plans or rules specific to the PCAPCD beyond those
discussed above.

Counties
Yolo County

The Yolo County General Plan includes goals and policies that improve air quality,
primarily through transportation, transit, and bicycle infrastructure. The
Conservation Element contains an air-specific policy, CON 15, which includes
interagency coordination, transportation and land use language, and measures to
improve waste collection and disposal, among other measures. However, there are
no policies directly applicable to the Project.

Yolo County committed to participating in the Cool Counties Climate Stabilization
Declaration in September 2007, with a goal of reducing GHG emissions by 80
percent by the year 2050. Yolo County is also a member of the California Climate
Action Registry (CCAR). Under the CCAR, Yolo County is required to establish
baseline energy usage, and annual reporting to document reduction in usage. The
County has a series of example actions and programs on the County’s website that
illustrate how Yolo County organizations are increasing energy efficiency. More can
be found at www.yolocounty.org. The following Yolo County measure is currently
under development and would be applicable to the Project:

¢ A Construction and Demolition (C&D) recycling ordinance to require 50 percent
of construction and demolition debris be recycled and diverted from land filling.

Sutter County

Within the Sutter County General Plan, goals and policies are identified to improve
the air quality in Sutter County. Similar to the Yolo County General Plan discussed
above, there are measures that improve air quality through transportation, transit,
and bicycle infrastructure. The Conservation/Open Space - Natural Resources
Element contains two goals specific to air quality—Goal 4.1 and Goal 4.J. The two
policies provided for Goal 4.1 relate to coordination with the FRAQMD, whereas Goal
4.J and its related policy pertain to the land use and transportation planning process.
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4.3 - Air Quality

Sacramento County

The Sacramento County General Plan contains an Air Quality Element, with the
following applicable policies:

e AQ-5: Require the use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to reduce
air pollution emissions.

In addition, Sacramento County is a member of the CCAR and the International
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), and is currently preparing a
climate action plan. The administrative draft of the Greenhouse Gas Emission
Inventory for Sacramento County - Unincorporated Areas, published January 2008,
used ICLEI's Clean Air and Climate Protection software to estimate the GHG
emissions.

Placer County

The Placer County General Plan also contains air-specific goals designed to
improve air quality. Goal 6.F is to protect and improve air quality in Placer County.
The policies listed under Goal 6.F include measures for interagency coordination,
and review and modification of projects to reduce air quality impacts.

e Goal 6.F.6: The County shall require project-level environmental review to
include identification of potential air quality impacts and designation of design
and other appropriate mitigation measures or offset fees to reduce impacts.
The County shall dedicate staff to work with project proponents and other
agencies in identifying, ensuring the implementation of, and monitoring the
success of mitigation measures;

e Goal 6.F.8: The County shall submit development proposals to the PCAPCD
for review and comment in compliance with CEQA prior to consideration by the
appropriate decision-making body; and

e Goal 6.F.10: The County may require new development projects to submit an
air quality analysis for review and approval. Based on this analysis, the County
shall require appropriate mitigation measures consistent with the PCAPCD's
1991 Air Quality Attainment Plan (or updated edition).
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4.3 - Air Quality

City of Roseville

e Project construction would take place within the City of Roseville’'s sphere of
influence but outside of the City limits. Roseville does not have jurisdiction over
areas within its sphere of influence. However, Roseville and Placer County
maintain a City/County Memorandum of Understanding that ensures
development proposed within the City’s sphere of influence is planned for
cooperatively, through input from both agencies (City of Roseville 2004). The
City/County Memorandum of Understanding identifies that any environmental
impacts must be mitigated to a level of less than significant unless both Placer
County and Roseville agree that specific overriding considerations render such
mitigation measures infeasible.

Climate Change
Federal

After a thorough scientific review ordered in 2007 by the U.S. Supreme Court, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a proposed finding on April 17,
2009, that greenhouse gases contribute to air pollution that may endanger public
health or welfare. The EPA announced that it may regulate carbon dioxide and
other greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act. The proposed endangerment
finding now enters the public comment period, which is the next step in the
deliberative process EPA must undertake before issuing final findings. Before taking
any steps to reduce greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act, EPA would conduct
an appropriate process and consider stakeholder input.

State

There has been significant legislative activity regarding global climate change and
GHGs in California. Although it was not originally intended to reduce GHGs,
California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, was first adopted in 1978 in
response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The
standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation
of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. The latest amendments were
made in October 2005 and currently require new homes to use half the energy they
used only a decade ago. Energy efficient buildings require less electricity, and
electricity production by fossil fuels results in GHG emissions. Therefore, increased
energy efficiency results in decreased GHG emissions.
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4.3 - Air Quality

California Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley), enacted on July 22, 2002, required the
CARB to develop and adopt regulations that reduce GHGs emitted by passenger
vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations adopted by the CARB would apply to
2009 and later model year vehicles. The CARB estimates that the regulation would
reduce climate change emissions from the light-duty passenger vehicle fleet by an
estimated 18 percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030.

California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through
Executive Order S 3-05, the following GHG emission reduction targets:

1. By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
2. By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
3. By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

Climate Action Team

To meet these targets, the Governor directed the Secretary of the Cal EPA to lead a
Climate Action Team (CAT) made up of representatives from the Business,
Transportation and Housing Agency; the Department of Food and Agriculture; the
Resources Agency; the Air Resources Board; the Energy Commission; and the
Public Utilities Commission. The CAT’s Report to the Governor in 2006 contains
recommendations and strategies to help ensure the targets in Executive Order S-3-
05 are met.

The 2006 CAT Report contains baseline emissions as estimated by the CARB and
the California Energy Commission. The emission reduction strategies reduce GHG
emissions to the targets contained in AB 32; the 2006 CAT Report is consistent with
AB 32.

AB 32

Also in 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which charged the CARB to develop regulations on
how the state would address global climate change. AB 32 focuses on reducing
GHG emissions in California. Greenhouse gases, as defined under AB 32, include
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, HFCs, PFCs, and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs).
AB 32 requires that GHGs emitted in California be reduced to 1990 levels by the
year 2020. The CARB is the state agency charged with monitoring and regulating
sources of emissions of GHGs that cause global warming in order to reduce
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4.3 - Air Quality

emissions of GHGs, and AB 32 contains several specific requirements for the
CARB. Among other measures, AB 32 requires that:

e The CARB determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990,
and it must approve a statewide GHG emissions limit so it may be applied to
the 2020 benchmark. @ The CARB adopted the 1990 GHG emission
inventory/2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MMTCOze) on December 6, 2007; and

e The CARB must ensure that early voluntary reductions receive appropriate
credit in the implementation of AB 32. In February 2008, the CARB approved a
policy statement that established a procedure for project proponents to submit
voluntary reduction assessment methods to the CARB for evaluation.

The CARB approved the Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan (Proposed
Scoping Plan) on December 11, 2008. The Scoping Plan describes the
recommended State actions and strategies needed to achieve the 2020 GHG
emissions limit. The CARB plans to develop strategies to implement all of the
recommended measures that must be in place by 2012.

SB 97

SB 97 was passed in August 2007. SB 97 indicates that section 21083.05 will be
added to the Public Resources Code, “(a) On or before July 1, 2009, the Office of
Planning and Research shall prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources
Agency guidelines for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG
emissions as required by this division, including, but not limited to, effects associated
with transportation or energy consumption. (b) On or before January 1, 2010, the
Resources Agency shall certify and adopt guidelines prepared and developed by the
Office of Planning and Research pursuant to subdivision (a)” (SB 97). Section
21097 is also added to the Public Resources Code and indicates that the failure to
analyze adequately the effects of GHGs in a document related to the environmental
review of a transportation project funded under the Highway Safety, Traffic
Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 does not create a cause
of action for a violation. However, SB 97 does not safeguard non-transportation
funded projects from being challenged in court for omitting a global climate change
analysis.
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4.3 - Air Quality

OPR

The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) submitted proposed
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines to the Secretary for Natural Resources on
April 13, 2009. The proposed amendments contain recommendations for
addressing greenhouse gas emissions, as required by SB 97. The rulemaking
process for the completion and adoption of the Amendments is to be completed by
January 1, 2010. The OPR has also published a technical advisory on CEQA and
Climate Change, as required under SB 97, on June 19, 2008. The guidance did not
include a suggested threshold, but stated that the OPR has asked CARB to,
“recommend a method for setting thresholds which will encourage consistency and
uniformity in the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions throughout the state.” The OPR
does recommend that CEQA analyses include the following components:

e Identify GHG emissions;
e Determine significance; and
¢ Mitigate impacts.

CARB

Under AB 32, the CARB published its Final Expanded List of Early Action Measures
to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions in California. Discrete early action measures
are currently underway or are enforceable by January 1, 2010. Early action
measures are regulatory or non-regulatory and are currently underway or to be
initiated by the CARB in the 2007 to 2012 timeframe. The CARB has 44 early action
measures that apply to the transportation, commercial, forestry, agriculture, cement,
oil and gas, fire suppression, fuels, education, energy efficiency, electricity, and
waste sectors. Of those early action measures, nine are considered discrete early
action measures, as they are regulatory and enforceable by January 1, 2010. The
CARB estimates that the 44 recommendations are expected to result in reductions
of at least 42 million metric tons of CO; equivalent (MMTCOze) by 2020,
representing approximately 25 percent of the 2020 target.

Under AB 32, the CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions.
However, the CAT Report also contains strategies that many other California
agencies such as the CSLC can take in carrying out their authority. The CAT
published a public review draft of Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate
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4.3 - Air Quality

Change in California. Most of the strategies were in the 2006 CAT Report or are
similar to the 2006 CAT strategies.

California is also exploring the possibility of cap and trade systems for GHGs. The
Market Advisory Committee to the CARB published draft recommendations for
designing a GHG cap and trade system for California.

Executive Order S-01-07

Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted by California’s Governor on January 18,
2007. The order mandates that a statewide goal shall be established to reduce the
carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. It
also requires that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels be
established for California.

Local Air District Guidance

The SMAQMD released guidance on addressing climate change in CEQA
documents on September 6, 2007. The guidance discusses how local agencies
adopt significance thresholds, and recommends that CEQA documents include a
discussion of the project's GHG emissions from construction and operation. The
guidance letter also contains GHG impact mitigation measures available.

4.3.3 Significance Criteria

For the purposes of this EIR, to determine whether impacts to air quality are
significant environmental effects, the following questions are analyzed and
evaluated. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines presents recommended impact
guestions to assist lead agencies in evaluating environmental impacts. In addition,
the local air districts have recommended air pollution thresholds to be used by the
lead agencies in determining whether the proposed Project could result in a
significant impact. An adverse impact on air quality is considered significant and
would require mitigation as specified below.

1. Result in construction or operational emissions that exceed quantitative
significance thresholds (including quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors) established by air pollution control districts in which the Project
would be constructed (Table 4.3-4);

2. Result in emissions that substantially contribute to an exceedance of a State
or Federal ambient air quality standard,;
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4.3 - Air Quality

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or
State ambient air quality standard. Project emissions would be considered
“cumulatively considerable” if the Project would:

e Require a change in the existing land use designation (i.e., general plan
amendment, rezone), and projected emissions of the Project are greater
than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the existing

land use designation; or

e Projected emissions, or emission concentrations, of the Project are
greater than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the
existing land use designation.

4. Expose sensitive receptors (including residential areas) or the general public
to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants; or

5. Create objectionable odors of such frequency, intensity, or duration that
would affect a substantial number of people or be otherwise considered a

nuisance.

The CSLC does not currently have a defined threshold of significance for climate
GHG emissions thresholds to be used during
CEQA evaluations have not been established at this time by the CARB, OPR,
Executive Order, or any of the four counties in which this project is located, nor by

change or GHG emission impacts.

legislation.

Table 4.3-4: Daily Thresholds of Significance (pounds per day)

Air District Construction Operation

YSAQMD

NOx 82 82
ROG 82 82
PMjo 150 150
SMAQMD

NOx 85 65
ROG None 65
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Air District Construction Operation
PMio c A5A%esr(/:r32tA%sl CAAQS/NAAQS!
FRAQMD
NOx 25 25
ROG 25 25
PMyq 80 80
PCAPCD
NOx 82 10
ROG 82 10
PMyq 82 82
CcOo 550 550
Notes
! SMAQMD does not have a daily emission threshold for PM10; however, the criteria of significance are
based on the NAAQS and CAAQS.

Methodology

1. For the construction analysis, the ‘worst-case’ construction day was
determined for Line 406, 407E, 407W, and the DFM, and the air emissions
were modeled for that worst-case scenario, for the years of construction
estimated for the respective portion of the pipeline. The construction analysis
differentiates between the activities in each air district in that only activities
that would occur within each air district were compared to that district’s
thresholds. The analysis was prepared using information provided by PG&E.
Data included the anticipated construction equipment per phase of trenching,
HDD and jack and bore installation. This information was used to determine

The EMFAC2007

emission factors were utilized to estimate emissions from the anticipated

the off-road construction emissions for the Project.

construction equipment.

2. Data provided also included the average trip length and trips per day for pipe
The hauling, fugitive dust, paving and construction
employee trips estimates used the CARB-approved URBEMIS2007 v9.2.4

and soils hauling.

(URBEMIS) computer program.
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4.3 - Air Quality

3. Dally increases in vehicular emissions associated operation of the Project
were generated using URBEMIS. The operational analysis estimated
emissions resulting from all maintenance and inspection activities and
compared the total projected operational emissions to each air district’'s
thresholds.

4. A detailed description of the methodology, inputs and outputs of the
emissions analysis are available in Appendix D.

4.3.4 Applicant Proposed Measures

Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) have been identified by PG&E in its
Preliminary Environmental Analysis prepared for the CSLC. APMs that are relevant
to this Section are presented below. This impact analysis assumes that all APMs
would be implemented as defined below. Additional mitigation measures are
recommended in this Section if it is determined that APMs do not fully mitigate the
impacts for which they are presented.

APM AQ-1.

APM AQ-2.

APM AQ-3.

PG&E will compile a comprehensive inventory list (i.e., make,
model, engine year, horsepower, emission rates) of all heavy-duty
off-road (portable and mobile) equipment having 50 horsepower or
greater that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for
construction and apply the following mitigation measure: The
contractor shall provide a plan demonstrating that the heavy-duty
(equal to or greater than 50 horsepower) off-road equipment to be
used in the construction project will achieve a project-wide fleet-
average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate
reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average at time
of construction.

PG&E will ensure that construction equipment exhaust emissions
will not exceed Visible Emission limitations (40 percent opacity or
Ringelmann 2.0). Operators of vehicles and equipment found to
exceed opacity limits will take action to repair the equipment within
72 hours or remove the equipment from service. Failure to comply
may result in a Notice of Violation.

PG&E will prepare and implement a fugitive dust mitigation plan.

April 2009
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4.3 - Air Quality

APM AQ-4. The primary contractor will be responsible to ensure that all
construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained.

APM AQ-5. PG&E will minimize equipment and vehicle idling time to five
minutes.
APM AQ-6. PG&E will ensure that an operational water truck will be on-site at

all times, and will apply water to control dust three times daily, or as
needed, to prevent dust impacts off-site.

APM AQ-7. PG&E will utilize existing power sources (e.g., available electric
power) or clean fuel generators, rather than temporary power
generators.

APM AQ-8. PG&E will develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference

from construction activities, as appropriate.
APM AQ-9. PG&E will not allow open burning of removed vegetation.

APM AQ-10. PG&E will ensure that all portable engines and portable engine-
driven equipment units used at the project work site, with the
exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, comply with
CARB Portable Equipment Registration with the State or a local
district permit.

APM AQ-11. Contractors will limit operation on “spare the air” days within each
County.

4.3.5 Impact Analysis and Mitigation
Impact Discussion
Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants

The Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is nonattainment under an applicable
Federal or State ambient air quality standard. Project emissions would be
considered “cumulatively considerable” if the Project would:

1. Require a change in the existing land use designation (i.e., general plan
amendment, rezone), and projected emissions of the Project are greater than

April 2009 4.3-40 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the existing land use
designation; or

2. Projected emissions, or emission concentrations, of the Project are greater
than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the existing land
use designation.

3. The Project would not require a change in land use designation, and the
projected emissions would not be greater than the emissions anticipated for
the Project alignment if developed under the existing land use designations.
The long-term operational emissions associated with the Project would not
constitute a significant increase in operational emissions for the Project area
and impacts would be less than significant (Class Ill).

Sensitive Receptors

Toxic Air Contaminants impacts are assessed using a standard Maximally Exposed
Individual health risk of 10 in 1 million. The CARB and the local air districts have
categorized any source that poses an increased risk to the general population that is
equal to or greater than 10 people out of 1 million contracting cancer as excessive.
When estimating this risk, it is assumed that an individual is exposed to the
maximum concentration of any given TAC continuously for 70 years. If the risk of
such exposure levels meets or exceeds the threshold of 10 excess cancer cases per
1 million people, then the CARB and local air district require the installation of BACT
for toxics or maximum available control technology to reduce the risk threshold.

Construction activities would involve the use of diesel-powered construction
equipment, which emit DPM. As stated above, risk assessments for residential
areas exposed to TACs are generally based on a 70-year period of exposure. Since
the use of construction equipment would be temporary and would not be close to the
70-year timeframe, exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs would not be
substantial. Emissions of DPM would not be substantial enough to be considered a
significant health risk. Therefore, health risks from construction-related DPM would
be less than significant.

A review of a map (DMG 2000) containing areas more likely to have rock formations
containing naturally occurring asbestos in California indicates that the Project site is
not in an area that is likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos. As noted in the
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology’s report (DMG 2000),
the map only shows the general location of naturally occurring asbestos-containing
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4.3 - Air Quality

formations and may not show all potential occurrences. The nearest locations of
documented NOA are shown approximately 13 miles west of Line 406 and 13 miles
east of Line 407 East. Since the nearest locations are sufficiently far from the
Project location, it is reasonable to assume that there is the little potential for NOA to
be present at the Project site. Therefore, the Project construction does not have the
potential to disturb NOA.

The Project would not expose sensitive receptors (including residential areas) or the
public to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants and impacts would be less than
significant (Class IlI).

Objectionable Odors

The proposed Project does not contain land uses typically associated with emitting
objectionable odors. Diesel exhaust and ROGs would be emitted during
construction of the Project, which are objectionable to some; however, emissions
would disperse rapidly from the Project site and therefore should not be at a level to
induce a negative response. Therefore, the construction and operation of the
Project is not anticipated to result in significant objectionable odors.

The Project would not create objectionable odors of such frequency, intensity, or
duration that would affect a substantial number of people or be otherwise considered
a nuisance and impacts would be less than significant (Class Ill).

Impact AQ-1: Construction or Operation Emissions Exceeding Regional
Thresholds

The Project would result in construction or operational emissions that exceed
quantitative significance thresholds (including quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors) established by air pollution control districts in which the
Project would be constructed (Significant, Class I).

The construction emissions associated with the Project are shown in Table 4.3-5,
Table 4.3-6, Table 4.3-7, and Table 4.3-8.

All four major segments of the proposed Project would exceed the local air districts’
significance thresholds for NOx. In addition, Line 407 East, the DFM, and Line 407
West would exceed the FRAQMD'’s threshold for ROG. The estimated construction
schedule for the Project is as follows:

e Line 406: September/October 2009 to February 2010;

April 2009 4.3-42 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

e Line 407 West: May 2012 to September 2012;
e Line 407 East: May 2010 to September 2010; and
e DFM: May 2010 to September 2010.

The construction of Line 407 East and the DFM are expected to overlap temporarily.
Line 407 East construction would occur in Sutter County and Placer County under
the jurisdiction of the FRAQMD and the PCAPCD, respectively. The DFM
construction would occur in Sutter County and Sacramento County, under the
jurisdiction of the FRAQMD and the SMAQMD, respectively. Therefore, only Sutter
County is expected to be impacted by the concurrent construction of Line 407 East
and the DFM. The combined impact of Line 407 East and the DFM would exceed
the FRAQMD'’s thresholds of significance for NOx, ROG, and PMjy as shown in
Table 4.3-9.

The construction scenario utilized the peak construction activity to estimate the
maximum daily air pollutant emissions of concern. The maximum daily emissions for
Line 406, 407E, 407W, and the DFM were calculated using the peak trenching
activity, construction employee trips, water truck emissions, fugitive dust emissions,
soil hauling and pipe hauling.

Construction of Line 406 is expected to begin in 2009 and end in early 2010. The
worst-day scenario is applicable to activities occurring in 2009 and 2010. However,
because emission factors for on-road and off-road equipment are higher in 2009
than 2010, emissions for construction of Line 406 were only estimated for the 2009
model year. Air pollutant emissions resulting from Line 406 construction activities in
2010 would not be greater than the 2009 modeling estimates.

Table 4.3-5: Line 406 Construction Emissions (2009)

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
NOy ROG co PM;o PM, 5
Maximum Daily 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
Emissions
YSAQMD Threshold 82 82 NA 150 NA
Exceed Significance Yes No No No No
Threshold?
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.
April 2009 4.3-43 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Table 4.3-6: Line 407E Construction Emissions (2010)

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOx ROG coO PM,, PM, s
Maximum Daily
Emissions 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
FRAQMD Threshold 25.00 25.00 NA 80.00 NA
PCAPCD Threshold 82.00 82.00 550.00 82.00 NA
Exceed Significance Yes Yes No No No
Threshold?
Notes:
NA = Not Applicable
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Table 4.3-7: DFM Construction Emissions (2010)
Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOx ROG coO PM,, PM, s
Maximum Daily
Emissions 348.10 34.23 98.90 79.28 14.19
FRAQMD Threshold 25.00 25.00 NA 80.00 NA
SMAQMD Threshold 85.00 NA NA NA* NA
Exceed Significance Yes Yes No No No
Threshold?
Notes:
* Concentration based threshold.
NA = Not Applicable
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Table 4.3-8: Line 407W Construction Emissions (2012)
Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOx ROG coO PM,, PM, s
Maximum Daily
Emissions 300.69 30.58 89.58 77.10 14.19
YSAQMD Threshold 82 82 NA 150 NA
FRAQMD Threshold 25.00 25.00 NA 80.00 NA
Exceed Significance Yes Yes No No No
Threshold?
Notes:
NA = Not Applicable
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.
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Table 4.3-9: Maximum Daily Construction Emissions in Sutter County (2010)

NA = Not Applicable

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOx ROG co PM,, PM_s
Line 407 East 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
DFM 348.10 34.23 98.90 79.28 14.19
Maximum Daily 707.96 69.23 201.76 159.06 28.81
Emissions
FRAQMD Threshold 25.00 25.00 NA 80.00 NA
Exceed Significance Yes Yes No Yes No
Threshold?
Notes

Although not required by the individual local air districts or thresholds of significance,

the total construction emissions were also calculated for the construction of the

Project and are presented for illustrative purposes in Table 4.3-10.

Table 4.3-10: Total Emissions From Project Construction (All Years)

Year of Pollutant Emissions (Total Tons)
Construction (Line) NOy ROG co PM,, PM,
2009 (Line 406) 8.65 0.81 2.53 5.97 1.21
2010 (Line 407 East) 8.73 0.84 2.61 8.02 1.68
2010 (DFM) 1.77 0.17 0.55 5.71 1.20
2012 (Line 407 7.85 0.80 2.50 7.59 1.55
West)

Total 27.00 2.62 8.20 27.29 5.64
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

The operational emissions associated with the Project are shown in Table 4.3-11.
Based on the table, none of the operational thresholds are anticipated to be
exceeded. This is a less than significant impact.
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Table 4.3-11: Operational Emissions (2010)

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

NOy ROG co PM;o PM, 5
Maximum Daily 0.38 0.08 0.69 0.26 0.05
Emissions
YSAQMD Threshold 82 82 NA 150 NA
FRAQMD Threshold 25 25 NA 80 NA
SMAQMD Threshold 65 65 NA NA* NA
PCAPCD Threshold 10 10 550 82 NA
Exceed Significance No No No No No
Threshold?
Notes:
* Concentration based threshold.
NA = Not Applicable
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

APMs AQ-1 through AQ-11 reduce potential emissions from project construction.
However, implementation of these APMs would not reduce construction impacts to
less than significant. Implementation of APM AQ-1 will reduce expected NOx
emissions by 20 percent, but due to the magnitude of NOx emissions, a 20 percent
reduction would not reduce the impact to less than significant. Insufficient details
and/or lack of a methodology prevent the quantification of reductions under APM
AQ-2, APM AQ-3, APM AQ-4, APM AQ-5, APM AQ-7, APM AQ-8, and APM AQ-11.
APM AQ-10 is an enhanced compliance measure for an existing registration
requirement. As a result, MMs AQ-1a and AQ-1b are required to be implemented.

Mitigation Measures for Impact AQ-1: Construction or Operation Emissions Exceeding
Regional Thresholds

MM AQ-1a. Fugitive PM10 Control. The following components shall be
incorporated into the Dust Control Plan specified in APM AQ-3:

¢ Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph; and
e Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas.

MM AQ-1b. NOx Mitigation Menu. If, after completing the comprehensive
inventory list identified in APM AQ-1 and associated fleet-wide NOX
and PM emission reductions, Project emissions still exceed the air

April 2009 4.3-46 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

district thresholds for NOX, PG&E shall implement one or a
combination of the following mitigation measures (as directed by
the applicable air district) to achieve a reduction in NOX to less
than the applicable air district’'s daily threshold of significance for
construction:

e Use PuriNOx reformulated diesel fuel in some or all of the fleet of
construction equipment;

e Install diesel catalytic reduction equipment (Cleaire Lean NOx
Catalyst or equivalent) on some or all of the fleet of construction
equipment during the construction Project;

e Install the same Lean NOx Catalyst on third-party diesel
equipment operating within the Yolo-Solano/Sacramento
nonattainment area for a period not less than one year of
operation; or

e Pay a mitigation fee to the respective local air districts to offset
NOyx emissions which exceed the applicable thresholds after all
other mitigation measures have been applied.

Rationale for Mitigation

MM AQ-la reduces the estimated fugitive dust emissions from the Project
construction. The mitigated output for Line 407 East and the DFM is provided in
Appendix D-4 and D-5. Incorporation of this measure reduces the maximum daily
emissions of PMjp to 29.19 Ibs/day for the DFM and to 29.69 Ibs/day for Line 407
East, for a total of 58.87 Ibs/day of PM1p, which is less than significant.

MM AQ-1b is based on previous recommendations of the SMAQMD and the
YSAQMD for a previous natural gas pipeline project located near Rio Vista that
exceeded the applicable NOx thresholds during construction. With application of
MM AQ-1b, NOy impacts are reduced to less than significant.

Residual Impacts

Although implementation of MM AQ-1b would likely reduce ROG emissions
associated with the Project, the amount of vicarious ROG reductions from
implementation of the mitigation measure is unknown. Currently, there are no
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programs for offsetting construction emissions of ROG and impacts would remain
significant.

Impact AQ-2: Construction or Operation Emissions Exceeding State or Federal
Standards

The Project would result in emissions that substantially contribute to an
exceedance of a State or Federal ambient air quality standard (Significant,
Class I).

As described above in Impact AQ-1, short-term construction emissions would
exceed local air district’'s significance thresholds for ROG and NOx (ozone
precursors) and PMio. The Project area is currently nonattainment for Federal and
State ozone standards and PMp.

Although construction emissions are short-term, the generation of emissions
exceeding the recommended thresholds would substantially contribute to existing
exceedances of Federal and State standards. As discussed under Impact AQ-1,
implementation of APM AQ1 through APM AQ-11 would reduce potential emissions
from project construction. However, implementation of these APMs is not adequate
to reduce construction impacts to less than significant. As a result, MMs AQ-1a and
AQ-1b are required to be implemented.

Mitigation Measures for Impact AQ-2 Construction or Operation Emissions Exceeding State
or Federal Standards

MM AQ-1a: Fugitive PM4, Control.
MM AQ-1b: NOx Mitigation Menu.

Rationale for Mitigation

As described above in Impact AQ-1 above, mitigation measure AQ-1a reduces PMip
and AQ-1b reduces NOx emissions from the Project’s construction.

Residual Impacts

Implementation of mitigation measure AQ-la would reduce the Project’s
construction-generated PM;o to less than significant. Implementation of mitigation
measure AQ-1b would reduce the Project’s construction-generated NOx impact to
less than significant for the YSAQMD, FRAQMD, SMAQMD, and PCAPCD.
Although both ROG and NOyx are required for the formation of ozone and the
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4.3 - Air Quality

reduction of either precursor affects the amount of ozone generated, the relationship
between ROG and NOyx concentrations and the formation of ozone is nonlinear.
According to the Draft Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and
Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Draft 8-Hour Plan), reductions in NOx emissions
are more effective at reducing high ozone levels in downwind areas than ROG
reductions, on a ton-per-ton comparison (CARB 2008c). However, reductions of
both ROG and NOx are required to reach attainment of the ozone standards.
Therefore, since the Project’s construction would continue to exceed the regional
ROG thresholds, the Project would substantially contribute to the existing
exceedance for Federal and State ozone standards for the years of construction,
and, therefore, impacts would remain significant.

Impact AQ-3: Increase in Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Project would produce greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to
climate change (Potentially Significant, Class Il).

PG&E's Existing Climate Change Actions

PG&E patrticipates in or leads the following programs designed to reduce climate
change impacts in California:

e EPA’s Natural Gas STAR Program. This program is a voluntary partnership
that encourages companies to adopt cost-effective technologies and practices
that improve operational efficiency and reduce emissions of methane;

e PG&E’s ClimateSmart™ Program. This program allows PG&E customers to
offset their GHG emissions from their energy use by paying to fund GHG
emission reduction projects in California. Examples of GHG emission reduction
projects funding through ClimateSmart™ include projects that capture methane
gas from dairy farms and landfills and those that conserve and restore
California's forests; and

e California Climate Action Registry (CCAR). PG&E is a charter member of
CCAR, and completes a third-party-verified inventory of their CO, emissions.

The above programs represent PG&E'’s current “business-as-usual”’ activities that
would reduce potential emissions from the Project through offsets for natural gas
consumption and reduced methane leakage from the proposed pipeline. However,
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4.3 - Air Quality

the extent that these programs would actually reduce potential GHG emissions from
the proposed Project is currently unknown.

Emission Estimation Assumptions

Construction. The Project would emit GHGs during construction of the pipeline
from combustion of fuels in worker vehicles accessing the site as well as the
construction equipment. The Project would also emit GHGs during the
transportation of pipeline materials to the Project site.

Exhaust emissions during construction of the Project were estimated using
URBEMIS and OFFROAD emission factors, which are presented in Appendix D-6.

Operation. The Project would result in the conveyance of existing and additional
supplies of natural gas to end users. The throughput volume used to calculate end-
use natural gas consumption was provided by PG&E. PG&E estimated the Project
natural gas throughput based on growth projections for the area to be 113,000
million cubic feet. Development of the Project is a response to planned growth in the
Project area. As discussed in Section 1.0,, Introduction, PG&E’s existing
transmission system in the Sacramento Valley region no longer provides sufficient
capacity to deliver reliable natural gas service to existing customers, or to extend
service to the planned development in the greater Sacramento region. The
projected land use development in the Sacramento region requires that PG&E
increase local gas transmission pipeline capacity. The capacity of the proposed
Project is designed to accommodate existing and approved growth. As a result, the
GHG emissions resulting from the operation of the Project are included in the
CARB'’s projected future inventories because the emissions would result from
“business-as-usual” growth of anticipated land use. In addition, PG&E’s current
programs that reduce GHG emissions from their existing operations are also
considered to fall under CARB’s “business-as-usual” scenario for statewide GHG
emission reductions and are already assumed to apply to the Project and its future
demand-side natural gas consumers.

Emissions Inventory

The Project would emit GHGs such as carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide
from the exhaust of equipment used during construction. The Project would also
emit exhaust of vehicles during operation. The emissions inventory from
construction and operation of the Project are presented below in Table 4.3-12 and
Table 4.3-13. Detailed GHG calculations are provided in Appendix D-6.

April 2009 4.3-50 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



O© 00 N O O

10

11
12
13
14
15

4.3 - Air Quality

Table 4.3-12: Construction CO, Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2009 (Line 406) 790.33 716.99
2010 (Line 407 East) 970.45 880.40
2010 (DFM) 199.85 181.30
2012 (Line 407 West) 995.64 903.25
Total 2,956.28 2,681.94
Notes:
Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x
(global warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Table 4.3-13: Operational CO, Emissions (2010)

Emissions
L Annual Annual
Activity Pounds Tons MTCO,e
Maintenance / 166.33 3.24 2.94
Inspection / Testing

Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCO.e) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

As shown in the tables above, the total metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents
(MTCOze) produced during construction of the Project are 2681.94. In year 2010,
Project-related annual MTCO,e resulting from annual inspection and maintenance
would be approximately 2.94 MTCOze. This project would generate a small amount
of operational GHG emissions from periodic maintenance activities. Therefore,
operational GHG emissions are less than significant.

While the construction emissions would occur only during the brief construction
period, the emissions would result in a net increase in the production of GHG.
Therefore, the construction emissions are considered significant. APM AQ-1, APM
AQ-4, APM AQ-7, APM AQ-8, and APM AQ-10 have the potential to reduce
construction-generated GHG emissions. However, there are insufficient details in
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these measures and/or lack of a methodology allowing the reductions to be
guantified for these measures. Therefore, implementation of these APMs is
insufficient to reduce the impact to less than significant. Implementation of MM AQ-
3 is required to reduce construction emissions impacts to a less than significant
level.

MM AQ-3 GHG Emission Offset Program. 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 emissions during the construction phase.

Rationale for Mitigation

Project related emissions will result in a temporary increase due to the construction
vehicles and activities. By participating in an Emissions Offset Program, these
emissions will be offset through implementation of an established emissions
reduction program. Implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce construction
emissions impacts to a less than significant level.

4.3.6 Impacts of Alternatives

A No Project Alternative as well as twelve options have been proposed for the
alignment in order to minimize environmental impacts of the proposed Project and to
respond to comments from nearby landowners. The twelve options, labeled A
through L, have been analyzed in comparison to the portion of the proposed route
that would be avoided as a result of the option. Descriptions of the options can be
found in Section 3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects, and the options are
depicted in Figure 3-2A through Figure 3-2K. A comparison of the air quality
impacts of the project alternatives is found in Table 4.3-34. APMs AQ-1 through AQ-
11, designed to reduce potential emissions from project construction, would apply to
all twelve options.

No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, no new natural gas pipeline or above-ground
stations would be constructed by PG&E in Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer
counties. There would be no construction and operational emissions associated
with the Project. No construction or operational air quality impacts would result
under the No Project Alternative.
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Option A

Under Option A, the length of Line 406 would be increased by approximately 2,200
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

As described above under Methodology, the construction-related analysis used an
estimate of peak construction activity to calculate the maximum daily air pollutant
emissions of concern. The maximum daily emissions calculated for Line 406 reflect
the worst-case construction scenario that could occur on any one day, on any
portion of Line 406. The maximum daily emissions for Line 406 were calculated
using the peak trenching activity, construction employee trips, water truck emissions,
fugitive dust emissions, soil hauling and pipe hauling. Although lengthening the
Project by approximately 2,200 feet under Option A may potentially lengthen the
duration of construction, Option A would not modify the estimated peak daily
construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily air pollutant generation
from construction activity from Option A would be the same as the proposed
alignment (Class I). Implementation of MM AQ-1a and AQ-1b would be required.
Maximum daily construction emissions from Option A and Line 406 are provided in
Table 4.3-14.

Table 4.3-14: Option A Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOx ROG co PM,, PM, .5
Line 406 Portion 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
(2009)
Option A (2009) 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option A was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 2,200 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option A would increase total Project GHG generation by 16.66 tons of CO,. Option
A would increase calculated Line 406 GHG generation by approximately 2 percent
and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as
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4.3 - Air Quality

2,681.94 MTCO.e, by less than 1 percent. Table 4.3-15 displays Option A and Line
406 construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-15: Option A Increase in Construction CO, Emissions

. . Emissions

Year of Construction (Line)
Total Tons MTCO.e

2009 (Line 406) 790.33 716.99
Option A 16.66 15.11
Total Line 406 with 806.99 732.10
Option A
Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x
(global warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option A,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class 1I). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option A, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option A construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option A would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option A would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option B

Under Option B, the length of Line 406 would be increased by approximately 2,640
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 2,640 feet under Option B may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option B would not modify the

April 2009 4.3-54 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3 - Air Quality

estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option B would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class I). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option B and Line
406 are provided in Table 4.3-16.

Table 4.3-16: Option B Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOx ROG co PMyq PM,;
Line 406 Portion 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
(2009)
Option B (2009) 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option B was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 2,640 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option B would increase total Project GHG generation by 19.86 tons of CO,. Option
B would increase calculated Line 406 GHG generation by approximately 2.5 percent
and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as
2,681.94 MTCO.e, by less than 1 percent. Table 4.3-17 displays Option B and Line
406 construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-17: Option B Increase in Construction CO; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2009 (Line 406) 790.33 716.99
Option B 19.86 18.02
Total Line 406 with Option B 810.19 735.007

Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCO.e) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.
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4.3 - Air Quality

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option B,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class 1I). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option B, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option B construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option B would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option B would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option C

Under Option C, the length of Line 406 would be increased by approximately 1,150
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 1,150 feet under Option C may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option C would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option C would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class 1). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option C and Line
406 are provided in Table 4.3-18.

Table 4.3-18: Option C Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOy ROG co PM,, PM, 5
Line 406 Portion 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
(2009)
Option C (2009) 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.
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4.3 - Air Quality

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option C was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 1,150 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option C would increase total Project GHG generation by 8.65 tons of CO,. Option
C would increase calculated Line 406 GHG generation by approximately 1 percent
and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as
2,681.94 MTCO.e, by less than 0.5 percent. Table 4.3-19 displays Option C and
Line 406 construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-19: Option C Increase in Construction CO; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2009 (Line 406) 790.33 716.99
Option C 8.65 7.85
Total Line 406 with Option C 798.98 724.837
Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option C,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class II). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option C, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option C construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option C would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option C would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.
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Option D

Under Option D, the length of Line 406 would be increased by approximately 860
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 860 feet under Option D may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option D would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option D would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class 1). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option D and Line
406 are provided in Table 4.3-20.

Table 4.3-20: Option D Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOy ROG co PM,, PM, 5
Line 406 Portion 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
(2009)
Option D (2009) 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option D was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 860 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option D would increase total Project GHG generation by 6.47 tons of CO,. Option
D would increase calculated Line 406 GHG generation by approximately 0.8 percent
and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as
2,681.94 MTCO.e, by 0.2 percent. Table 4.3-21 displays Option D and Line 406
construction-generated GHG emissions.
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Table 4.3-21: Option D Increase in Construction CO; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2009 (Line 406) 790.33 716.99
Option D 6.47 5.87
Total Line 406 with Option D 796.8 722.86
Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCO.e) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option D,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class II). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option D, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option D construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option D would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option D would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option E

Under Option E, the length of Line 406 would be increased by approximately 3,480
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 3,480 feet under Option E may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option E would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option E would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class 1). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b

April 2009 4.3-59 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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1 would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option E and Line
2 406 are provided in Table 4.3-22.

3 Table 4.3-22: Option E Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

Construction) NOy ROG co PM, PM, 5
Line 406 Portion 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44
(2009)

Option E (2009) 373.31 36.48 107.07 80.38 14.44

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

4

5 Construction Greenhouse Gas

6 Construction GHG generation associated with Option E was calculated using the
7 same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
8 the additional 3,480 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
9 Option E would increase total Project GHG generation by 28.39 tons of CO,. Option

10 E would increase calculated Line 406 GHG generation by approximately 3.6 percent
11 and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as
12 2,681.94 MTCO.e, by 1 percent. Table 4.3-23 displays Option E and Line 406
13  construction-generated GHG emissions.

14 Table 4.3-23: Option E Increase in Construction CO, Emissions
Year of Construction Emissions
(Line) Total Tons MTCO.e
2009 (Line 406) 790.33 716.99
Option E 28.39 25.76
Total Line 406 with 818.72 742.75
Option E

Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x
(global warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

15
16  Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
17 to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
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4.3 - Air Quality

Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option E,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class II). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option E, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option E construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option E would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option E would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option F

Option F would not alter the length of the segment or change the construction
methods for Line 406. Therefore, Option F would result in the same construction-
generated maximum daily air emissions and total GHGs as the proposed Project.
The maximum daily construction emissions for Option F are the same as for Line
406. Option F would not increase or reduce the operational emissions. Impacts
would be the same as the proposed Project.

Option G

Option G would not alter the length of the segment or change the construction
methods for Line 407 W. Therefore, Option G would result in the same construction-
generated maximum daily air emissions and total GHGs as the proposed Project.
The maximum daily construction emissions for Option G are the same as for Line
407 W. Option G would not increase or reduce the operational emissions. Impacts
would be the same as the proposed Project.

Option H

Under Option H, the length of Line 407 W would be reduced by approximately 2,900
feet. Under Option H, the length of the DFM would not change.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

As described above under Methodology, the construction-related analysis used an
estimate of peak construction activity to calculate the maximum daily air pollutant
emissions of concern. The maximum daily construction emissions for the portion of
Option H that replaces the proposed DFM alignment are the same.

April 2009 4.3-61 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Although reducing the Project by approximately 2,970 feet under Option H may
potentially reduce the duration of construction, Option H would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option H would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class 1). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option H and Line
407 W are provided in Table 4.3-24.

Table 4.3-24: Option H Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOx ROG co PM,, PM, .5
Line 407 W Portion 300.69 30.58 89.58 77.10 14.19
(2012)
Option H (2012) 300.69 30.58 89.58 77.10 14.19

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option H was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the reduced 2,900 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option H would reduce total Project GHG generation by 24.01 tons of CO,. Option
H would reduce calculated Line 407 W GHG generation by approximately 2.5
percent and would decrease the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated
as 2,681.94 MTCO.e, by less than 1 percent. The portion of Option H that replaces
the proposed DFM alignment would not increase or decrease total construction-
generated GHG emissions. Table 4.3-25 displays Option H and Line 407 W
construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-25: Option H Decrease in Construction CO,; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2012 (Line 407 W) 995.64 903.25
Option H -24.01 -21.78
Total Line 407 W with Option H 971.63 881.468
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Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e

Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option H,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class II). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option H, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option H construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option H would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option H would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option |

Under Option I, the length of Line 407 E by would be increased approximately 2,900
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 2,900 feet under Option | may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option | would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option | would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class 1). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option | and Line
407 E are provided in Table 4.3-26.

April 2009 4.3-63 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Table 4.3-26: Option | Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

Construction) NOy ROG co PM,, PM, 5
Line 407 E Portion (2010) 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
Option | (2010) 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option | was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 2,900 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option | would increase total Project GHG generation by 23.88 tons of CO,. Option |
would increase calculated Line 407 E GHG generation by approximately 2.5 percent
and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as
2,681.94 MTCO.e, by less than 1 percent. Table 4.3-27 displays Option | and Line
407 E construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-27: Option | Increase in Construction CO; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2010 (Line 407E) 970.45 880.4
Option | 23.88 21.66
Total Line 407E with Option | 994.33 902.064
Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option I,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class II). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option |, if selected. Therefore, implementation
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of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option | construction-generated GHG emissions to
less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option | would not change the operational activity associated with
the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option | would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option J

Under Option J, the length of Line 407 E would be increased by approximately 5,250
feet.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 5,250 feet under Option J may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option J would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option J would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class I). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option J and Line
407 E are provided in Table 4.3-28.

Table 4.3-28: Option J Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOy ROG co PM,, PM, 5
Line 407 E Portion 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
(2010)
Option J (2010) 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 20009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option J was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 5,250 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option J would increase total Project GHG generation by 42.86 tons of CO,. Option
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J would increase calculated Line 407 E GHG generation by approximately 4.5
percent and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated
as 2,681.94 MTCO.e, by almost 1.5 percent. Table 4.3-29 displays Option J and
Line 407 E construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-29: Option J Increase in Construction CO; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2010 (Line 407E) 970.45 880.4
Option J 42.86 38.88
Total Line 407E with Option J 1,013.31 919.283

Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class IlI). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option J,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class I1l). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option J, if selected. Therefore, implementation
of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option J construction-generated GHG emissions to
less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option J would not change the operational activity associated with
the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option J would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option K

Under Option K, the length of Line 407 E would be increased by approximately 70
feet.

April 2009 4.3-66 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



H

0O NO O WN

10

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
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Construction Criteria Pollutants

Although lengthening the Project by approximately 70 feet under Option K may
potentially lengthen the duration of construction, Option K would not modify the
estimated peak daily construction activity scenario. Therefore, the amount of daily
air pollutant generation from construction activity from Option K would be the same
as the proposed alignment (Class 1). Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b
would be required. Maximum daily construction emissions from Option K and Line
407 E are provided in Table 4.3-30.

Table 4.3-30: Option K Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOy ROG co PM,, PM,.
Line 407 E Portion 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
(2010)
Option K (2010) 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option K was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Assuming
the additional 70 feet of pipeline would be constructed using trenching methods,
Option K would increase total Project GHG generation by 0.58 ton of CO,. Option K
would increase calculated Line 407 E GHG generation by less than 0.1 percent and
would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated as 2,681.94
MTCO,e, by 0.02 percent. Table 4.3-31 displays Option K and Line 407 E
construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-31: Option K Increase in Construction CO; Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2010 (Line 407E) 970.45 880.4
Option K 0.58 0.53
Total Line 407E with Option K 971.03 880.926
Notes:
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Emissions

Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCO.e) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class II). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option K,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class 1I). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option K, if selected. Therefore,
implementation of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option K construction-generated
GHG emissions to less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option K would not change the operational activity associated
with the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option K would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Option L

Option L would not increase or decrease the length of Line 407 E. However, under
Option L, approximately 1,000 feet of trenching for Line 407 E would be replaced by
HDD.

Construction Criteria Pollutants

As described above under Methodology, the construction-related analysis used an
estimate of peak construction activity to calculate the maximum daily air pollutant
emissions of concern. The maximum daily emissions calculated for Line 407 E
reflect the worst-case construction scenario that could occur on any one day, on any
portion of Line 407 E. The maximum daily emissions for Line 407 E were calculated
using the peak trenching activity, construction employee trips, water truck emissions,
fugitive dust emissions, soil hauling and pipe hauling. Therefore, although
approximately 1,000 feet of trenching would be replaced by HDD under Option L,
Option L would not modify the estimated peak daily construction activity scenario for
Line 407 E, and selection of Option L would not change the significance of Line 407

April 2009 4.3-68 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



N

~N O 0o~ W

10

11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19

20

4.3 - Air Quality

E construction (Class I).
required.

Implementation of MM AQ-la and AQ-1b would be

However, the maximum daily construction emissions for Option L would be based on
HDD activity, pipe hauling and soil hauling. Therefore, daily air pollutant generation
from Option L construction activity would be lower than for the portion of the
proposed alignment that would be replaced by Option L. Maximum daily
construction emissions from Option L and Line 407 E are provided in Table 4.3-32.

Table 4.3-32: Option L Maximum Daily Construction Emissions

Line (Year of Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)
Construction) NOx ROG co PM,, PM, .5
Line 407 E Portion 359.86 35.00 102.86 79.78 14.62
(2010)
Option L (2010) 136.64 12.23 39.71 54.42 11.12

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Construction Greenhouse Gas

Construction GHG generation associated with Option L was calculated using the
same methodology applied to the Project (see Appendix D-1 and D-7). Option L
would increase total Project GHG generation by 62.19 tons of CO, by replacing a
proposed 1,000-foot section of trenching (at 8.16 tons CO;) with 1,000 feet of HDD
(70.35 tons COy,).

Option L would increase calculated Line 407 E GHG generation by more than 6
percent and would increase the total proposed Pipeline GHG generation, estimated
as 2,681.94 MTCO.e, by approximately 2 percent. Table 4.3-33 displays Option L
and Line 407 E construction-generated GHG emissions.

Table 4.3-33: Option L Increase in Construction CO, Emissions

Emissions
Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e
2010 (Line 407E) 970.45 880.4
Option L 62.19 56.42
Total Line 407E with Option L 1,032.64 936.819

April 2009 4.3-69
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Emissions

Year of Construction (Line) Total Tons MTCO,e

Notes:

Emissions converted from tons per year to metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalents (MTCOze) per year by using the formula: (tons of gas) x (global
warming potential) x (0.9072 metric tons).

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

Under the Project analysis, the construction-generated GHG impact was determined
to be potentially significant (Class Il). Implementation of MM AQ-3 (GHG Emission
Offset Program) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Option L,
construction-generated GHG emissions would continue to be potentially significant
(Class II). MM AQ-3 would apply to Option L, if selected. Therefore, implementation
of MM AQ-3 would reduce the Option L construction-generated GHG emissions to
less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Implementation of Option L would not change the operational activity associated with
the Pipeline. Therefore, operational emissions resulting from maintenance,
inspection and testing of Option L would be less than significant, the same as for the
proposed Project.

Table 4.3-34: Comparison of Alternatives for Air Quality

Comparison with
Alternative Proposed Project
No Project No Impacts
Option A Similar Impacts
Option B Similar Impacts
Option C Similar Impacts
Option D Similar Impacts
Option E Similar Impacts
Option F Similar Impacts
Option G Similar Impacts
Option H Similar Impacts
Option | Similar Impacts
Option J Similar Impacts
April 2009 4.3-70 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Comparison with

Alternative Proposed Project
Option K Similar Impacts
Option L Similar Impacts

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.

4.3.7 Cumulative Projects Impact Analysis

Section 3.0, Alternatives and Cumulative Projects, provides a description of
identifiable projects that may be constructed in proximity to the proposed Project.
These projects have potential cumulative impacts related to the air quality impacts of
the proposed Project. When considered with the cumulative projects, the Project
would result in cumulative impacts by contributing to an exceedance of the State and
Federal ozone standards. The above projects would generate construction
emissions that contribute towards the existing ozone exceedances. The projects,
when considered together, would cumulatively contribute to the existing ozone
exceedances.

When considered with the cumulative projects, the Project would not result in
cumulative net increase of criteria pollutants, as the Project itself would not result in
a net increase in criteria pollutants or ozone precursors from Project operations. In
addition, the Project operation would not contribute to cumulative odor or toxic air
contaminant impacts.

Climate change is essentially a cumulative impact—even a very large individual
project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to influence global climate change
in a measurable way. Based on the CARB GHG emission inventories, it is statewide
and regional land use development, transportation patterns and associated policies
that create the cumulative impacts to climate change.

As a result, in order to assess the cumulative impact of an individual project on
climate change, large-scale assessments and emission reduction strategies would
need to be formulated to comprehensively address GHG emissions on a statewide
and regional level from the combination of land use patterns, energy generation and
consumption, transportation, water transport, waste disposal, and the other major
sources of GHG emissions.

April 2009 4.3-71 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Without such large area assessments that address the larger cumulative nature of
GHGs and create a framework for comprehensive GHG emission reductions at the
local level, the ability to measure and determine a project's cumulative impact to
climate change through the creation of GHG emissions “when added to closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects” (the
CEQA Guidelines section 15355) is speculative at this time and no significance
determination can be made.

According to the CEQA Guidelines section 15145, “If, after a thorough investigation,
a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the
agency should note its conclusion and terminate the discussion of the impact.” The
ability to assess the contribution of the GHG emissions from the proposed Project on
cumulative global climate change impacts is speculative at this time for the following
reasons:

e The potential list of cumulative projects that, when combined with the potential
effects of the proposed Project on climate change is unknown, in that it could
conceivably include all projects around the globe. Guidelines for establishing
the radius for global climate change have not yet been adopted. Without such
guidelines, it is impossible to know how big the cumulative impact study area is
supposed to be for a particular project. For example, does the list of project
include those only within a one-mile radius of the project, or does it include
projects within the entire air basin, or the state of California? For this reason,
the “project list” approach for conducting a CEQA cumulative impacts analysis
is not feasible;

e There is no approved statewide or regional GHG reduction target or plan that
covers the local Project area; therefore, the plan approach is not viable at this
time. As a result, no such document exists to base such a cumulative
discussion or significance finding on. State and local agencies are currently
trying to develop strategies to reduce GHGs in their jurisdictions; however,
these strategies are not complete at this time; and

e There are no approved methodologies, procedures or guidelines that specify
how to calculate and determine the specific linkages and potential impacts that
an individual project might have in creating changes to climate.

April 2009 4.3-72 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.3.8 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

As detailed above, the Project would result in construction emissions that exceed the
guantitative significance thresholds established by the local air pollution control
districts, as well as result in construction emissions that substantially contribute to an
exceedance of the Federal and State ozone standards. Table 4.3-35 presents a
summary of impacts on air quality and the recommended mitigation measures.

Table 4.3-35: Summary of Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact Mitigation Measure
AQ-1. Construction or operational AQ-1a. Fugitive PMy, control.
emissions exceeding regional AQ-1b. NOx mitigation menu.
thresholds.
AQ-2. Construction or operational AQ-1a. Fugitive PMy, control.

emissions exceeding State or Federal AQ-1b. NOyx mitigation menu.
standards.

AQ-3. Increase in GHG Emissions. AQ-3. GHG Emission Offset Program.

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2009.
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44 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This Section describes the existing biological resources and evaluates potential
effects on these resources that may result from Project implementation. This
evaluation includes a review of special-status species; wildlife habitats; vegetation
communities; and waters of the U.S., including wetlands. The results of this
evaluation are based on a combination of field surveys, literature searches, and
database queries. For the purposes of this Draft EIR, the “Project study area”
includes the proposed pipeline alignment and a 500-foot buffer on either side of the
proposed alignment, while the “Project site” is defined as the area that may be
disturbed during construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. The
Project site includes the six permanent aboveground facilities, staging areas, and
the 100-foot-wide construction right-of-way, which would consist of the 50-foot-wide
temporary and 50-foot-wide permanent easements along the length of the project
(with the exception of the Powerline Road DFM, which would have a 25-foot
temporary and a 35-foot-wide permanent easement).

A number of technical studies prepared for the Project were reviewed and their
results incorporated into this document. These studies include the following:

e PG&E Line 406 Wetland Delineation Report (CH2MHIill 2008) (Appendix E-1);

o Draft Delineation of Waters of the United States, PG&E Line 407 Natural Gas
Transmission Pipeline (Gallaway Consulting, Inc. 2007a) (Appendix E-1);

e Addendum to the Delineation of Waters of the United States, PG&E Line 407
Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline (Gallaway Consulting, Inc. 2008a)
(Appendix E-1);

e Revised Delineation of Waters of the U.S. Maps for PG&E Line 407 Natural
Gas Transmission Pipeline Project (Gallaway Consulting Inc. 2008b);

e Rare Plant Survey, PG&E Line 406 Project in Yolo County, California
(CH2MHILL 2007) (Appendix E-2);

e Special-status and Listed Plant Report, PG&E Line 407 East Natural Gas
Transmission Pipeline (Gallaway Consulting, Inc. 2007b) (Appendix E-3);

o PG&E Line 407 East Additional Rare Plant Survey (Gallaway Consulting, Inc.
2007c) (Appendix E-4);

April 2009 4.4-1 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

e Special-status and Listed Plant Report, PG&E Line 407 West Natural Gas
Transmission Pipeline (Gallaway Consulting, Inc. 2007d) (Appendix E-5);

e Special-status Amphibian and Reptile Species Habitat Assessment for the
PG&E Natural Gas Transmission Line 406/407 Project (PG&E 2006) (Appendix
E-6);

e Special-status Avian and Mammalian Species Habitat Assessment for the
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Natural Gas Transmission Line 406/407
Project (PG&E 2007) (Appendix E-7);

o Fish Habitat Assessment for the Pacific Gas and Electric Company Line 406
and Line 407 Pipeline Project (TRC 2007) (Appendix E-8);

e Dry-Season Sampling for Federally Listed Large Branchiopods at the PG&E
Line 407 East Project (Helm Biological Consulting 2007) (Appendix E-9);

o Wet-Season Branchiopod Sampling, PG&E Line 407 East Project (Gallaway
Consulting, Inc. 2007e) (Appendix E-10);

» Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Survey, PG&E Line 407 West Natural Gas
Transmission Pipeline (Gallaway Consulting, Inc. 2007f) (Appendix E-11); and

» Biological Assessment for the Pacific Gas and Electric Company Line 406 and
Line 407 Pipeline Project (TRC 2008) (Appendix E-12).

4.4.1 Environmental Setting

The Project study area is located in the southern Sacramento Valley, extending east
from the western edge of the Valley to the City of Roseville, and traversing portions
of Yolo, Sutter, Sacramento, and Placer counties. Elevation within the Project study
area ranges from approximately 50 to 125 feet above mean sea level (msl). The
climate within the Project study area is characterized as Mediterranean with hot, dry
summers and cool, wet winters. Average annual temperatures range from July
highs of 97.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to January lows of 37.6 °F. Average annual
precipitation is 19.35 inches; precipitation occurs as rain primarily between the
months of October to April (Western Regional Climate Center [WRCC] 2008).

The Project study area is largely rural. Agricultural land uses; including dryland
grain crops, deciduous orchards, irrigated row crops, and associated irrigation
canals and drainage channels are dominant in the area. The Project begins in the

April 2009 4.4-2 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

west at the eastern base of the Capay Hills, just north of the unincorporated
community of Capay in western Yolo County. The Project extends east across the
Sacramento Valley floor traversing miles of agricultural fields. The Project crosses
several small tributaries to Cache Creek, most of which have been channelized and
are now used to deliver irrigation water; some of these tributaries support emergent
vegetation and/or narrow strips of riparian vegetation.

Just east of Interstate (I) 505, the Project enters the western edge of the Dunnigan
Hills. Topography of this area is gently to steeply rolling. Vegetation historically was
perennial grassland; however, this area now supports California annual grassland,
which is characterized by a diverse mix of non-native annuals and native
herbaceous annual and perennial plant species. Land uses in the Dunnigan Hills
include grazing and dryland grain crops.

From the Dunnigan Hills, the Project continues east along the Valley floor through
several miles of agricultural fields and deciduous orchard. The Project then crosses
Knights Landing Ridge Cut, which supports a thin strip of riparian vegetation and
dense fresh emergent wetland, and enters the Yolo Bypass near the northwest
corner of Yolo County. Land within the Yolo Bypass is cultivated extensively for rice.
However, in the fall, winter, and spring, particularly in heavy rainfall years, these
lands are used as wintering grounds for migratory waterfowl and shore birds.

After crossing Tule Canal, the Project exits the Yolo Bypass, turns north to County
Road (CR) 16/Riego Road and continues east for a short distance before crossing
the Sacramento River and entering Sutter County just south of Riego Road. At this
location, the Sacramento River supports a thin band of riparian vegetation that is
dominated by valley oak (Quercus lobata) and thick stands of blue elderberry shrubs
(Sambucus mexicana).

The Project continues east along Riego Road past cultivated rice fields before
crossing Steelhead Creek. From here east, the Project crosses scattered areas of
vernal pool, vernal swale, fresh water emergent wetland, and seasonal wetland.
The Project terminates at the southwestern edge of the City of Roseville at the
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road.

Vegetation Communities and Wildlife Habitats

Table 4.4-1 illustrates the total acreage of vegetation communities in the Project
study area and within the Project site. The descriptions of each vegetation
community that follow the table are based on the classification system used in the
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Guide to Wildlife Habitats (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). By using this
classification system, it is possible to predict the wildlife species likely to occur within
the Project study area using the California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System
(CWHR). CWHR is based upon the Guide to Wildlife Habitats; it is a predictive
model that lists species likely to occur in a given location under certain habitat

conditions.

Table 4.4-1: Vegetation Communities within the PG&E Line 406/407 Natural
Gas Pipeline Project Study Area and Project Site

Acreage Acreage Within Project Site
Within Above-
. . Project Temporary | Permanent ground Project

Vegetation Community Study Area | Eagement Easement Facilities | Site Total
Annual Grassland / Ruderal 1256.8 64.50 68.47 1.19 134.16
Riparian Woodland 26.1 0.03 1.01 0 1.04
Valley Oak Woodland 13.3 0.13 0.46 0 0.59
Orchard 234.2 11.00 11.75 0 22.75
Irrigated Row and Field 2329 5
Crops 122.77 115.73 0.36 238.86
Rice 681.5 28.73 25.93 0.62 55.28
Developed / Disturbed 569.2 14.74 103.31 0.01 118.05
Fresh Emergent Wetland 3.80 0 0.01 0 0.01
Pond 1.59 0 0 0 0
Riparian Wetland 15.39 0.04 0.75 0 0.79
Seasonal Swale 4.20 0.25 0.46 0 0.71
Seasonal Wetland 24.47 2.79 3.73 0 6.52
Vernal Pool 6.70 0 0.01 0 0.01
Vernal Swale 141 0 0.01 0 0.01
Willow Riparian 1.90 0.02 0.02 0 0.04
Water 63.58 1.35 4.29 0 5.64
Total 5233.54 246.35 259.11 2.18 505.46
Source: Galloway Consulting Inc. 2008; CH2MHill 2008.

Annual Grassland / Ruderal

Annual grasslands in the Project study area support a diversity of annual grasses
and herbaceous annual and perennial forbs; perennial grasses may also still be
present in this habitat. Annual grass species commonly occurring in this habitat
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include wild oat (Avena barbata, A. fatua), rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft
chess (B. hordeaceous), red brome (B. madritensis), Italian ryegrass (Lolium
multiflorum), barley (Hordeum sp.), rabbitfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), and
hedgehog dogtail (Cynosurus echinatus). Some perennial grass species, such as
purple needlegrass (Nasella pulchra) and California melic (Melica californica) may
also occur in patches.

Although typically dominated by non-native annual grasses, annual grasslands
include reservoirs for populations of native annual and perennial herbaceous plant
species. These may include brodiaea (Brodiaea sp.), blue-dicks (Dichelostemma
capitatum), gumplant (Grindelia camporum), red-maids (Calandrinia ciliata),
cryptantha (Cryptantha sp.), miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), fiddleneck
(Amsinckia sp.), bitter-cress (Cardamine oligosperma), whisker brush (Linanthus
ciliatus), goldfields (Lasthenia sp.), valley tassels (Castilleja attenuata), Chinese
houses (Collinsia heterophylla), and clarkia (Clarkia purpurea), among others.

Annual grasslands provide pollen and nectar sources crucial to California’s native
bees and other pollinators. They also provide important habitat for a variety of
wildlife species. Raptors, including red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Swainson’s
hawk, white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), barn owl (Tyto alba), American kestrel
(Falco sparverius), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), and others, commonly use
open grassland areas for foraging, while species such as western meadowlark
(Sturnella neglecta) and burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), use open grassland
areas for nesting. Mammals common to grassland include coyote (Canis latrans),
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus
californicus), and California meadow vole (Microtus californicus).

The 1,257 acres of annual grassland/ruderal habitat in the Project study area, occurs
throughout the Dunnigan Hills in the west, and in the east from Riego Road to the
eastern terminus of the Project. Approximately 134.2 acres would be disturbed
under the proposed Project; of these, 1.2 acres would be permanently removed due
to construction of aboveground facilities.

Riparian Woodland

Riparian woodland habitats occur in valleys bordered by sloping alluvial fans, slightly
dissected terraces, lower foothills, and coastal plains. They are generally associated
with low velocity flows, flood plains, and gentle topography (Mayer and Laudenslayer
1988); therefore, trees and shrubs tolerant of seasonal flooding and high
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groundwater conditions typically dominate these areas. @ Common overstory
associates include valley oak, Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia), Fremont cottonwood
(Populus fremontii), black willow (Salix gooddingii), and box elder (Acer negundo).
Common understory associates include California wild rose (Rosa californica),
elderberry, California wild grape (Vitis californica), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
discolor), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), coyotebrush (Baccharis pilularis),
buttonbrush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), and pipevine (Aristolochia californica),
among others.

More than 225 species of birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians depend on
California’s riparian habitats (Riparian Habitat Joint Venture 2004). Riparian areas
are considered the most critical habitat for conservation of Neotropical migrants and
resident birds in the West. They provide important breeding and over-wintering
grounds, migration stopover areas, and corridors for dispersal (Riparian Habitat Joint
Venture 2004). Bird species identified as having specific conservation concerns that
depend upon this habitat include Swainson’s hawk, western yellow-billed cuckoo
(Coccyzus americanus occidentalus), willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailii), bank
swallow (Riparia riparia), tree swallow (Tachycineta bicolor), yellow warbler
(Dendroica petechia), common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas), and yellow-
breasted chat (Icteria virens), among others (Riparian Joint Habitat Venture 2004).

Amphibians and reptiles likely to occur in this habitat include western fence lizard
(Sceloporus occidentalis), Pacific tree frog (Hyla regilla), valley garter snake
(Thamnophis sirtalis fitchi), and Gilbert’s skink (Eumeces gilberti). Mammals that
are typically found within riparian woodland habitat may include broad-footed mole
(Scapanus latimanus), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), gray fox (Urocyon
cinereoargenteus), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), and western red bat (Lasiurus
blossevillii). Riparian corridors also provide important foraging habitat for a number
of bat species.

Within the Project study area, the 26.1 acres of riparian woodland habitat is
restricted primarily to the Sacramento River, Yolo Bypass, Knights Landing Ridge
Cut, and larger irrigation channels. Of these, 1.04 acres would be disturbed under
the proposed Project.

Valley Oak Woodland

Valley oak woodlands are best developed on deep, well-drained alluvial soils that
usually occur in valley bottoms. In the Central Valley, valley oak woodlands often
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occur adjacent to annual grasslands or form borders along agricultural lands. In the
foothills surrounding the valley, valley oak woodland intergrade with blue oak
woodland or blue oak-foothill pine habitat; near stream courses it typically
intergrades with valley foothill riparian habitat (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

Valley oak woodland canopy is dominated almost exclusively by valley oak. Co-
occurring tree species include sycamore (Platanus racemosa), black walnut (Juglans
nigra), interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii), boxelder (Acer negundo), and blue oak
(Quercus douglasii). This habitat often supports a well-developed shrub understory.

Oak woodlands, including valley oak woodlands, are known to support an especially
diverse community of bird species, including acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes
formicivorus), blue-gray gnatcatcher (Polioptila caerulea), oak titmouse (Baeolophus
inornatus), western bluebird (Sialia mexicana), California quail (Callipepla california),
rufous-sided towhee (Pipilo erthrophthalmus), red-shouldered hawk (B. lineatus),
wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), Lewis’s woodpecker (Melanerpes lewisii), Nuttall’s
woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis),
California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), western screech owl (Megascops
kennicottii), and California towhee (P. crissalis). Mammal species common in valley
oak woodlands includes gray fox, mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), dusky-footed
woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes), gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus), western red bat, and
hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus).

The 13.3 acres of valley oak woodland within the Project study area is restricted to
the Sacramento River, Tule Canal, and other larger irrigation canals. Of these, 0.59
acre would be disturbed under the proposed Project.

Orchard

Orchards in California are typically habitats dominated by a single tree species.
Depending on the tree type and pruning methods, they are usually low, bushy trees
with an open understory to facilitate harvest. Orchards include trees, such as,
almonds (Prunus sp.), apples (Pyrus malus), apricots (Prunus armeniaca), cherries
(Prunus avium), figs (Ficus sp.), nectarines (Prunus persica), peaches (Prunus sp.),
pears (Pyrus communis), pecans (Carya sp.), pistachios (Pistacia vera), plums
(Prunus sp.), pomegranates (Punica granatum), and walnuts (Juglans sp.) (Mayer
and Laudenslayer 1988).

Because they lack both structural and plant species diversity, these habitats
generally support common wildlife species, including northern flicker (Colaptes
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auratus), scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), America crow (Corvus
brachyrhynchos), plain titmouse (Parus inornatus), Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus
cyanocephalus), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), northern mockingbird
(Mimus polyglottos), cedar waxwing (Bombycilla cedrodorum), yellow-rumped
warbler (Dendroica coronata), coyote (Canis latrans), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and
mule deer.

There are 234.2 acres of orchards, including almond and walnut, scattered
throughout the Project study area (with the exception of the Dunnigan Hills). Of
these, 22.75 acres would be disturbed under the proposed Project.

Irrigated Row and Field Crops

Row crops are located on flat to gently rolling terrain. In California, irrigated row and
field crops include asparagus (Asparagus officinalis), broccoli (Brassica sp.), carrots
(Daucus carota), cauliflower (Brassica sp.), melons (Cucamis sp.), onions (Allium
sp.), peppers (Capsicum annum) tomatoes (Lycopersicon esculentum), strawberries
(Frageria sp.), and potatoes (Solanum sp.), among others. Most irrigated crops are
annuals, which are planted in spring and harvested in summer or fall; sometimes
they are planted in rotation with other irrigated crops or with dryland grain crops.
This vegetation community also includes dryland grain crops such as barley, rye,
oats, and wheat. These crops are annual and are often rotated with irrigated crops.
They are typically planted in the fall and harvested in the spring (Mayer and
Laudenslayer 1988).

Row and field crops are established on the state's most fertile soils, which
historically supported an abundance of wildlife unequalled in other sites. Croplands
have greatly reduced wildlife habitat richness and diversity in these areas of
California. Many species of rodents and birds have adapted to croplands and are
controlled by fencing, trapping, and poisoning to prevent excessive crop losses
(Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). Although raptors, including Swainson's hawk,
forage in these areas, in general they do not provide significant habitat value.
Additional information regarding species such as Swainson's hawk is provided in
Table 4.4-3, below.

Approximately 2,329.5 acres of irrigated row and field crops occur throughout the
Project study area; tomato appears to be the dominant row crop. Because crops are
rotated, the diversity of these crops is likely greater than that observed during a
single field visit. Approximately 238.9 acres of irrigated row and field crops would be

April 2009 4.4-8 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

disturbed under the proposed Project; of these, 0.4 acre would be permanently
removed due to construction of aboveground facilities.

Rice

Rice and wild rice (Zizania aquatica) are flood-irrigated crops that are seed
producing annual grasses. Commercial rice generally is only a couple of feet tall,
whereas commercially grown wild rice may be 6 feet tall or taller. Rice is usually
grown in leveed fields that are flooded during most of the growing period; soils are
allowed to dry to allow for crop maturation and to facilitate harvesting. Rice is
planted in spring and harvested in fall. It usually produces 100 percent canopy
closure as it matures (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

Since the historic loss of wetlands throughout the Central Valley, California rice
fields have been a source of food and habitat for a large number of waterfowl
species. An average of 350 pounds per acre (Ibs/acre) of unharvested rice grain
coupled with 250 Ibs/acre of small invertebrates, tubers, edible shoots, and seeds
provide a food value nearly equivalent to that produced by natural wetlands. Thus
waterfowl have become highly dependent on rice fields (and other grain fields) for
food (Hill 1999).

In the Project study area, the 681.5 acres of federally-jurisdictional rice fields occur
between Powerline Road and Natomas Road and along the DFM. Approximately
55.28 acres of rice would be disturbed under the proposed Project; of these, 0.6
acre would be permanently removed due to construction of aboveground facilities.

Developed / Disturbed

Disturbed / developed areas are habitats that have been altered significantly. They
include urban development, rural residences, paved surfaces, roads (including dirt
roads), and landscaped areas associated with these developments. Paved and
unpaved roads and rural residences are scattered throughout the length of the
project. There are typically a variety of horticultural plant species associated with
these areas. Common trees include sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), Chinese
pistache (Pistacia chinensis), white mulberry (Morus alba), European hackberry
(Celtis australis), Chinese flame tree (Koelreuteria bipinnata), and crape myrtle
(Lagerstroemia hybrid), among others. A wide range of shrubs (e.g., rose,
hydrangea) and herbaceous plants (e.g., iris, begonia, dahlia) are typical.

April 2009 4.4-9 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

A number of wildlife species have adapted to developed landscapes and are
common to urban and backyard suburban environments. They include raccoon,
eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), American crow, house finch, dark-eyed junco
(Junco hyemalis), mourning dove, northern mockingbird, white-crowned sparrow
(Zonotrichia leucophrys), and European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris) among others.

Approximately 569.2 acres of disturbed / developed areas occur throughout the
Project study area. Approximately 118.05 acres would be disturbed under the
proposed Project; of these, approximately 0.1 acre would be permanently removed
due to placement of aboveground facilities.

Fresh Emergent Wetland

Fresh emergent wetland habitats are most common on level to gently rolling
topography; however, they occur on virtually all exposures and slopes provided a
basin or depression is saturated or at least periodically flooded. Fresh emergent
wetland vegetation zones characteristically occur as a series of concentric rings that
follow basin contours and reflect the relative depth and duration of flooding. Soils
are predominantly silt and clay, although coarser sediments and organic material
may be intermixed (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

Emergent vegetation consists of rooted plants that have parts extending above the
water surface for at least part of the year, and are intolerant of complete inundation
over prolonged periods. Water depths vary but rarely exceed 2 meters (6.6 feet) for
long periods. Ponding is a condition in which free water covers the solil surface (e.g.,
in a closed depression) and is removed only by percolation, evaporation, or
transpiration.

Fresh emergent wetland is characterized by erect, rooted herbaceous hydrophytes.
These species include tule (Scirpus sp.), cattail (Typha sp.), rushes (Juncus sp.),
sedges (Carex sp.), water plantain (Alisma plantago-aquatica), and arrowhead
(Sagittaria sp.).

Fresh emergent wetlands support a number of small to medium wildlife species and
provide food, cover, and water for over 160 species of bird. Species commonly
encountered include red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), marsh wren
(Cistothorus palustris), garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), northern harrier (Circus
cyaneus), Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla), raccoon, and tree swallow
(Tachycineta bicolor).

April 2009 4.4-10 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

There are several fresh emergent wetlands scattered throughout the Project study
area. The largest of these is associated with Curry Creek near the intersection of
Baseline Road and Watt Avenue in Placer County (Appendix E-1; Exhibits 42, 46,
52, and 53). Approximately 3.8 acres of fresh emergent wetland occur throughout
the Project study area; of these, 0.01 acre would be disturbed under the proposed
Project. These features are considered federally jurisdictional under section 404 of
the Clean Water Act.

Pond

Ponds are natural or created features that hold water year-round. They are deep
enough to maintain open water free of emergent vegetation. There is often
associated fresh emergent wetland in shallower areas, near the pond edges.

Because ponds provide open water habitat and associated emergent habitat, they
are utilized in some way by nearly all local wildlife for water, food, shelter, or
breeding. In addition to those found in fresh emergent wetlands, species may
include mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), Canada goose (Branta canadensis), American
coot (Fulica americana), western pond turtle (Emmys marmorata), California red-
legged frog (Rana draytonii), double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), and
a diverse invertebrate community that provides a food base for many of these
species.

There are five ponds totaling 1.59 acres in the Project study area. One non-
federally-jurisdictional pond is located near Line 406, and four ponds, which are
considered federally jurisdictional features, occur along the Line 407 corridor (see
Appendix E-1, Exhibits 46 and 47). None of these ponds would be disturbed under
the proposed Project.

Riparian Wetland

Riparian habitats occur in valleys bordered by sloping alluvial fans, slightly dissected
terraces, lower foothills, and coastal plains. They are generally associated with low
velocity flows, flood plains, and gentle topography; therefore, trees and shrubs
tolerant of seasonal flooding and high groundwater conditions typically dominate
these areas. Riparian wetlands generally are found at the interface between riverine
habitat and riparian woodland habitat. Species that utilize these habitats are the
same as those associated with riparian woodlands.

April 2009 4.4-11 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

There are two federally jurisdictional riparian wetland types within the Project study
area: riparian habitat (15.4 acres) and willow riparian habitat (1.9 acres). (Appendix
E-1, Exhibits 24 and 25). Approximately 0.79 acres of riparian wetland and 0.04
acre of willow riparian would be disturbed under the proposed Project.

Seasonal Wetlands and Swales

Seasonal wetlands and swales are defined by the positive indication of three
wetland parameters: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology (e.g.,
ponding). These features allow water to pond long enough to support hydrophytic
vegetation and hydric soils. Seasonal wetlands tend to lack standing water during
the late summer months, or during prolonged dry periods. They support hydrophytic
species, such as spikerush (Eleocharis) that require longer and typically deeper
inundation periods than those of vernal species. These features show positive
indicators for hydric soils including mottling, an organic stratum, concretions, and
oxidized root channels. Seasonal wetlands may be fed or connected by low
drainage pathways called “swales.”

Because of their ephemeral nature, seasonal wetlands and swales generally do not
support a unique suite of wildlife. However, seasonal wetlands do provide habitat for
invertebrate communities whose diversity varies with size of the wetland and
duration of ponding, among other factors.

Approximately 24.47 acres of federally jurisdictional seasonal wetlands and 4.20
acres of federally jurisdictional seasonal swales occur within the Project study area,
primarily in the eastern portion (see Appendix E-1, Exhibits 39 through 55). Of
these, approximately 6.52 acres of seasonal wetland and 0.71 acre of seasonal
swale would be disturbed under the proposed Project.

Vernal Pools and Vernal Swales

In addition to supporting positive indicators for hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soll,
and wetland hydrology, vernal pools exhibit unique characteristics. Vernal pools
form where there is a soil layer below or at the surface that is impermeable or nearly
impermeable. Precipitation and surface runoff become trapped or “perched” above
this layer. Hardpans are formed by leaching, re-deposition, and cementing of silica
materials from high in the soil horizon to a lower (“B”) horizon. In addition, vernal
pools typically occur in landscapes that, at a broad scale, are shallowly sloping or
nearly level, but on a finer scale may be quite bumpy or uneven.

April 2009 4.4-12 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

Since appropriate combinations of climate, soil, and topography often occur over
continuous areas rather than in isolated spots, vernal pools in the Central Valley
tend to occur in clusters called “complexes.” Within these complexes, pools may be
fed or connected by swales. Swales are often themselves seasonal wetlands that
remain inundated with water for much of the wet season, but not long enough to
support strong vernal pool characteristics. Vernal pools may remain inundated until
spring or early summer, and gradually dry down during the spring, often forming a
unigue “bathtub ring” of flowers from endemic vernal pool plants blooming
successively at the pool margins.

Vernal pools are distinguished from other types of seasonal wetlands by a unique
suite of plant species. In addition, there are a number of invertebrate species that
are closely associated, and in some cases endemic, to vernal pool habitats, many of
which are federally listed species. They include vernal pool fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta lynchi), vernal pool tadpool shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), and
midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta mesovallensis). Other closely associated
species include Pacific chorus frog, western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), and
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense).

There are 6.7 acres of federally jurisdictional vernal pool and 1.41 acres of federally
jurisdictional vernal swale habitat within the Project study area. Vernal pools and
vernal swales occur primarily in the eastern portion of the Project study area
(Appendix E-1, Exhibits 39 through 55). Up to 0.01 acre of vernal pool would be
disturbed under the proposed Project.

Water

Water habitats include those aquatic habitats not discussed above. Within the
Project study area, these include riverine, irrigation ditches and canals, ephemeral
drainages, and roadside ditches. There are a total of 63.58 acres of water features
in the Project study area; of these, approximately 5.64 acres would be disturbed
under the proposed project. The federal jurisdictional status of each of these types
of water features is discussed in the following Section, entitled Waters of the U.S.,
Including Wetlands.

Riverine habitats include rivers and streams. The temperature of riverine habitat is
not constant; in general, small, shallow streams tend to follow, but lag behind air
temperatures, warming and cooling with the seasons. Rivers and streams with large
areas exposed to direct sunlight are warmer than those shaded by trees, shrubs and

April 2009 4.4-13 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

high, steep banks (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). Variation in velocity,
temperature and other abiotic factors generally determines the biotic diversity of
riverine habitat. Species that depend upon these habitats include river otter (Lutra
canadensis), various waterfowl, and fish species such as chinook salmon
(Oncorynchus tshawytscha), and steelhead (Oncorynchus mykiss).

Within the Project study area, riverine habitat is restricted to the Sacramento River,
Curry Creek, Knights Landing Ridge Cut, Cache Creek, Tule Canal, and Steelhead
Creek. The largest of these features is the Sacramento River, which cuts through
the western portion of the Project study area flowing north to south towards the San
Francisco Bay. The Sacramento River encompasses approximately 12.29 acres (all
of which is federally jurisdictional) of the Project study area, 0.58 acre of which
would be disturbed under the proposed Project (Appendix E-1, Exhibit 24).

Irrigation canals transfer and deliver water to and from farmers for irrigating their
agricultural fields. Due to the constant presence of water in some of the irrigation
canals, hydrophytic vegetation has begun to grow in the canals, forming fresh water
emergent wetlands and riparian habitats. These canals are under the management
of the farmers and the local water district, however, and are subject to occasional
maintenance and clearing of the vegetation to prevent the choking-up of the canals.
Within the Project study area, there are approximately 42.86 acres of federally
jurisdictional canal and 0.27 acre of non-federally-jurisdictional canal. Up to 1.55
acres of jurisdictional canal would be disturbed under the proposed Project.

Ephemeral and roadside drainages are unvegetated drainages that are seasonal in
nature. These features carry stormwater flows during the rainy season and are dry
during the remainder of the year. Ephemeral drainages are characterized by the
presence of a well-defined channel that may show some scour. During storm
events, adjacent vegetation may be flattened by high flows, and sediments and other
debris may be deposited outside of the channel. Within the Project study area, there
are approximately 2.4 acres of federally jurisdictional ephemeral drainages and 2.68
acre of non-federally-jurisdictional ephemeral and roadside drainages. Up to 0.04
acre of jurisdictional ephemeral drainage would be disturbed under the proposed
Project.

Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands

Jurisdictional delineations of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, were conducted
throughout the Project study area on July 21, 24 through 28, August 10 and 25,

April 2009 4.4-14 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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2006, April 4 and 5, 2007; on May 3, 8, and 14, June 21, and July 31, 2007; and on
January 30-31, March 3, April 17, and May 5, 2008 (Gallaway Consulting 2007a,
2008a, 2008b), and on March 25 and 28, 2008 (CH2MHill 2008). A series of maps
showing the locations of all delineation features is provided in Appendix E-1. The
total acreage of federally-jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S. within
the Project study area and within the area that would be subject to disturbance
(Project site) is summarized below in Table 4.4-2. Definitions and brief descriptions
of the “other waters of the U.S.” terminology follows this table. Descriptions of
jurisdictional wetland features were included above, under vegetation communities.

Table 4.4-2: Federally Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands,
Within the PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline Project Study Area and
Project Site

Federally Jurisdictional Features

Acres Within Acres Within the Project Site
_ _ Project Study Temporary Permanent
Designation Area Easement Easement Total

Other Waters of the US

Pond 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00

Non-Relatively

Permanent Water 2.4 0.01 0.03 0.04

Relatively

Permanent Water 42.86 0.32 1.23 1.55

Traditionally

Navigable Water 12.29 0.00 0.58 0.58

Total 57.65 0.33 1.84 217

Wetlands

Fresh Emergent

Wetland 3.80 0.00 0.10 0.10

Riparian Wetland 15.392 0.04 0.75 0.79

Seasonal Swale 4.20 0.25 0.46 0.71

Seasonal Wetland 24.47 2.79 3.73 6.52

Vernal Pool 6.70 0.00 0.10 0.10

Vernal Swale 141 0.00 0.01 0.01

Willow Riparian 1.90 0.02 0.02 0.04

Rice 681.45 28.73 26.55 55.28
April 2009 4.4-15 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

Federally Jurisdictional Features
Acres Within Acres Within the Project Site
] . Project Study | Temporary Permanent
Designation Area Easement Easement Total
Total 739.32 31.83 31.72 63.55
Total All Features 796.97 28.73 26.55 65.95
Source: Galloway Consulting Inc. 2007, 2008; CH2MHill 2008.

Other Waters of the U.S.

Other Waters of the U.S. are seasonal or perennial water bodies, including lakes,
stream channels, drainages, ponds, and other surface water features that exhibit an
ordinary high-water mark but lack positive indicators for one or more of the three
wetland parameters (i.e., hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology)
(33 CFR 328.4). The above definition was applied while delineating all Other Waters
of the U.S. Drainages exhibit an ordinary high water mark and contained bed, bank,
and/or scour morphology.

Pond

While ponds are not typically considered jurisdictional features, hydrological
connectivity is apparent for four ponds in the Project study area (0.11 acres). Pond
1 is located within a jurisdictional seasonal swale feature and Pond 2 is directly
connected to a jurisdictional Relative Permanent Water (RPW). The connectivity is
not apparent from review of aerial photos for the other two pond features; however,
during the site visit, USACE project manager, Erin Hess, stated that these two ponds
should be identified as jurisdictional features. Pond 3 is part of a series of ponds
that overflows into a remnant portion of a historic drainage located in an adjacent
agricultural field. This series of ponds may be connected to jurisdictional features
within or outside of the assessment area through roadside ditches or via subsurface
flow. Pond 4 is a single pond located near a residence and may be connected to
jurisdictional features within or outside of the assessment area through roadside
ditches or via subsurface flow (Appendix E-1).

Non-Relatively Permanent Waters

A water body is “non-relatively permanent” if it does not hold flows for at least three
months out of the year. Non-relatively permanent waters (NRPW) within the Project

April 2009 4.4-16 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

study area include ephemeral drainages and smaller irrigation ditches that do not
hold water for more than 3 months out of the year. There are a total of 2.40 acres of
NRPWs scattered throughout the length of the Project study area, predominantly
traversing annual grassland/ruderal habitat (Appendix E-1).

Relatively Permanent Waters

A water body is “relatively permanent” if its flow is year round or its flow is
continuous at least “seasonally,” (e.g., typically 3 months). Wetlands adjacent to a
“relatively permanent” tributary are also jurisdictional if those wetlands directly abut
such a tributary. Relatively permanent waters (RPW) within the Project study area
include Tule Canal, Knights Landing Ridge Cut, the main tributary to Knights
Landing Ridge Cut, Natomas East Main Drainage Canal, Curry Creek, and a few of
the larger irrigation canals which hold water for more than 3 months out of the year.
These irrigation canals transfer and deliver water to and from farmers for irrigating
their agricultural fields.

The Knights Landing Ridge Cut flows into Tule Canal, which in turn flows directly
into the Sacramento River. The other larger unnamed irrigation canals along the
western portion of the Project flow directly into Tule Canal, Knights Landing Ridge
Cut, or the Sacramento River. In the eastern portion of the Project, the Natomas
East Main Drainage Canal flows directly into the American River further south of the
survey area and Curry Creek flows into the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal
north of the survey area. The other larger unnamed irrigation canals in the eastern
portion of the Project flow either into the East Drainage Canal or West Drainage
Canal; these two canals merge further south of the Project area to form the Natomas
East Main Drainage Canal, which then flows directly into the Sacramento River.

Due to the constant presence of water in some of the irrigation canals, hydrophytic
vegetation has begun to grow in the canals, forming fresh water emergent wetlands
and riparian habitats. These canals are under the management of the farmers and
the local water district, however, and are subject to occasional maintenance and
clearing of the vegetation to prevent the choking-up of the canals.

There are a total of 42.86 acres of RPWs scattered along the length of the Project
study area that traverse annual grassland/ruderal, irrigated row and field crop,
riparian woodland, rice, orchard, and developed/disturbed areas (Appendix E-1).

April 2009 4.4-17 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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4.4 - Biological Resources

Traditionally Navigable Waters

Traditionally Navigable Waters (TNWSs) includes all of the “navigable water of the
United States,” defined in 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) section 329, and
by numerous decisions of the Federal courts, plus all other waters that are
navigable-in-fact. As defined in 33 CFR section 329, “Navigable waters of the
United States are those waters that are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and/or
are presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for use to
transport interstate or foreign commerce. A determination of navigability, once
made, applies laterally over the entire surface of the water body, and is not
extinguished by later actions or events which impede or destroy navigable capacity.”
The one traditional navigable water (TNW) found within the Project study area is the
Sacramento River. It cuts through the western portion of the Project study area
flowing north to south towards the San Francisco Bay. The Sacramento River
encompasses approximately 12.29 acres of the Project study area and traverses
riparian woodland habitat (Appendix E-1, Exhibit 24).

Other Sensitive Resources

The Project study area contains a large number of native and horticultural trees.
Many of these trees, because of their size, are suitable for nesting use by raptor
species, including Swainson's hawk. Other wildlife that rely on trees include other
nesting birds (migratory songbirds) and roosting bat species. In the Central Valley,
nest trees are a limiting resources and their loss is considered significant.

Recent aerial photography (NAIP 2005) was reviewed to estimate the total number
of potential nesting trees within the Project site (100-foot right-of-way) as well as
within 250 feet of the Project site. Approximately 206 trees occur within the Project
site and would be disturbed due to construction of the proposed Project. An
additional 1,967 trees occur within 250 feet of the Project site.

In addition to their potential habitat value, native oak trees receive further protection
under state and county tree protection ordinances, which generally recognize the
value of oak trees to both the natural and human environments. Oaks bring with
them a host of species that rely on acorns as a food source particularly during winter
months.

April 2009 4.4-18 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
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Special-Status Species

Special-status species are those plants and animals that, because of their
recognized rarity or vulnerability to various causes of habitat loss or population
decline, are recognized in some fashion by Federal, State, or other agencies as
deserving special consideration. Some of these species receive specific legal
protection pursuant to Federal or State endangered species legislation. Others lack
such legal protection, but have been characterized as “sensitive” because of
adopted policies and expertise of State resource agencies or organizations with
acknowledged expertise, or policies adopted by local governmental agencies such
as counties, cities, and special districts to meet local conservation objectives. These
species are referred to collectively as “special-status species” in this EIR, following a
convention that has developed in practice but has no official sanction. The various
categories encompassed by the term, and the legal status of each, are discussed
later in this section under Section 4.4.2, Regulatory Setting.

For the purposes of this EIR, special-status species are those species:

« Listed as threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA) and those species formally proposed or candidates for listing;

e Listed as threatened or endangered under California ESA (CESA) or
candidates for listing;

» Designated as endangered or rare pursuant to California Fish and Game Code
(section 1901);

» Designated as fully protected pursuant to California Fish and Game Code
(sections 3511, 4700, and 5050);

« Designated as a species of special concern by California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFG); and

e Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act or
considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as List 1A, 1B, or 2
species.

Methodology

This evaluation of biological resources includes a review and inventory of potentially
occurring special-status species (including those officially designated as

April 2009 4.4-19 PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR



A W N PR

0 N O O

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17

18

19
20

21

22
23
24
25
26

27

28
29
30

4.4 - Biological Resources

“endangered” or “threatened”), wildlife habitats, vegetation communities, and
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. The setting descriptions provided in this section are
based upon a combination of field reconnaissance, literature reviews, and database
gueries. The reference data reviewed for this report include the following:

e Esparto, Madison, Woodland, Knights Landing, Verona, Grays Bend, Taylor
Monument, Rio Linda, Citrus Heights, Pleasant Grove, and Roseville,
California, 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles (U.S. Department of the
Interior, Geological Survey);

o CDFG California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System (CWHR) (CDFG 2005);

 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), Rarefind computer program
for the following 7.5-minute quadrangles: Esparto, Madison, Woodland,
Knights Landing, Verona, Grays Bend, Taylor Monument, Rio Linda, Citrus
Heights, Pleasant Grove, and Roseville, California (CDFG 2008);

e Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants for the following 7.5-minute
guadrangles: Esparto, Madison, Woodland, Knights Landing, Verona, Grays
Bend, Taylor Monument, Rio Linda, Citrus Heights, Pleasant Grove, and
Roseville, California (CNPS 2004);

» Special Animals List (California Department of Fish and Game, 2008a);

e Endangered and Threatened Animals List (California Department of Fish and
Game 2008b)

« Special Plants List (CDFG 2008c); and

« List of Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that May Be Affected by
Projects in the Esparto, Madison, Woodland, Knights Landing, Verona, Grays
Bend, Taylor Monument, Rio Linda, Citrus Heights, Pleasant Grove, and
Roseville, California 7.5-minute quadrangles (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
[USFWS] 2008).

Special-Status Plant Species

The 26 special-status plant species reviewed for this document are listed in a table
provided in Appendix E-13. This list was compiled based upon query results from
CNDDB and the CNPS on-line inventory, as well as a list obtained from the U.S.
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4.4 - Biological Resources

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). CNDDB-recorded occurrences of special-status
plant species within 5 miles of the Project site are shown in Figure 4.4-1.

Several regionally-occurring species were determined not to have potential to occur
within the Project site either because the distribution of the species does not extend
into the Project study area, or because the habitat and/or microsite conditions (e.g.,
serpentine soils, mesic sites) required by the species are not present.

Surveys for the special-status plant species having potential to occur within the
Project study area were conducted within all suitable habitats on May 5 and 12, and
July 21, 24, and 26, 2006; on May 3, 8, and 14, 2007; and on May 31 and June 1,
2007. One special-status plant species, dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla), was
identified within the Project study area during protocol-level surveys (Gallaway
Consulting 2007b). Five occurrences of dwarf downingia totaling approximately
1,541 individuals were mapped along Riego Road in the eastern portion of the
Project study area (Appendix E-3, Figure 3). A detailed description of this species’
life history and ecology is provided below.

Dwarf Downingia

Dwarf downingia (Downingia pusilla), a strict endemic of the vernal pool hydrologic
regime, is an annual member of the bellflower family (Campanulaceae). Mature
plants can be erect and less than 1.2 inches in height at maturity; or longer,
branched stems (up to 6 inches) may sprawl horizontally forming relatively dense
colonies, or mix with the other sprawling vernal pool species. (Dittes and Guardino
Consulting 2005).

Dwarf downingia is a self-fertilizing species; natural dispersal of seeds likely occurs
via flowing water, transport on feet and feathers of waterfowl, and in mud on hooves
and legs of livestock. Occurrences are associated mainly with northern claypan
vernal pools in central Sacramento County, with northern hardpan vernal pools in
the foothills of the Sierra Nevada, and with vernal pools of the interior valleys of the
Coast Range in Napa and Sonoma counties. Throughout this area, the species
occurs on a variety of landforms and soil associations (Dittes and Guardino
Consulting 2005).

Dwarf downingia is a strict endemic of the vernal pool hydrologic cycle, and occupies
more commonly occurring, smaller and/or shallower vernal pools with more “flashy”
hydrology. Plant species that commonly co-occur with dwarf downingia include
Fremont’'s goldfields (Lasthenia fremontii), smooth goldfields (L. glaberrima), dwarf
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4.4 - Biological Resources

wooly marbles (Psilocarphus brevissimus), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia
danthonoides), popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys sp.), double-horned downingia
(Downingia bicornuta), American pillwort (Pilularia americana), quillwort (Isoetes
howellii), and coyote thistle (Eryngium sp.), among others (Dittes and Guardino
Consulting 2005).

Potential direct threats to dwarf downingia include: loss of vernal pool habitat to
agricultural or urban/industrial land-use conversions; construction and maintenance
of firebreaks, roads, and utility corridors; inappropriate livestock grazing regimes;
grassland fires; recreational vehicles; equestrian and pedestrian traffic, and refuse
dumping. Potential indirect threats to dwarf downingia include: hydrological
alteration of sub-watersheds by surrounding developments and land uses; shifts in
competitive interactions; windblown refuse accumulation; point and non-point source
water pollution; air pollution, and global climate change (Dittes and Guardino
Consulting 2005).

Special-Status Wildlife Species

The special-status wildlife species reviewed for this document are listed in a table
provided in Appendix E-13. This list was compiled based on the USFWS list and
guery results from CNDDB and CWHR. The CWHR is a predictive model that lists
species likely to occur in a given location under certain habitat conditions. It also
predicts the suitability of those conditions for reproduction, cover, and feeding for
each modeled species. Information fed into the model for this Project includes
location (Yolo, Sacramento, Sutter, and Placer counties) and habitat type (irrigated
row crop, annual grassland, etc.). The CWHR does not include any information on
plants, fish, invertebrates, or rare natural communities. Several regionally-occurring
species were determined not to have potential to occur within the Project area, either
because the distribution of the species does not extend into the Project vicinity, or
because the habitat or habitat elements (e.g., caves, tall snags) required by the
species are not present.

Based upon results of the species review, there are 29 special-status wildlife species
with potential to occur within the Project. Descriptions of these species are provided
in Table 4.4-3. Recorded occurrences of special-status wildlife species within 5
miles of the Project site are shown in Figure 4.4-2.
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Table 4.4-3: Special-Status Wildlife Species Assessment Table

Scientific Name
Common name

Listing
Status
USFWS/
CDFG

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Invertebrates

Branchinecta
conservatio
Conservancy fairy
shrimp

FT/—

Conservancy fairy shrimp occur
primarily in vernal pools, seasonal
wetlands that fill with water during fall
and winter rains and dry up in spring
and summer. Typically, the majority of
pools in any vernal pool complex are
not inhabited by the species at any one
time. Different pools within or between
complexes may provide habitat for the
fairy shrimp in alternative years, as
climatic conditions vary.

Moderate. Dry- and wet-season protocol surveys were
conducted for the proposed Project on November 5, 6, and 18,
2006 by Helm Biological Consulting (2007), and between
December 21, 2006 and May 18, 2007 by Gallaway Consulting,
Inc. (2007b), to determine the presence or absence of sensitive
vernal pool branchiopods, including the conservation fairy shrimp.
Cysts belonging to the genus Branchinecta were found during dry
season surveys; however, due to the similarities in cyst
morphology between multiple species belonging to the genus
Branchinecta, the presence or absence of this species
(Branchinecta conservatio) could not be concluded based on the
dry season survey alone. Wet season surveys were conducted
to substantiate the findings of the dry season survey and
complete USFWS protocol survey requirements. This species
was not found during any of the wet season surveys and is
presumed to be absent from the project site. There are no
CNDDB-recorded occurrences of this species within 5 miles of
the Project (CNDDB 2008).

Branchinecta
lynchi

Vernal pool fairy
shrimp

FT/—

Vernal pool fairy shrimp occur primarily
in vernal pools, seasonal wetlands that
fill with water during fall and winter
rains and dry up in spring and summer.
Typically, the majority of pools in any
vernal pool complex are not inhabited
by the species at any one time.

Moderate. Dry- and wet-season protocol surveys were
conducted for the proposed Project on November 5, 6, and 18,
2006 by Helm Biological Consulting (2007), and between
December 21, 2006 and May 18, 2007 by Gallaway Consulting,
Inc (2007b), to determine the presence or absence of sensitive
vernal pool branchiopods, including the vernal pool fairy shrimp.
Similar to the conservancy fairy shrimp, the presence of this
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Valley elderberry
longhorn beetle

adults eat the elderberry foliage until
about June when they mate. Upon
hatching the larvae then begin to
tunnel into the tree where they will
spend 1-2 years eating the interior
wood, which is their sole food source.

Listing
Status
Scientific Name USFWS/
Common name CDFG General Habitat Description Potential for Impacts
Different pools within or between species (Branchinecta lynchi) could not be concluded based on
complexes may provide habitat for the | the dry season survey alone. Wet season surveys were
fairy shrimp in alternative years, as conducted to substantiate the findings of the dry season survey
climatic conditions vary. and complete USFWS protocol survey requirements. This
species was not found during any of the wet season surveys and
is presumed to be absent from the project site. There are several
CNDDB-recorded occurrences of this species within 5 miles of
the Project (CNDDB 2008).
Desmocerus FT/— Associated with elderberry trees High. Twenty-three elderberry shrubs are located within 100 feet
californicus (Sambucus spp.) in California’s Central | of the Project site. Valley elderberry longhorn beetle surveys
dimorphus Valley during its entire life cycle. The were conducted for the proposed Project on May 8 and 14, 2007

by Gallaway Consulting, Inc (2007a). Although surveys were
conducted during the adult emergence season (March through
June), no individual beetles were observed. However, a total of
10 valley elderberry longhorn beetle emergence holes were
observed on several of the elderberry bushes that occur within
100 feet of the proposed alignment for Line 407. Based on these
results, this species is presumed present. There is a CNDDB-
recorded occurrence of this species approximately 1 mile north of
the Project (CNDDB 2008).

Amphibian and Reptiles

Actinemys
marmorata
Western pond
turtle

—/CSC

Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and
irrigation ditches with aquatic
vegetation. Requires basking sites
and suitable upland habitat for egg-
laying. May move overland up to 325
feet for egg laying.

Moderate. The larger canals, sloughs, and creeks throughout
the project area provide suitable habitat for the species. Upland
areas surrounding these waterways potentially provide suitable
nesting habitat. Habitat assessment surveys for the western
pond turtle and other reptile and amphibian species were
conducted by PG&E biologists on June 12 and 13, November 30,
and December 5 and 7, 2006 (PG&E 2006). Although not
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Western
spadefoot toad

sandy or gravelly soils, in a variety of
habitats including mixed woodlands,
grasslands, chaparral, sandy washes,
river floodplains, alluvial fans, playas,
alkali flats, foothills, and mountains.
Breeds in temporary pools and quiet
streams.

Listing
Status
Scientific Name USFWS/
Common name CDFG General Habitat Description Potential for Impacts
detected during surveys, this species has a moderate potential to
occur along the canals, sloughs, and creeks throughout the
Project site and therefore assumed to be present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded occurrences of this species within 5 miles
south of the Project site (CNDDB 2008).
Ambystoma FE/SSC | From low elevations of the Coast High. Habitat assessment surveys for the California tiger
californiense Ranges from Sonoma County to Santa | salamander and other reptile and amphibian species were
California tiger Barbara County and in the Central conducted by PG&E biologists on June 12 and 13, November 30,
salamander Valley from Colusa County to Tulare and December 5 and 7, 2006. Although not observed or
County. Breeds in ephemeral pools otherwise detected during the surveys, this species was
and permanent waterbodies within determined to have a high potential to use the ephemeral pools
grassland and oak woodland habitats and waterways, and adjacent upland habitats that occur along
where small mammal burrows occur. the proposed alignment as breeding and dispersal habitat (PG&E
Small mammal burrows and upland 2006); and therefore is assumed present. There are several
habitats adjacent to aquatic breeding CNDDB-recorded occurrences of this species within 5 miles of
habitats are frequently used as the Project (CNDDB 2008).
aestivation sites during the non-
breeding season.
Spea hammondii —/SSC | Inhabits lowlands in open areas with High. Habitat assessment surveys for the western spadefoot

toad and other reptile and amphibian species were conducted by
PG&E biologists on June 12 and 13, November 30, and
December 5 and 7, 2006 (PG&E 2006). Although not detected
during surveys, this species was determined to have a moderate
to high potential to occur along the vernal pool and seasonal
wetland habitat within the Line 407 East segment of the Project
site; and therefore is assumed to be present.

April 2009

4.4-29

PG&E Line 406/407 Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft EIR




4.4 - Biological Resources

Listing
Status
Scientific Name USFWS/
Common name CDFG General Habitat Description Potential for Impacts
Thamnophis gigas FT/ICT Marshes, sloughs, irrigation channels, | High. The Project contains suitable foraging, breeding, and
Giant garter and occasionally in slow-moving refugia habitat for this species. Habitat assessment surveys for
snake streams. Requires emergent the giant garter snake and other reptile and amphibian species
vegetation for cover. were conducted by PG&E biologists on June 12 and 13,
November 30, and December 5 and 7, 2006 (PG&E 2006).
Although this species was not detected during habitat
assessment surveys, it was determined to have a high potential
to occur based on the presence of suitable foraging, breeding,
and refugia habitat (PG&E 2006). Furthermore, this species has
been previously observed and recorded in 42 separate instances
in the lowland areas in the proposed alignment for Line 407 East
and West (CNDDB 2008) and therefore is assumed to be
present. The