Findings and Recommendations Putsuant to the Endangered Species Act and
Finding of No Significant Impact Pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act for Issuance of a Section 10(a)(1)(B)

Incidental Take Permit (TE 56826C) for Implementation of
the Pacific Gas and Electric Company Bay Area Operations & Maintenance HCP
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and
Sonoma Counties, California

"This document includes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice’s (Service) Findings and
Recommendations pursuant to the Endangeted Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), which
provide an administrative record of how the proposed Pacific Gas and Electric Company Bay Area
Operations & Maintenance Habitat Consetvation Plan (HCP) under review satisfies each of the
permit issuance criteria under section 10(a)(2)(B) of the Act and in the Service’s implementing
regulations for the Act (50 CFR §17.22(b)(2) and 17.32(b)(2)). These Findings and
Recommendations also include our responses to public comments teceived, and a recommendation
for permit issuance or denial. Patts I — V of this document are relevant to these Findings and
Recommendations.

This document also includes a summary of the PGe>E Bay Area Operations and Maintenance Habitat
Conservation Plan Environmental Assessment (EA) conducted pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (40 CFR §1506.6). It briefly presents why the EA (and other documents
made available during the public comment period) supports our Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONST) and the reasons why the proposed action will not have a significant effect on the human
environment. Parts I, IT, VI, and VII of this document ate relevant to this FONSIL The proposed
HCP and EA describe the project in detail, together with the conservation measutes that would be
implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate take of 32 proposed Covered Species, including two
distinct population segments.

L DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Service proposes to issue an incidental take permit (I'TP or Permit) to the Pacific Gas & Electtic
Company (Applicant), under the authority of section 10(2)(1)(B) and section 10(2)(2) of the Act, in
nine California counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Matin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Clata, Solano, and Sonoma Counties. The Applicant seeks an ITP for 19 wildlife species (including
two distinct population segments) and 13 plant species (Covered Species) in connection with routine
operations and maintenance activities described in the proposed Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Bay Area Operations & Maintenance Habitat Consetvation Plan (PG&E Bay Area O&M HCP,
HCP, or Proposed Action). The applicant has requested a permit term of 30 yeats.

Upon the issuance of the Permit, the Applicant will receive incidental take authorization for take
resulting from 33 activities associated with operation and maintenance (O&M) of PG&E’s natural-
gas and electric transmission and distribution system (including limited minor expansion of certain
facilities) in the 402,440-acre PG&E Bay Area O&M HCP plan area, as summarized in the HCP
submitted as part of the Permit application and identified in the Biological Opinion prepared by the
Setvice (Setvice 2017). The Applicant proposes to implement certain avoidance and minimization
measures, and to provide compensatory mitigation when species effects cannot be avoided.






to the take prohibition under the Act, the Permit shall become effective as to that plant Coveted
Species and the Applicant shall receive incidental take authorization for that plant. Assurances
provided under the "No Surprises" rule at 50 C.F.R. 17.3, 17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5) will extend to
all Covered Species, including all plant Covered Species.

Permit Area

The 402,440-acre PG&E Bay Area O&M HCP action area (Plan Area or Permit Area) includes
pottions of nine counties including Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties. The Permit Area is the atea in which the Pertnittee is
requesting authotization from the Setvice for Covered Activities (see below) that may result in take
of Coveted Species. The Permit Area is land defined to include PG&E’s gas and electrical
transmission and distribution facilities, lands owned by PG&E and/ ot subject to PG&E easements
for these facilities, private access toutes to infrastructure associated with O&M activities, minot
facility expansion ateas, and mitigation ateas for impacts resulting from Covered Activities.

Covered Activities
The Covered Activities are the otherwise lawful activities which ate described in detail in Chapter 3
of the HCP, including the errata thereto, and the Biological Opinion (Setvice 2017), are summarized

below.

The Permittee is secking incidental take coverage for 33 on-going O&M and minor new
construction activities within the Permit Area and described below.

Operation Activities

Opetation activities include inspecting, monitoting, testing, and operating valves, enclosures,
switches, and othet components of the gas and electrical transmission and distribution systems.

Maintenance Activities

Maintenance activities include repaiting and replacing facilities, structures, and access roads. This
work includes reconductoting electric transmission and distribution projects and gas pipeline
replacement. These activities also include emergency repair and replacement of facilities and

structutes, and vegetation management, including tree pruning and removal.

Minot New Construction

These activities include installing new ot replacement structures to upgrade existing facilities or
extend service to new residential or commercial customets. When conducted in natural vegetation ot
agricultural lands that contain suitable habitat for Covered Species, upgrades to existing facilities and
new electric or gas line extensions ate limited to 2 miles or less from an existing line. End-to-end
extensions exceeding 2 miles would not be covered under the bay Area O&M HCP. Multiple 2-mile
extensions in different geographic areas would be covered, but each would be treated as a separate
activity. The size of a minor new construction project would be estimated as the total footprint,
expressed in acres. Consistent with the requirements of NEPA, the Bay Area O&M HCP would not
allow segmentation of proposed construction to obtain coverage under the Bay Area O&M HCP.






other measures provided for under the HCP. To the extent that Covered Activities involving a
federal nexus are determined to affect federally listed species or adversely modify designated critical
habitat and would, as such, require a section 7 consultation with the Service under the Act,
incidental take coverage would occur though the section 7 process. Furthermore, federal agencies do
not receive “No Surprises” assurances and may be required to provide additional compensation ot
‘minimization measures to offset the effects of projects that require federal permits.

Biological Goals and Objectives

The Bay Area O&M HCP biological goals and objectives are otganized by maintaining, preserving,
or obtaining high-quality habitat with direct benefits for Covered Species. These goals and objectives
provide the framework for developing an integrated consetvation strategy that identifies specific
management and minimization actions. Associated biological goals and objectives for the
consetvation strategy are as follows.

Goal 1: Maintain habitat quality for Covered Species in the Plan Area by restoring disturbed areas.

Objective 1.1. Re-contour and reseed areas of temporary habitat disturbance that are greater than
0.1 acre with a commercial native grassland seed mix, or a mix otherwise appropriate for the
site being restored within 1 year and ptiot to the onset of the next rainy season.

Goal 2: Contribute to the network of petmanently protected and managed lands in the study atea
that suppott populations of Covered Species.

Objective 2.1. Increase the amount of lands protected or managed for Covered Species adjacent
to existing protected areas (e.g., ptesetves, mitigation banks, and protected watetsheds) ot
within areas identified as having high priotity for consetrvation through mitigation purchases
over the permit term. Table 5-4 lists acreage totals for Covered Species.

Goal 3: Pursue conservation actions that result in clear and ditect species benefits (e.g., restoration
and recovery projects).

Objective 3.1. Conttibute to tidal marsh restoration via in-kind setvices or monetaty
contributions to organizations whose missions atre to conduct consetrvation wotk.

Objective 3.2. Contribute to habitat enhancement and restoration for Coveted Species via in-
kind services ot monetaty contributions.

Conservation Strategy

The biological focus of the PG&E Bay Area O&M HCP is to maintain, preserve, and obtain high-
quality habitat to provide direct benefits to Covered Species. The conservation strategy is guided by
five principles: emphasis on avoidance over mitigation of habitat effects, avoidance and
minimization maximized by thorough pre-project internal review processes, preservation of lands
with high-quality habitat ot of high conservation value, preservation of large, contiguous ateas of
habitat rather than many small ateas, and ensuring mitigation is preserved into perpetuity. The
implementation of this approach is expected to result in long-term benefits to Covered Species.






Vegetation Best Management Practices

The Applicant has proposed an extensive set of BMPs to implement during vegetation management
activities, listed in Table 5-2 of the HCP. These measures are not necessatily intended to reduce or
avoid take of Covered Species, but in some cases may nonetheless result in avoidance ot
minimization. For example, BMP 10 requires that vehicles and equipment be refueled offsite. This
measure is part of the Applicant’s standard operating procedure, and isn’t intended to reduce take,
but by avoiding spilling toxic fuels in habitat for Covered Species, the BMP may result in reduced
effects and/or take of listed species by avoiding unnecessaty pollution of their habitat. Vegetation
Management BMP implementation is also discussed in section 5.5.1.4.

Field Protocols

Although the applicant intends to mitigate effects within map book zones, the Applicant has also
proposed 18 Field Protocols (see Table 5-1), that will apply to all Covered Activities performed in
ateas of modeled habitat. These field protocols are expected to minimize take of Covered Species
within modeled habitat. Table 5-3 of the HCP further describes which activities are subject to Field
Protocols, as well as other AMMs.

Species Specific Avoidance and Minimization Measiures

Certain Covered Activities will requite the implementation of a set of 3 animal-targeted species-
specific AMMs, and 1 plant-targeted species-specific AMM. Reconductoting, pole and tower line
construction, substation expansions, and pipeline safety enhancements (activities E9, F12-H14, and
G16-G18). The species targeted for avoidance by these AMMs are the San Joaquin kit fox, vernal
pool invertebrates, both DPSs of the California tiger salamander, California freshwater shrimp,
California red-legged frog, San Francisco gatter snake, and pallid manzanita.

Hot Zones

Hot Zones are well-defined and relatively small areas containing an extant population of covered
wildlife species, whete the species would most likely be affected by Covered Activities. Hot zones by
species are depicted separately on Figures 4-1, 4-3, 4-7, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-15, and 4-17 in
Chapter 4 of the HCP, and are summarized below:

Riparian hot zone: California freshwater shrimp (occupied streams identified in the Service’s

recovery plan and based on discussions with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife).

Vernal pool hot zone: Longhorn faity shtimp (ctitical habitat), Conservancy fairy shrimp (ctitical
habitat).

Butterfly hot zone: Mission blue buttetfly and Lange’s metalmark butterfly (Antioch Dunes), and
Bay checkerspot butterfly and San Bruno elfin butterfly (Coyote Ridge, Tulare Hill, and San
Bruno Mountain).

Amphibian hot zone: California tiget salamander (in the Santa Rosa Plain, several key ateas in
Solano County, and in the vicinity of Stanford University).
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buttetfly, San Bruno elfin butterfly, Callippe silverspot butterfly, and most covered plants.
Examples of habitat enhancement or restoration effotts to promote recovery include
planting host plants for listed butterflies and relocating or transplanting covered plants. In
some instances, other restoration enhancement and restoration efforts for more common
species may also serve as mitigation; examples include dredging ponds to make them more
suitable for California red-legged frog, creating new aquatic habitat, or contributing to
bullfrog eradication efforts. The approval process for habitat enhancement and restoration is
described in more detail in section 5.6.4.4 of the HCP.

Selection, Location, and Management of Habitat Mitigation lands

The Applicant intends to ptioritize the purchase and preservation of high-quality natural lands,
especially those alteady supporting multiple Covered Species. Lands that do not require intensive
management to maintain existing habitat quality and those that provide opportunities for habitat
enhancement also will receive high ptiotity for acquisition as mitigation lands. When mitigation for
ctitical habitat is necessary, lands currently designated or proposed for designation as critical habitat,
and which have the appropriate ptimaty constituent elements, will be used. The Applicant will work
with the Service and ovetlapping HCP and HCP /INCCP administrators to identify critical or high-
threat areas that could be putsued for mitigation and priotity conservation. Section 5.6.5 of the HCP
contains additional details about selection ctitetia for mitigation lands.

For some species, factors may render it challenging to demonstrate that habitat is occupied habitat
because of population fluctuations (e.g., butterflies); difficulty detecting species (e.g., San Francisco
garter snake); or infrequent species occuttence in the study area (e.g., San Joaquin kit fox). In these
instances, the mitigation site will be selected based on suitability, as described in Section 5.6.5 of the
HCP.

Mitigation management plans will be prepared in consultation with the Service, and will require
Service-comtment or approval within 60 days of submittal. Specific items required within
management plans are listed in section 5.6.5.3 of the HCP.

The Applicant will consider the following factors that may affect both the quality and priority of
mitigation lands for Covered Species:

e Large, contiguous ateas of habitat will be sought over equal acreage of small, separated areas.

e Mitigation habitat should be surrounded by compatible land uses and/or buffered from
adverse adjacent land use.

e Location of mitigation lands should build on other related conservation efforts.

e Mitigation habitat that is in-kind or close to the affected will be sought over distant habitat
or to different habitat types.

e Lands that are sensitive to pressutes from development ot other land use changes and that
provide important consetvation value due to patch size or habitat corridors ate a ptiotity for
conservation.

The following sections summarize the factots and attributes of specific habitat types affecting
suitability of mitigation lands and the resulting management implications. A complete discussion is
available in section 5.6.5.1 of the HCP. The suitability of habitat and the ability to maintain it at a
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e Proximity to watet soutces for California tiger salamander and California red-legged
frog.

e Presence of rodent burrows, rock crevices, or fallen logs for California tiger
salamander and California red-legged frog.

e Retention of snags (standing dead trees) and downed woody debris to benefit
multiple wildlife species.

4. Shrublands

Management goals for shrublands vaty by species and localized habitat types. In general,
management goals for shrublands may include the following attributes:

e FExclusion or testriction of livestock.

e Establishment and maintenance of adequate buffers from developed lands ot roads
(with specific distances based on site-specific conditions estimated by the ptesetve
land manager).

e Monitoring for the presence and control of invasive nonnative plant species.

e Risk assessment and containment of wildfire through management plans. Wildfire
has a strong influence on habitat and consequences for both wildlife and public
safety.

Biological Surveys and Monitoring

The use of modeled habitat to determine mitigation means that for small activities, few small
activities will be preceded by biological sutveys and/or monitoring. For those small activities that
have been screened identified as a tesult of the Environmental Review process, and for large
activities and activities G9, G10, G11, G12, G13a, G14, G15, G16, G17, G18, E9a, E10d, E12, E13,
and E14, biological monitots may be required, may prescribe the appropriate AMMs (Field
Protocols, Hot Zone, and Map Book Zone), and will have stop-work authority that will be exercised
if a Covered Species is obsetved ot if work may result in direct take of a Covered Species.

HCP Implementation

Implementation of the PG&E O&M HCP is described in Chapter 6 of the HCP; however, Chaptets
5 and 6 both describe different aspects of implementation, such as when and how to implement

various AMMs, which is described in Chaptet 5. This section summarizes implementation items
discussed in Chapter 6 of the HCP.

Implementation Structure and Staffing

The Applicant’s Environmental Management group is responsible for environmental planning and
permitting of all utility infrastructure and projects. The Environmental Management group will be
responsible for the overall management of the HCP through a dedicated team of employees that will
implement the progtam. The HCP team will include an HCP administrator and land planning
analysts. Direct suppott to the HCP team will come from company-wide land planners and
biologists who will work with the HCP team to ensute successful implementation and compliance of
the FICP. Biological monitors and field ctews will have direct roles for implementing and following
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plannets and biologists regarding completed Covered Activities, biological surveys, tnonitoring
reportts, release to construction documentation, and other information to evaluate overall
effectiveness of the program. The HCP team will evaluate the implementation program to
determine if it is operating as anticipated, whethet or not there are non-cost prohibitive changes,
that are consistent with the Applicant’s permit, that would increase effectiveness. The HCP team
will also identify instances where AMMs were unsuccessful or infeasible, and if so, why they
were unsuccessful or not implemented, and the Applicant will coordinate with the Service and
other stakeholders to analyze whether ot not any patts of the program are not working, and
what parts ate working well.

The Applicant’s HCP team will also monitor its mitigation program to make cettain that
mitigation lands will contribute to a network of permanently protected and managed lands, and
to ensure that these lands ate, and continue to be, of benefit to Covered Species, consisted with
biological goals 2 and 3, respectively.

Repotting

The Applicant’s HCP team will prepare annual reports to document petmit compliance and
implementation of the conservation strategy. Each annual report will summarize the previous
calendar year’s activities and will be completed by March 31 following the reporting yeat. The
Applicant will submit annual reports to designated representatives of the Service. Contents of
annual repotts ate described in section 6.4 of the HCP.

Effects and Disturbance Accounting

The Applicant’s HCP team will keep a running total of annual covered activity effects and
Covered Species take, including effects on critical habitat, over the petmit term. The HCP team
is responsible for recording temporary and permanent effects as reported by the land planners
and biologists, as well as the data collected from internal data systems. For effects to wildlife
habitat, the Applicant will record habitat losses in acreage or square feet to the nearest
hundredth of an acre. For all plant species, PG&E. will record all habitat losses as acteage or
square feet to the nearest hundredth acre, as individual plant losses, or as both. If restoration
plans are ineffective and effects become permanent, these effects will also be tracked. To ensute
that effects on Covered Species are not disproportionately large in any 10-year period, PG&H
will monitor effects on covered wildlife closely to ensure that the authorized take 1s not
exhausted unevenly throughout the permit term. The following parameters will be monitored:

e One-thitd of the take authorization will not be exceeded in a 10 year period for
California tiger salamander (both the Central California and Sonoma County DPS).

e  One-third of the take authorization will not be exceeded in a 10-year period for the
California red-legged frog.

e For all other wildlife species, take will not exceed 50 percent of the take authorization in
a 10 year period.

These amounts are not intended to be firm 10-yeat caps because the amount of take will be
limited by the overall permit. Rathet, these amounts should be considered interim limitations
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As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6.5.3, most land management will focus on simple and proven
management and enhancement actions. Adaptive management decisions will be based on the data
collected as patt of ongoing monitoring and management.

Changed Circumstances

Changed citcumstances evaluated in the HCP include a range of human and natural factors that
could advetsely affect Covered Species and the value of the mitigation lands. Specific factots
analyzed in the HCP include vandalism, fire, floods, landslide and wind/water erosion, earthquakes,
drought, climate change, invasive species, and multiple factors occurring at once. Changed
citcumstances will be addressed through the adaptive management provisions ot the implementation
of remedial measures described for each changed circumstance in section 6.6.2.1 of the HCP. The
Applicant would be tequired to provide planned responses to the changed circumstances identified
in the HCP in accotrdance with the Setvice’s “No Surprises” rule at 50 C.F.R. 17.22(b)(5) and
17.32(b)(5). The HCP identifies ten specific changed circumstances that may occur. Eight of the
changed circumstances apply to types of environmental events or events outside the control of the
Applicant: vandalism; fire; flood; landslides and wind /water erosion (not anticipated to occut);
drought; earthquakes; invasive species; and the occurtence of multiple changed circumstances. The
HCP provides that in the event of a changed circumstance, the Applicant shall, with the concurrence
of the Service, determine the extent of damage, and identify and implement an appropriate response,
if any is needed. Funding will be provided through the Applicant’s endowment maintenance money,
ot at Applicant’s own expense, with funds provided as described in Chapter 6 of the HCP.

Unforeseen Circumstances

Unforeseen circumstances is defined in 50 CFR 17.3 as changes in circumstances affecting a species
ot geographic atea covered by a conservation plan that could not reasonably have been anticipated
by the Applicant ot Service during the plan’s negotiation and development, and that result in a
substantial and adverse change in the status of the Covered Species.

In the event of an unforeseen circumstance, the Setvice will notify the Applicant in writing to
describe the unfoteseen citcumstance and its anticipated effects on Covered Species. The notice
must demonstrate that the unforeseen circumstance is having, or is likely to have, a significant
advetse effect on a Covered Species, based on the best scientific and commercial data available. The
following factors will help determine whether or not a previously unidentified event constitutes an
unforeseen circumstance:

e DPercentage of the range of a Covered Species adversely affected by the Bay Area O&M
HCP.

Percentage of the range of a Covered Species mitigated by the Bay Area O&M HCP.
Ecological significance of that portion of the range affected by the Bay Area O&M HCP.
The level of knowledge about the affected species.

The degree of specificity of the pettinent AMMs and mitigation measures under the Bay
Area O&M HCP.

e Whether failure to adopt additional conservation measures would appreciably reduce the
likelihood of sutvival and recovery of the affected species.
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e Vehicles (e.g., trucks, helicoptets and fixed-wing light aircraft, and all-terrain vehicles) used for
employee access to sites and for inspection patrols will generate criteria pollutant and GHG
emissions.

e Heavy machinery (e.g., cranes, excavators, and scrapers) for construction and maintenance of
PG&E facilities and infrastructure will generate ctiteria pollutant and GHG emissions.

e Smaller equipment (e.g., chainsaws and generators) will generate criteria pollutant and GHG
emissions.

e Painting and asphalt paving will generate evaporative ROG emissions.

e Ground-disturbing activities (e.g., gtading, excavation, and construction of roadways) will
generate emissions of fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5).

e Vehicles and equipment traveling on unpaved roads and offroad will generate emissions of
fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5).

Specifics regarding the types and number of vehicles/equipment, duration of use, and frequency of
use ate impossible to predict at this time, but it is anticipated that the Applicant’s activities will
continue as currently conducted. The type and number of vehicles and equipment, duration of use,
and frequency of use ate anticipated to be similar to the Applicant’s current O&M and minor new
construction practices under existing conditions. Emissions from these Covered Activities are
expected to decline over the 30-year life of the HCP as the Applicant replaces its vehicles and
construction equipment with mote efficient, less polluting models. No new permanent emission-
generating facilities are anticipated (nor covered) under the Proposed Action and any replacement
would be in-kind, except that emissions would likely be less due to improvements in technology.
O&M activities associated with emetgency response are the same (i.e., the amount and extent) as the
other Covered Activities, except with respect to timing and urgency of completing the work.
However, actual emergency responses are genetally infrequent and temporary. Maintenance patrols
occur on a regulatly scheduled basis in compliance with CPUC requirements and on an as-needed
basis.

For all Covered Activities and activities on habitat mitigation lands, the Applicant will implement
apptoptiate AMMs and BMPs identified in the HCP, comply with its existing land use and air quality
environmental practices. Since Covered Activities and O&M activities will be similar to existing
conditions and implemented under the No Project Alternative, there would be no net increase in
construction ot operational emissions. Accordingly, neither construction nor operation of the
project will generate net criteria pollutant or GHG emissions, relative to the No Project Alternative.
There will be no significant adverse effects on air quality or climate change.

2. Exceedance of Federal General Conformity Thresholds

While the Plan Area is located in a nonattainment and maintenance area for the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards, the federal action addressed in this EA is the issuance of an
incidental take permit. The federal action will not directly result in emissions of critetia
pollutants, nor will it result in indirect emissions because the Service does not exercise
continuing conttol ovet any development activities that would result in emissions after issuance
of the petrmit. In this case, the federal action associated with the Service’s issuance ofan ITPisa
necessary first step to any development activity (and associated emissions) that will ultimately
occur independent to of Setvice control. Thus, a conformity determination is not required for
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Plants and Their Habitat

The Service anticipates that all federally-listed plants within the plan area that will potentially
be affected by Covered Activities, will be Covered Species. Covered activities will damage
populations ot individuals of federally-listed plants, and their habitat. Vegetation removal
and pipeline replacement, and replacement of electrical poles and towers have the greatest
potential to affect covered plants. In addition to direct loss of habitat, habitat for listed
plants may be impaited ot degtaded by Covered Activities by introducing non-native,
invasive plants, ot plant-based diseases into the Permit Area. Site enhancement and
restoration, as called for in the HCP’s consetvation strategy, could temporarily impact
covered plants in similar fashion to other ground-disturbing activities.

Covered Activities may disturb an aggregate total of 6 acres of designated critical habitat for
the Contra Costa wallflower, Contra Costa goldfields, and Antioch Dunes evening primrose.
The largest habitat impacts are forecast for designated critical habitat for the Antioch Dunes
evening primrose and the Contra Costa wallflower, at 0.48 percent loss of designated critical
habitat; the other species will lose 0.20 petrcent of critical habitat or less if the maximum
amount of habitat loss projected occurs. The Service views the small percentage loss in
critical habitat as a less than significant impact to ctitical habitat for these species.

There are 9 federally-listed plants within the Permit Area that are not Covered Species under
the HCP. These plants are not likely to be found whete any Covered Activities will be
implemented, and avoidance measures intended to avoid impacts to covered plants are
expected to result in complete avoidance of non-covered federally-listed plants.

The HCP describes an extensive list of BMPs, Field Protocols, and AMMs that will be
regulatly implemented in plant Map Book Zones and throughout the larger plan area. These
measures are expected to minimize impacts to listed plants. Where impacts to listed plants
are unavoidable, the HCPs conservation strategy calls for the protection of areas containing
covered plants, offsetting impacts through on-site restoration, and the planting of new
plants or salvaging of plants that may otherwise be destroyed.

The emphasis on avoidance where possible, and implementation of minimization measures
and mitigation where avoidance is not possible, is expected to reduce impacts on federally-
listed plants to a less-than significant level.

Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Their Habitar

Conservancy fairy shrimp, longhorn fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool
tadpole shtimp, and the Delta green ground beetle may be impacted by Covered Activities
that occur neat ot within vernal pool matrix habitat. The applicant has estimated that few
Covered Activities are projected to occut near habitat for these species over the life of the
permit. These species may be affected by the construction of pipeline trenches through
vernal pools, movement of equipment across vernal pools, and other Covered Activities that
disturb soil and/or affect natural hydtology and drainage patterns. These species may also be
affected by the discharge of pollutants either directly within, or within a distance close
enough to be transported to, vernal pools, or by the introduction of invasive species.
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The emphasis on avoidance where possible, and implementation of minimization measutes
and mitigation whete avoidance is not possible, is expected to reduce impacts on the San
Joaquin kit fox to a less-than significant level.

Federally-Listed Fish

No federally-listed fish species have been proposed for coverage under the HCP. Federally
listed fish occur within the Permit Area: the Central California coast coho salmon, Northern
California steelhead, and the California coastal Chinook salmon. Covered Activities may
have impacts on these species; however, the Applicant has not requested, and the Service
has not granted take coverage. In order to petform work in habitat for these species, the
Applicant will be required to obtain authorization from the U.S. Army Cotps of Engineers
(Corps). The Cotps would then be responsible for disclosing the impacts of its permit action
pursuant to NEPA, and effects on these species and theit habitat would be handled through
later consultation between the Corps and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

2. Impacts to MBTA Birds and Their Habitat

Covered Activities could disturb nesting activity of migratory birds or result in nest
destruction or abandonment and injuty ot mortality of breeding birds or young. Any of the
native habitats, as well as structures, such as poles ot bridges, in the Plan Area could suppott
nesting birds. Removal of understory vegetation during site preparation for Covered
Activities could affect ground-nesting birds, such as California quail, killdeer, and burrowing
owl, and removal of trees and structures could affect other nesting birds, such as spattows,
western scrub jay, moutning dove, wrens, woodpeckers, and red-tailed hawk. Noise
generated by heavy equipment and general human presence and activities near active nests
could tesult in nest abandonment or disturb nesting activities. Permanent vegetation removal
could result in a loss of nesting habitat for migratory bitds, but the overall permanent loss of
habitat would be minor compared to available habitat and the extent of remaining habitat in the
Plan Area.

Certain AMMs, such as Field Protocol 18 and BMP 16, ate specifically intended to avoid impacts
to bird species, including MBTA-Listed Birds. Implementation of the HCPs AMMs are expected
to reduce impacts to migratory bitds to a less-than significant level. Additionally, although not
relied on for the purposes of this analysis or our determination, the Applicant also has an
approved Avian Protection Plan and implements a Nesting Bird Management Plan that are also
expected to further reduce impacts to migratory birds.

Cultural Resources

Fifteen tribal authotities, listed in section 3.4.2.1 of the EA, were contacted as patt of the Service’s
compliance with Sectetarial Order 3206. The Service’s Notice of Intent and Notice of Preparation
were provided to each of the 15 tribal authorities, and no comments wete received from any tribal
authorities in response. 26 tribal authorities were also notified in June 2015, also in compliance with
Secretarial Order 3206, but no comments were received. A records search of the Sacred Lands File
did not indicate the presence of any known Native American cultural resources within the plan area;
however, lack of tecords does not indicate absence, and with the large size of the plan area, it is
probable that Native American cultural resoutces are undiscovered within the plan area. Any






33

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology

1.

Increased Potential Surface Fault Rupture, Ground Failure, ot Seismic Groundshaking

Pottions of the Permit Area could be subject to a sutface fault rupture, seismic-induced
landslides, ot other ground failure in the event of the work area. The entite Permit Area could
subject to groundshaking as a result of seismic activity at neatby faults. The impacts that would
be associated from these effects are safety risks to personnel working in, on, and around
facilities, as well as fires and service disruptions caused by damage to electric ot gas
infrastructure. These risks apply to any Covered Activities.

The Applicant evaluates the geology, paleontology, and soils at worksites whete new or
replacement facilities are constructed. The Applicant designs its facilities to comply with CPUC
and California building code tequirements, and substations are constructed to conform to
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers 693 standards. These codes and standards
stipulate many measures to reduce earthquake-related risk.

It is not possible to completely eliminate risks atising from seismic activity. The Applicant
conforms to all applicable standards and codes. Furthermore, most Covered Activities are
performed on existing infrastructure; thus, the Setvice’s action will not significantly increase risks
associated with seismic activity. Therefore, the Setvice expects this impact to be less-than
significant.

Increased Potential for Slope Failure

The impacts associated with slope failure are safety risks to pf:tsonnél and damage to facilities.
Covered Activities may also inadvertently result in increased risk of slope failure. The same
standards and codes described in the Increased Potential Surface Fault Rupture, Ground Failure,
or Seismic Groundshaking section above apply to this category as well. Additionally, site-specific
geotechnical studies routinely undertaken by the applicant will evaluate local landslide risk and
guide design to minimize this risk.

The Applicant conforms to all applicable standards and codes. Futthermore, most Covered
Activities are performed on existing infrastructure, and are currently ongoing; thus, the Service’s
action will not significantly increase tisks associated with slope failures. Therefore, the Service
expects this impact to be less-than significant.

Incteased Potential for Exposure of Structures to Expansive Soils

Soils in the Plan Area with high clay content pose a risk to facilities and petsonnel from shrink-
swell behavior. Facilities could be damaged from expansive soils if they are not propetly
designed or installed to account for shrink-swell. Facility damage could also expose personnel to
safety tisks and result in indirect effects from fire or other hazards. Some habitat mitigation
lands tmay contain expansive soils, but no facilities would be constructed on lands that could be
damaged by shrink-swell, and the safety risk to monitoring personnel is considered low.

The Applicant will conduct geotechnical studies for Covered Activities that involve facility
construction in areas with expansive soil conditions. The Applicant’s environmental programs
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The Applicant’s existing environmental programs are designed to ensure minimal impacts to
paleontological resources. Furthermore, most activities occurring under the HCP will be to
existing facilities where paleontological resoutces would likely have been previously discovered.
Therefore, the Service expects this impact to be less-than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

1. Surface Water Impacts due to Increased Rate or Amount of Runoff, or Degrading Water
Quality.

Covered Activities could requite temporary drainage crossings; placement of fill or other
material into drainages or wetlands; or othet activities that result in the diversion, obstruction, ot
alteration of water bodies. These activities could affect drainage patterns in the Plan Area, alter
flow regimes, and degrade water quality. Access to existing facilities or locations of new facilities
could require the installation of a temporary crossing actoss over streams and wetlands.
Construction of new or expanded facilities across drainages or wetlands may require the
placement of fill material into the feature or excavation of material from the feature to install the
facility. Pipeline installation is expected to take place at a deeper elevation than drainages in
wetlands and may be accomplished with the use of trenchless techniques, but in the event that
excavation in the feature is necessaty, temporaty diversions or other obstructions to flow may be
necessary during the construction petiod. Overhead utility lines span drainages and wetlands, but
poles ot other structures may need to be placed in or near the features. These activities could
result in temporaty or permanent alterations to the bed ot banks of affected features and could
alter drainage pattetns across the affected area.

Activities that disturb soil ot require the use of fuel or other hazardous materials at work sites
could introduce pollutants to the envitonment that could be carried in stormwater runoff to
surface waters. Ground disturbance in particular can result in accelerated soil erosion, which can
increase sediment delivery to surface waters and degrade water quality. Activities in or neat
streams and other water features could loosen and mobilize bed and bank matetials, which could
result in suspended sediment in the receiving waters. Facilities inspections would requite fuels,
lubricants, and hydraulic fluid for the vehicles used to patrol PG&E infrastructure. Maintenance
and repait activities would require vehicle fuels, lubricants, adhesives, waterproofing
compounds, and hydraulic fluid for vehicles and equipment and could also require concrete,
epoxy, paints, and/or asphalt paving. Minor new construction activities would use similat
hazardous substances. Specific hazardous matetial use at each site would vary and would depend
on the facility need. The discharge of pollutants into water bodies could degrade water quality
and affect beneficial uses of the downstream water bodies.

Covered Activities that affect the bed or bank of waters of the state or waters of the United
States could be subject to compliance with Fish and Game Code Section 1602 and the
petmitting requirements of Sections 401 and 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. Compliance
with applicable federal and State laws, the Environmental Programs described above, and the
implementation of several AMMs in the HCP will ensure minimal impacts on sutface waters in
the Plan Area. Therefore, the Service expects this impact to be less-than significant.
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helicopters; and heavy machinery, such as cranes, excavators, scrapers, and other tractors. Table 3-21
of the EA describes noise levels associated with many types of equipment used to conduct Covered
Activities.

Noise impacts associated with a specific activity are dependent upon the type of activity, the types
and number of pieces of equipment in use, the noise level generated by the various pieces of
equipment, the duration of the activity, the distance between the activity and any noise-sensitive
receivers, and possible shielding effects that might result from local topography, vegetation, or
buildings. Because the proposed HCP is a 30-year operating conservation program, information
regarding the range of Covered Activities is known, but site-specific information is not. For
individual O&M and minor new construction activities that may occur during the 30-year permit
term, the specific types and number of vehicles and equipment at a given site, and their duration and
frequency of use, ate not available. The same is true for activity-specific noise levels. However, noise
levels for these activities are expected to be similar to levels for existing O&M and minor new
construction currently implemented by the Applicant. In most instances, existing O&M activities are
temporaty and sporadic, although some, such as patrols, are regularly scheduled; others, such as
emergency maintenance, occur on an “as-needed” basis. With the exception of larger maintenance
activities and minor new construction projects, O&M and construction noise generation is expected
to be intermittent and vety short-term in nature. The Applicant would continue to employ its
current slate of BMPs under all alternatives. If local standards cannot be met, the company will make
every effort to wotk out a mutually satisfactory compromise for noise abatement and/or mitigation.

In light of the CPUC requirement to conform to local standards where feasible, and with PG&LE’s
existing noise BMPs in place, most activities that would be enabled under the proposed HCP are not
expected to substantially expose persons to generate noise levels in excess of standards established
in a local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards; result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the work vicinity; or result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the work vicinity.

Some O&M and minor new construction activities (in patticular, those that require multiple pieces
of heavy equipment and those that occur in close proximity to sensitive residential, school, hospital,
ot recreational land uses) would have the potential to generate noise in excess of local general plan
ot noise ordinance standards. For example, a bulldozer (85 dB at 50 feet) and grader (85 dB at 50
feet) operating concurrently would result in a combined noise level of 88 dB at 50 feet, exceeding
the noise standards of many jurisdictions. This is a potentially significant impact. The significance of
that impact would be reduced through implementation of the Applicant’s standard business
ptactices and BMPs, which will be incotrporated into all O&M and minor new construction activities
that would be enabled under the proposed HCP. The business practices and BMPs the Applicant
has included as patt of the proposed HCP reflect will substantially reduce the potential for
significant intermittent occurrences of higher levels of construction noise.

Once constructed, new minor facilities will generate noise telated to the operation of power
transformers, switchyards, and other equipment. Additional, albeit fairly minor, noise would be
generated by vehicles used for inspection and maintenance visits to new facilities. In most instances,
the types of facilities that would be constructed under the proposed HCP operate well within local
standards. Likewise, in designing, constructing, and operating new minor facilities, the Applicant
carries forward its obligations under the CPUC, including its regular business practices and BMPs.
Typical practices include consulting and coordinating with local jutisdictions to minimize and lessen
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Construction-related changes in the visual setting are expected to primarily be temporary and
minimal effects on the visual quality of the area because many Covered Activities are
maintenance related actions associated with existing facilities. The Applicant requires work crews
to follow good construction site housekeeping practices to minimize construction-related visual
disturbance, such as maintaining sites in a clean, ordetly condition; storing building materials and
equipment in construction staging areas and/or away from public view; and promptly removing
construction debris at regular intervals. Disturbed areas are also revegetated or returned to their
pre-distutbance conditions, which will ensure minimal alterations to the visual setting over the
long term.

Longer term changes will result from new or modified facilities, such as taller facilities in urban
areas ot a new substation in a rural area. These facilities will alter the visual setting of the area
and will be mote noticeable in scenic areas where fewer existing facilities or buildings are
located. New or modified facilities may create conflicts in areas with sensitive viewer groups,
such as residential areas where new or larger facilities could block views of surtounding areas ot
in open space areas where new or modified facilities might be noticeable from scenic viewpoints.

For new or modified facilities that could adversely modify the visual setting over the long term,
the Applicant will coordinate with the local jurisdictions and landownerts to ensute the
compatibility of its facilities with surrounding uses. New or modified facilities will also be small
in size and rarely constructed, and will not result in extensive disturbance ot substantial
alterations to the visual setting. The facilities will be consistent with the Applicant’s existing
facilities in the area and will simply be extensions of those facilities, with minimal potential for
substantially altering the visual quality of the local area. Therefore, the Service expects this
impact to be less-than significant.

Impacts to Visual Resources Associated with Scenic Highways

Covered Activities may be implemented along or near designated or eligible scenic highways in
the Permit Area, as detailed in Table 3-23. CPUC regulations prohibit the installation of
overhead distribution facilities within 1,000 feet of the right-of-way of any officially designated
state or county scenic highway if the facilities would be visible to travelets on that highway.
Because of this restriction, underground facilities are more likely along scenic highways, and
installation of such facilities would tesult in temporary disturbance along the highway corridor.
Construction activities neat the highway could be visible to travelers and could result in
temporary degradation of the visual resources along the highway. The Applicant’s current
practices provide for minimization of disturbance and restoration of the disturbed area following
construction, which will minimize long-term effects on visual resoutces along scenic highways.

The Applicant will also consult with local jurisdictions to ensure that new facilities are as
consistent with, and appropriate to, the visual setting as possible. In siting needed new facilities,
the Applicant will wotk with approptiate agencies to avoid or minimize impacts on visual
resources within eligible and designated scenic highway corridors. If facilities must be located
within these corridors, the Applicant will work with the local authority to identify and implement
apptoptiate measutes that are feasible and compatible with CPUC regulations. Therefore, the
Setvice expects this impact to be less-than significant.
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lost or otherwise altered. Consequently, habitat mitigation is not expected to result in any significant
physical impact on agricultural land on an incremental basis, nor would habitat mitigation result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to regional agricultural conversion impacts.

Air Onality and Climate Change

Most of the Plan Area is in nonattainment for federal and/or state ozone, PM10, PM2.5, and CO
standards. Significant cumulative effects are thus considetred to exist for these pollutants. The
analysis of cumulative effects addresses the potential for emissions of ozone precursors, PM2.5,
PM10, or CO under the Proposed Action to constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to
existing effects. Light vehicles, heavy trucks, heavy construction equipment, and small motor-
powered equipment all may emit ozone precursors. In addition, painting and paving activities can
emit ozone precutsot gases. PM (fugitive dust) will be generated during ground-disturbing activities
such as vegetation removal, excavation, grading, and fill placement, and by vehicles and equipment
traveling on unpaved roads and off-toad. Vehicle and equipment exhaust gases (“tailpipe
emissions”) will also conttibute a small amount of PM and CO.

It is not possible to predict the precise numbers and types of vehicles needed or the duration and
frequency of theit use at this time, but the Setvice expects the Applicant to continue to implement
its activities approximately as it cutrently does, with the same environmental commitments and
regulatory compliance protection in place. The overall activity level will likely increase somewhat
over the 30-year permit term as development proceeds and the demand for electricity and natural
gas service inctease, though individual activities would continue to be short-term and intermittent.
In addition, the Applicant’s internal combustion and diesel equipment fleet is expected to become
cleaner overall over the long term, as older equipment obsolesces and is replaced with newer
equipment. O&M activities associated with emergency response ate the same (i.e., the amount and
extent) as the other Coveted Activities, except with respect to timing and urgency of completing the
wotk.

Ozone precursots, PM, and CO will be generated from Covered Activities. Emissions from
individual activities will be minimized with implementation of the AMMs and BPMs, and long-term
emissions of all Covered Activities will also be minimized. Moteovet, since Covered Activities and
O&M activities would be similar to existing conditions and implemented under the No Project
Alternative, there will be no net increase in construction ot operational emissions. Accordingly,
neither construction not operation of the project will generate net criteria pollutant emissions, in
excess of regulatory cumulative thresholds. The Proposed Action is therefore not considered likely
to make a cumulatively considerable conttibution to existing effects on ozone, PM, or CO levels in
the Permit Area.

O&M and minor new construction will require transportation and construction activities that use
and combust fossil fuels, generating CO2, CH4, and N20, from diesel and gasoline combustion.
The Applicant’s fleet complies with existing air quality standards and will implement future GHG
emission standards. O&M and minot new construction activities will generate small amounts of
GHG emissions, principally, as 2 component of tailpipe emissions. Vehicle and equipment use will
be intermittent and short-term, with substantially mote down time than time in operation. Emission
reductions will also occut through improved engine efficiency overtime and the Applicant’s
compliance with air quality district measures and implementation of their own environmental
programs and practices. Cutrent implementation of the Applicant’s existing environmental programs
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restotation atea, similar to those measutes described in the proposed HCP conservation strategy,
would offset direct impacts on populations or individuals. Limited operating periods and pre-
construction sutveys in combination with protection buffers around active wildlife nests, dens,
roosts, ot other sensitive locations, similat to those described in the proposed HCP, would minimize
the potential for direct impacts on wildlife.

Coveted Activities under the Proposed Action are not expected to resultin a cumulatively
considerable contribution to regional loss of natural habitats or impacts on non-covered individual
plants ot wildlife, and the proposed HCP is expected to result in a net long-term benefit with regard
to providing compensatory mitigation to offset cumulative regional habitat loss. Tt will also result in
cotollaty benefits to common and special-status plants and wildlife using the habitats preserved and
protected.

Cultural Resources

Ground disturbance requitred for some O&M activities and for construction of new infrastructure
will potentially damage or destroy buried cultural materials. O&M activities distutb comparatively
small footprints and primarily affect ROW cotridors that have alteady been disturbed, but there is
still some potential for additional disturbance to adversely affect unknown butied resoutces.
However, the Applicant intends to continue its existing environmental program and will implement
AMMs, in addition to complying with all federal and state regulations for the protection of cultural
resources. Any Covered Activity that would result in ground disturbance would trigger the screening
process (teferred to as an automated environmental assessment or AEA), would require cultural
tesoutces studies in advance of ground disturbance, and would result in application of AMMs.
Consequently, although there is some potential for minor new construction activities under the
Proposed Action to contribute to a cumulative loss of cultural resources in the Plan Area, the
contribution would be avoided, minimized, and mitigated to the extent practicable. As such, any
residual effect would not represent a cumulatively considerable contribution, nor would it result in a
cumulatively considerable effect.

Environmental Justice

Incremental effects related to environmental justice are expected to be minimal. The analysis
presented in Section 3.5 of the EA considered effects over the entire Plan Area throughout the 30-
year permit term, including implementation of PG&E’s existing environmental justice program. The
Proposed Action will not result in a cumulatively considerable effect.

Geology, Soils, and Paleontology
1. Geology and Soils

O&M activities enabled by the Proposed Action would be conducted in or immediately
adjacent to the Applicant’s existing ROW's, which have undergone varying degrees of
distutbance and thus do not tepresent an important topsoil resource. As a result, Covered
Activities are not expected to make a cumulatively considerable contribution to loss of
topsoil resources in the Permit Area.
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The Applicant intends to continue the company’s existing program of erosion and sediment control
measutes, and will also continue to comply with requitements of the federal Clean Water Act
(CWA), including preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for activities
with the potential to disturb mote than 1 acre. With these measures in place, sediment genetated by
individual activities should be effectively reduced; however, erosion and sediment movement would
not be entirely eliminated, and sediment delivery could be locally and temporarily increased. The
potential for increases would be greater with minor new construction because of the increased
extent and duration of disturbance.

Excess sediment load delivered to area waterways would primarily be confined to fine sediment.

Fine sediments may be carried long distances in suspension but would eventually drop out of
transpott in backwaters or when river ot stream drainage empties into standing water. Because the
duration of incteased delivery would be temporary, sediment from different sites would be delivered
in discrete pulses, and one pulse would be expected to move through the local system and settle out
of transpott before the next arrived. Thus, from a short-term water quality petspective, the effects of
increased sediment loading as a result of on land work are not expected to be cumulatively
considerable.

Depending on the nature and location of O&M and minor new construction and the degree of
success achieved by erosion control measures, the net contribution of sediment to area waterways
over the 30-yeat permit term could vaty from a negligible amount to a mote substantial level.
Howevet, in light of the continuing protection that would be afforded by the Applicant’s water
quality program and the requirements of the federal CWA, sediment generated by O&M and minor
new construction is not expected to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional
water quality degradation in impaired systems over the permit term, not is the likely level of increase
in sediment delivery expected to create a new, significant additive cumulative effect on systems not
already identified as impaired.

In-channel wotk could also increase sediment mobility and water turbidity, with some potential for
adverse effects on water quality. However, sediment containment measures would continue to be
used for all activities under the Proposed Action. With these measures in place, sediment generated
by individual activities should be effectively reduced but would not be entirely eliminated; on some
job sites, sediment mobility could be locally and temporatily increased. Moreover, almost any
construction below the ordinary high water matk of any stream ot wetland will require the Applicant
either to obtain a permit from the Corps under CWA Section 404, a watet quality certification from
the RWQCB, and a streambed alteration agreement from CDFW. In light of the Applicant’s existing
environmental program and AMMs, and the additional protection provided by the expected
regulatory agency review processes, watet quality effects associated with individual activities are
expected to be minot. The long-term additive effect of in-channel work and the Proposed Action’s
contribution to regional water quality concerns are also expected to be minor. No cumulatively
considerable contribution is expected as a result of in-channel worl, nor is the likely level of increase
expected to create a significant additive cumulative effect on systems not already identified as
impaired.

Covered Activities will entail handling and use of a wide vatiety of substances that could degrade
surface water and/ot groundwater quality in the event of a spill, including fuels, lubricants, epoxy
and other adhesives, paints, waterproofing compounds, asphalt paving, and herbicides. In light of
the Applicant’s existing environmental program and AMMs for water quality protection, hazardous












Master and Specific Responses on PG&E’s Bay Area
O&M HCP and the Service’s Environmental Assessment

During the initial comment period, the Service received 18 comment letters. Comment letters were
from an association, 5 local government agencies, 12 non-profit organizations. During the extended
comment period on the HCP, the Service received 7 comment letters and 2 comment cards.
Additional comment letters were from 1 federal agency, 1 local government agency, 4 non-profit
organizations and a member of the public. Two comment cards were submitted during the extended
comment period at the June 12, 2017 HCP workshop. Many of the comments addressed similar
issues regarding the Environmental Assessment (EA) and the Habitat Conservation Plan. Responses
to common concerns are summarized in the Master Responses section. Responses to the individual
comments of each letter follow in the Specific Responses section.

Master Responses

Master Response 1: Comment Period

Several commenters requested the public comment period be extended for the PG&E Bay Area
Operations & Maintenance Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP or O&M HCP) comment period, and some
also requested an extension of both the HCP and EA comment period. Commenters indicated that
the comment period was too short to adequately review the HCP and/or the EA. Commenters also
expressed concern that the size of the documents necessitated an extension of the public comment
period. Under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA or Act), the required public comment period
for HCPs is 30 days, and Service policy and guidance recommends comment periods that vary from
30 to 90 days, depending on the scope of the analysis (generally based on the type of National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document prepared). Additionally, under NEPA, a public comment
period, if required, varies from 30 to 90 days depending on the scope of the analysis. The Service’s
section 10 Handbook (issued December 23, 2016) recommends a 30-day comment period for EA-
level NEPA documents. The Service extended the public comment period on the HCP for an
additional 60 days and hosted two public workshops to provide for additional public input on the
HCP. The Service considers the public comment periods for both documents to be satisfactory.

Master Response 2: Request to Prepare an EIS

Several commenters requested that the Service prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
They made this request based on the perception of significant environmental impacts from
operations and maintenance (0&M) activities and the context and intensity of these impacts.
Commenters further suggested that an EIS should be prepared for this regional HCP because an EIS
was prepared for other regional HCPs, such as the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan and the East
Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan (East
Contra Costa HCP/NCCP). One of the purposes of an EA4, is to provide agency decision makers with
the information necessary to determine whether the agency needs to prepare an EIS or if an EA is
sufficient. An EIS may be necessary when an agency action would result in significant impacts on the
human environment. However, the Council on Environmental Quality guidance allows for
preparation of an EA and use of a mitigated Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and allows the
agency to comply with NEPA’s procedural requirements and avoid the need to prepare an EIS (see
referenced case law below). The 0&M HCP’s conservation strategy and the limited level of
permanent habitat loss to be authorized by the permit provide the basis for conducting the NEPA
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evaluation through an EA and FONSI. The analysis in the EA indicates that permanent and
temporary disturbance of suitable habitat would be mitigated in advance at ratios that offset the
potential impacts on covered species. An additional measure to prevent the spread of Phytophthora
spp., an additional condition was added to a Hot Zone measure to prevent the spread of weeds in
butterfly habitat, additional Service review of minor new construction work, and notification of
community groups for work in Edgewood Park was incorporated into the 0&M HCP as a result of
public comments to further reduce potential effects and ensure they are not significant.
Consequently, reliance on the conservation strategy, including its associated mitigation, to find no
significant impact is appropriate and is supported by case law and policy guidance. See, e.g., Friends
of Endangered Species, Inc. v. Jantzen, 760 F.2d 976, 987 (9th Cir. 1985) (“[C]ourts have permitted
the effect of mitigation measures to be considered in determining whether preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement is necessary.”); Or. Nat. Desert Ass'n v. Singleton, 47 F. Supp. 2d
1182,1193 (D. Or. 1998) (“[T]he ‘mitigated FONSI’ is upheld when the mitigation measures
significantly compensate for a proposed action's adverse environmental impacts.”); City of Auburn v.
United States, 154 F.3d 1025, 1033 (9th Cir. 1998) (“Regarding mitigation, it is clear that an agency
may condition its decision not to prepare a full EIS on adoption of mitigation measures.”). See also,
Council on Environmental Quality Final Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on the
Appropriate Use of Mitigation and Monitoring and Clarifying the Appropriate Use of Mitigated
Findings of No Significant Impact (76 Fed. Reg. 7843 (Jan. 21, 2011)) (“[A]n agency does not have to
prepare an EIS when the environmental impacts of a proposed action can be mitigated to a level
where the agency can make a FONSI determination, provided that the agency or a project applicant
commits to carry out the mitigation, and establishes a mechanism for ensuring the mitigation is
carried out.”); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. 2016. Habitat
Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook. Washington, DC. P. 13-8. ("If
the applicant provides sufficient assured conservation actions, to avoid significant impacts on the
environment, we may be able to comply with NEPA’s procedural requirements by issuing an EA and
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or mitigated FONSL.")

PG&E engages in O&M activities on existing facilities and has been conducting these activities for
many years throughout the Bay Area. PG&E complies with the Act on individual projects when
needed and has infrequently but periodically needed biological opinions (pursuant to section 7 of
the Act) or applied for section 10(a)(1)(B) permits and prepared HCPs for projects. The O&M HCP
represents a more standardized way to address take, otherwise prohibited by section 9 of the Act,
that is reasonable certain to result from activities that are ongoing to maintain gas and electric
services to Bay Area residents. The context of regional and site-specific effects would vary, and
current analysis in the HCP and EA demonstrate that the effects of the projects would be
appropriately avoided, minimized, and mitigated.

Each HCP developed to support a section 10(A)(1)(B) permit is unique. Direct comparisons
between one HCP and another or one HCP’s NEPA document and another to determine the scope of
NEPA analysis is not appropriate. However, because several commenters identified other HCPs in
the area as the basis for why they believe the Service should prepare an EIS, the Service provides the
following brief comparison. The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan authorizes take resulting from the
permanent loss of 17,975 acres of suitable habitat, and the East Contra Costa HCP/NCCP authorizes
take resulting from the permanent loss of 13,029 acres of suitable habitat. The incidental take
addressed by both of these HCPs is largely from new development. In contrast, the PG&E O&M HCP
address the take of covered species resulting from an aggregate total of no more than 732.3 acres of
permanent habitat loss, and these acreages are located primarily in existing, previously disturbed
rights-of-way (i.e., the majority of incidental take associated with the PG&E 0&M HCP would be
primarily related to existing activities and not from new development). This level of permanent
habitat loss amounts to less than 0.03% of natural land-cover types across 9 counties over 30 years.
Further, most impacts from PG&E’s 0&M HCP would be temporary, would not result from new
facility footprints, and recover annually. For these reasons, and the reasons described above, the
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Service determined an EA and FONSI are appropriate, and the Service does not need to prepare an
EIS.

Master Response 3: Permit Duration

Several commenters recommended a permit with a shorter duration. One commenter recommended
a 5-year permit term and another recommended a 15-year permit term, because the Service cannot
predict environmental conditions for listed species over a longer duration. PG&E initially proposed a
50-year permit duration given that the facilities will exist on the landscape for the foreseeable
future. The Service’s revised section 10 Handbook (issued December 23, 2016; p. 12-8) includes
several factors that should be considered when identifying an appropriate permit duration,
including: duration of covered activities; ability to determine the effects on covered species; level of
uncertainty related to the conservation strategy and long-term survivability of the covered species;
how well the monitoring and adaptive management program address risk and uncertainty; and
whether the proposed funding strategy is sufficient for the proposed permit duration. The Service
considered these factors, as well as uncertainty related to climate change, uncertainty regarding
long-term species distributions, and the applicant’s need to carry out O&M activities over along
period of time, and recommended a 30-year permit duration, which is the proposed permit term in
the HCP. A shorter duration permit is not expected to provide additional protection of the covered
species and would not reduce the effects of the covered activities on the covered species. A shorter
duration permit is contrary to the long-term conservation objectives associated with this HCP
because a shorter permit would not allow the same landscape-scale conservation in advance of
impacts. Further, the HCP contains a monitoring and adaptive management process that will track
and allow responses to changing environmental conditions over the duration of the permit, which
allows for the permit to be monitored over time. If any covered activities are determined to
potentially jeopardize the continued existence of a covered species, the Service would be required to
re-evaluate the effects of covered activities on that species, regardless of the length of any permit.
The Service has determined that a 30-year permit duration is appropriate.

Master Response 4: Covered Species

Many commenters recommended covering more species. The Service’s revised section 10 Handbook
(issued December 23, 2016; p. 7-5) includes several factors that should be considered when
identifying covered species, including identifying those listed species that are likely to be taken.
However, the Handbook also notes that all covered species “must have sufficient background
information” in order to conduct an adequate effects analysis from the proposed covered activities.
The Handbook also notes that although the Service encourages applicants to address listed plants,
take prohibitions under section 9 of the Act are not generally applicable to plants. The Service
cannot require an applicant to cover any particular species in an HCP. Any take, incidental or
otherwise, of a federally listed animal species that occurs without authorization is handled as an
enforcement matter by our Office of Law Enforcement. The Service and PG&E worked closely to
determine which species should be covered, but ultimately an applicant determines the species for
which the applicant is seeking an incidental take permit. As noted by some of the commenters, many
species were considered for coverage. However, the final list of covered species was refined through
the application of the criteria used to decide on inclusion of species: range of the species proposed
for coverage, potential for impact on the species proposed for coverage, listing status of the species
proposed for coverage, and life history information regarding the species (see Section 1.5.2 of the
HCP). Through discussions with the Service, PG&E chose species for inclusion in the HCP that were
federally listed and that are reasonably certain to be taken by the covered activities in the HCP.

In addition to the criteria noted above, the process of determining which species to cover or not
cover was also informed by the Service and PG&E’s experience with PG&E’s 2007 San Joaquin Valley
Operations and Maintenance Habitat Conservation Plan (San Joaquin Valley 0&M HCP), as well as
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with implementing other programmatic biological opinions, project-specific low-effect HCPs, and
various environmental programs and plans to avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive species. If
additional species are listed, as noted under Section 6.6.2.1 of the HCP, PG&E would evaluate the
need to seek incidental take authorization at that time. Following this provision, PG&E would work
with the Service to determine whether a newly listed species could be affected by covered activities.
If so, PG&E and the Service would discuss whether to amend the HCP to include take coverage for
those species. Further, the Service would provide technical assistance to identify possible
modifications to the permit and, until the permit is amended, PG&E would develop and implement
measures to avoid the likelihood of jeopardy or take of the newly listed species. It should be noted
thatlisted fish were not included because direct impacts on federally listed fish (or their habitat)
would require a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act, which would trigger consultation with the Service or the National Marine Fisheries

- Service (NMFS) under section 7 of the ESA. Given the relatively few U.S. Army Corp of Engineer
permits each year that would likely trigger consultation for fish, NMFS indicated it would conduct
project-specific analyses as needed. Federally listed birds, with the exception of the Ridgway’s rail,
were not included in the covered species list under the HCP because the Service and PG&E
determined that incidental take from covered activities was not reasonably certain (see Master
Response 7, Avian Impacts). The covered plant species list was similarly refined based on listing
status and proximity of facilities to known plant populations; additional detail on the plant analysis
is provided in a Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation. It should also be noted that when
PG&E acquires mitigation lands, these lands will also benefit non-covered species. Non-covered
species are not authorized to be taken under the HCP.

Master Response 5: Modeled Habitat

Some commenters expressed concern regarding the use of habitat suitability models. The Service
required PG&E to use habitat suitability models to estimate amount of acreages likely to be affected
by covered activities. The development of habitat models is described in HCP Section 2.3.4, Species
Habitat Models. PG&E worked closely with the Service through an extensive process to develop and
refine the habitat models. These models are based on models developed for other regional
conservation planning efforts. Specifically, modeled habitat data from the East Contra Costa
HCP/NCCP, Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan, Solano Habitat Conservation Plan, East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy, and the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy were incorporated. Where
data gaps existed, PG&E worked collaboratively with the Service and California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) to expand the habitat models. Other regional models have been available for
public review in the past; they are essentially based on land-cover and species life-history
requirements. The application of the models errs on the side of the species by assuming that areas
identified by the model are actually suitable and occupied by the species. In many instances, this
approach results in mitigation for habitat that is not of high quality, not suitable for or being used by
the species, and for which there is no legal requirement to provide mitigation. The approach results
in more mitigation than may otherwise be required. These models can be improved and enhanced
over time, but they currently represent important habitat areas where PG&E may impact covered
species. As described in HCP Section 5.4.1.2, Updates to the Habitat Models, PG&E will “review the
habitat models for wildlife species once every 10 years, or more frequently as habitat model data
becomes available. ... Similarly, [U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service] USFWS may recommend integration
of additional information into the habitat models and PG&E will incorporate this information.”

Master Response 6: Impact Analysis

Several commenters indicated the impact analysis was inadequate because work location
information was too general, was based on modeled habitat, and did not include site-specific species
data. The Service worked closely with PG&E to formulate an approach to evaluate the potential
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effects associated with O&M activities. As described in greater detail below, the method for analysis
was based on PG&E’s facility corridors. Specific work locations vary within the facility corridor from
year to year and the O&M HCP applies a criteria-based approach that ensures the applicable
Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMMs) will be applied and the remaining take and
associated impacts will be mitigated. This approach, coupled with a limit on the total amount of take
authorized, and reporting and tracking mechanisms to stay below the take limits, provides a
planned and coordinated approach for addressing covered activities within the Plan Area. Further,
these estimates are conservative for most species over the course of the 30-year permit duration.

Utilizing a modeled habitat approach to impact analysis was appropriate for a large Plan Area and
the activities proposed for coverage. Because PG&E is required by state and federal law to inspect
and maintain its facilities, maintenance could occur anywhere along a facility corridor. The impact
analysis for wildlife was based on an intersection of facility corridors with modeled habitat, and
modeled habitat was identified based on multiple data sets including land-cover data, species
habitat requirements, and species habitat models developed as part of other regional HCPs (see
0&M HCP Section 2.3.4, Species Habitat Models). For example, the Alameda whipsnake model was
based on the life history needs of the Alameda whipsnake and core, perimeter core and dispersal
habitats; the 0&M HCP’s model used the same land-cover types as those from the ecological models
developed for the East Contra Costa HCP/NCCP, which also underwent Service and public review.
The 0&M HCP impact analysis also describes the life history and distribution of each species, direct
impacts, permanent impacts on habitat, temporary impacts on habitat, critical habitat impacts, and
indirect impacts.

Plant “take” estimates and impacts were based on aerial photography review and, in some instances,
field surveys of known plant populations. The impact analysis for plants was based on site-specific
population information in relation to PG&E’s facilities. This information, plus activity size estimates,
and suitable habitat in close proximity to the facilities were used to estimate the disturbance to
plant occurrences. Similar to covered wildlife, this approach likely results in an overestimate of the
amount of “take” and impacts on the covered plant species.

Most covered activities have estimates of habitat loss resulting from each instance of a covered
activity. During implementation, small activity impacts will be calculated and tracked based on the
amount of disturbance of a given covered activity within modeled habitat, regardless of actual
habitat quality at the location of a covered activity. This approach could result in PG&E mitigating
for small disturbances in areas that are marginal or low quality, as well as high quality habitat.
Identification of large activity impacts will be based on PG&E’s review of the habitat models, site-
specific habitat evaluations, and at-the-site observations of ground disturbance.

The O&M HCP differentiated between temporary and permanent habitat impacts. These are defined
in the HCP for both wildlife and plants, and PG&E is required to track its annual temporary and
permanent impacts for both. In addition to the definitiors of temporary and permanent habitat
disturbance, we have also included additional protections for perennial plants by including
definitions of temporary disturbance and permanent loss of individual plants. Temporary
disturbance and permanent loss of individual perennial plants trigger per-plant mitigation, which is
cumulative with the 1:1 and 3:1 ratios incurred from temporary or permanent disturbance,
respectively, of habitat for perennial plants. Further, To confirm that the estimates for small
activities are accurately portrayed and have not changed over time, PG&E will conduct a validation
study by reviewing 25 to 50 activities in implementation years 5, 10, 15, 20 and 25 (HCP Section
6.9.1.1, Implementation). This information will be used by PG&E and the Service to verify
disturbance estimates and inform future monitoring and reporting efforts. The impact analysis for
plants was based on site-specific population information in relation to PG&E’s facilities. More detail
regarding the plant impact analysis is described in Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation.
The Service will monitor and evaluate these impacts via annual reports, an audit study, and site-
specific reviews if needed.
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Master Response 7: Avian Impacts

Several commenters stated that the HCP should cover both listed and non-listed bird species to
address collision and electrocution from electric facilities. PG&E follows an Avian Protection Plan
(APP), which is based on guidelines issued by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee, for all
new facilities to ensure they are bird-safe. PG&E has an extensive program for retrofitting older
facilities to address collision and electrocution. Based on such measures, PG&E determined that
incidental take of most federally listed bird species (Ridgway'’s rail is an exception) was not
reasonably certain to result from the covered activities and coverage under the HCP was not
required. For the non-listed bald and golden eagles, PG&E decided to obtain take coverage under the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) instead of through a section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental
take permit. The Service’s revised section 10 Handbook (issued December 23, 2016; p. 7-7) notes
that applicants “can choose to include bald and golden eagles” in an HCP but are not required to do
so. Therefore, PG&E’s decision to apply for a BGEPA permit complies with Service regulation, policy,
and guidance. The Service is working with PG&E to develop an Eagle Conservation Plan for eagle
species, and other avian species will continue to be addressed through the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and PG&E'’s APP. For context, the Service understands the APP includes the following
components:

e Risk assessment process to identify high-risk areas for collision and electrocutions.

e Bird-safe construction requirements for all new construction/reconstruction work in “raptor
concentration zones.”

e Retrofits installed on all poles where collisions or electrocutions have been reported.

® Proactive retrofit program in areas with collisions or electrocutions.

e Implementation of a Nesting Bird Management Plan to establish buffers or work restrictions.
® Outreach and research in coordination with various avian ofganizations.

The Service’s action is focused on reducing the potential for impact on Ridgway’s rail. PG&E
concluded there is a reasonable certainty to affect this ground nesting species, but there is a limited
operating period to minimize potential impacts on nesting rails. Please see Master Response 4,
Covered Species.

Master Response 8: Plant Impacts and Mitigation

Several commenters expressed concerns about plant impacts. The Service and PG&E worked closely
to assess potential impacts on covered plant species. Ultimately, the covered species list was
selected based on the listing status of the species and the potential for species to be affected by
covered activities. Non-federally listed plants and those outside of areas to be affected by covered
activities were not included. The Act’s section 9 prohibitions regarding take do not generally apply
to federally listed plant species. Take of federally listed plant is limited to: import export from the
United States; remove and reduce to possession from areas under federal jurisdiction; maliciously
damage or destroy on areas under federal jurisdiction; or remove, cut, dig up, or damage or destroy
on any other area in knowing violation of any law or regulation of any state or in the course of any
violation of a state criminal trespass law. Because “take” of federally listed plants is not prohibited,
the Service does not issue take authorization for plants. However, the Service does conduct an
analysis to ensure that an applicant’s proposed covered activities will not jeopardize the continued
existence of federally listed plant species. The Service’s review process includes a jeopardy
assessment for federally listed species; currently the Service expects that the project would not have
significant impacts under NEPA.

Master and Specific Responses on PG&E’s Bay Area 0&M
HCP and the Service's Environmental Assessment

September 2017



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The HCP’s plant-specific AMMs are designed to ensure that impacts are avoided and minimized, and
that residual impacts are mitigated. As noted in the HCP, mitigation for impacts on covered plants
will also include a restoration plan and mitigation process to ensure that impacts are addressed.
Although some commenters said that the measures did not go far enough, the measures provide a
solid foundation for protecting covered plants and mitigating impacts. The Service will require an
additional protection measure to prevent the spread of plant pathogens. This measure is as follows:

Plant-08: PG&E will follow current best management practices to prevent the spread of
phytophthora when working on gas transmission facilities in the Map Book Zone for coyote
ceanothus in Santa Clara County. PG&E will clean equipment (Le., vehicles, equipment, tools,

~ footwear, and clothes) at designated cleaning stations before and after leaving these work
locations. All PG&E staff and subcontractors working in these areas will be trained on the risks of
spreading phytophthora and will work to minimize the unnecessary movement of soil and plant
materials when in this area. PG&E will also take care to prevent the spread or contamination
during plantings or restoration activities. (See Phytophthoras in Native Habitats Working Group
Recommendations, October 2016, for more information.)

Plant impacts will be avoided, minimized and mitigated based on pre-project surveys, future site-
specific evaluations, modifying work activities to minimize impacts, and developing site-specific
restoration plans that are subject to Service review and approval.

Master Response 9: Invasive Species

Several commenters raised concerns regarding the spread of invasive plant species. The presence of
invasive species within PG&FE’s right-of-way is part of the existing setting. The environmental
baseline for the 0&M HCP takes into account the current state of habitat areas combined with
maintenance activities that have and continue to occur on a daily, weekly, monthly or annual basis.
While we recognize the occurrence and spread of invasive or noxious weeds is a concern in much of
the state, issuance of a take permit would not increase PG&E’s potential contribution to the spread
of noxious weeds; many of these roads are also multi-purpose and have multiple users. PG&E
implements a variety of techniques to avoid and minimize the spread of noxious weeds including
using the smallest possible construction footprint; minimizing ground disturbance in all areas and
particularly in sensitive areas; keeping vehicles on existing roads as much as possible; maintaining
clean worksites; implementing measures to control and minimize the spread of noxious weeds by
using weed-free materials and washing equipment to remove invasive plants or seeds prior to
working in a project site; using exclusion fencing or flagging to alert crews to the presence of
sensitive habitats and to serve as protection; requiring crews to stay within a designated work area;
and/or keeping the removal of vegetation to the minimum work area possible.

As the EA acknowledges there is the potential for PG&E'’s activities to spread noxious weeds and
potentially directly and indirectly affect covered species habitat. However, these effects will be
localized and detectable through the HCP’s monitoring program. Although not relied on to make a
determination, ongoing relationships with local, state, and federal conservation land owners are
further likely to help detect any residual effects. Through this HCP, the Service and PG&E will
continue to work together to determine if changes to PG&E’s practices are needed to improve
invasive species controls.

Master Response 10: Cumulative Impacts

Several commenters expressed concern about cumulative impacts. The Service has determined that
the cumulative impact assessment is adequate as described in Chapter 4 of the EA. Cumulative
impacts on biological resources are described beginning on page 4-7 of the EA: “The analysis of
cumulative impacts on biological resources within the Plan Area is based on a review of ABAG’s
regional Plan Bay Area 2040 and an evaluation of the following HCPs and other conservation
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planning efforts for the Bay Area region: East Alameda Conservation Strategy; East Contra Costa
County HCP and NCCP; San Bruno Mountain Area HCP; Santa Clara Valley HCP and NCCP; Santa Rosa
Plain Conservation Strategy; and Solano HCP. Like much of the rest of California, the Plan Area has
been subject to cumulative impacts related to the loss and degradation of habitat as a result of land
use practices over the past 150 years. Conversion to agricultural use and accelerating urbanization
have been the primary factors in the loss of the Plan Area’s native grassland, scrub, woodlands,
forests, and riparian/wetland habitats. As a result of this land conversion, of the 402,44 0-acre Plan
Area, 61% ofland cover types are in urban areas, 32% are in natural land-cover types (i.e, forest,
grassland, riparian, shrubland, wetland, dune, and barren/ruderal), and 7% are in agricultural areas.
...The Proposed Action’s contribution to this cumulative effect would be minimal compared to the
Plan Area, as well as the total acreage associated with the nine Bay Area counties.”

Overall, the covered activities reflect the pre-project environmental conditions in the Plan Area and
the proposed HCP is expected to result in a net long-term benefit with regard to providing
compensatory mitigation to offset cumulative regional habitat loss. It would also result in corollary
benefits to common and special-status plants and wildlife using the habitats preserved and
protected.

Master Response 11: Avoidance Measures

Several commenters expressed concern that the Avoidance and Minimization Measures (AMMs) are
not specific enough and do not avoid impacts. The Service and PG&E worked closely to develop
measures that are effective and reasonable. PG&E’s current environmental screening and review
process (described in O&M HCP Section 1.6, Environmental Screening Processes) will be
complemented and augmented by the process described in HCP Section 5.4, Environmental Review,
Planning, and Screening Process. The environmental screening process is the first step in the process
and ensures that impacts are avoided or minimized upfront. This process may involve redesign or
relocation of proposed work activities, as well as adjusting access routes or work periods. Field
Protocols (FP) are implemented for all work activities to avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive
resources and habitats. These protocols cover all aspects of the work including training of crews,
access/worksite management, erosion control, and natural resource protection. Best Management
Practices (BMPs) consist of 62 separate requirements to avoid and minimize impacts from
vegetation management activities. Further, when performing work in Hot Zones (animals), species-
specific AMMs are implemented to minimize impacts on covered species. These AMMs may involve
additional site-specific surveys, limits on work periods or equipment types, and also include specific
AMMs for certain types of work performed in wetlands or grasslands of eastern Alameda and
southeastern Contra Costa Counties. If the work is within a Map Book zone (plants), specific plant
AMMs are implemented to minimize impacts on covered plants. Field Protocols, BMPs, and AMMs,
detailed in Table 5-1 in the HCP, provide specific direction to employees and contractors. As an
example, FP-18, which requires that active bird nests with eggs or chicks be avoided, also requires
that a crew member or contractor who finds such a nest to contact PG&E’s Avian Protection
Program manager or biologist or land planner for further guidance. Likewise, BMP 19 requires not
only that potential cultural resources be left untouched, but that if the resources must be moved to
complete the work, work must be stopped and the cultural resources program manager be
contacted and appropriate applicable laws followed. Additionally, these various measures are
similar to standard measures found in other HCPs within the region.

Collectively, these measures serve to reduce impacts on covered species. Conducting additional
surveys and monitoring for activities that are currently occurring on existing facilities is
unnecessary. For the low-risk utility activities covered in this HCP, such as pole replacements in low-
quality habitats on road shoulders, species will benefit more from acquisition of habitat (that is
protected into perpetuity) than from habitat surveys and extensive monitoring. Given the small
individual footprints of the covered activities, the Service and PG&E developed an approach that de-
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emphasized surveys and monitoring of numerous small activities in order to emphasize funding
long-term regional conservation efforts on a larger scale. The overall conservation strategy
approach is specific by providing consistency in how PG&E conducts its work, interacts with Service,
and mitigates for its effects. This approach is more effective than project-by-project permitting.

Master Response 12: Mitigation

Several commenters requested more information on the location of potential mitigation sites and
requested mitigation occur within the same watersheds as the impact or within specific locations
(such as within county and federal park lands). The HCP’s mitigation approach is described in HCP
Section 5.6, Habitat Mitigation. Exact mitigation locations will depend on the type of mitigation
approach used (i.e., fee title purchase of land, partnerships, purchase of credits at Service approved
conservation banks, or habitat enhancement/restoration) and are subject to Service review and
approval. Additionally, although the Service has analyzed a maximum amount of habitat loss and
disturbance anticipated for each covered species, the actual amount of habitat loss and disturbance
may vary by county. Actual impacts may be lower than the regional forecasts, but identification of
actual impacts will determine where mitigation is needed and implemented. The HCP includes some
conceptual locations identified in HCP Figure 5-4 and Table 5-7, but exact locations will depend on
PG&E's ability to find mitigation lands and develop suitable mitigation proposals with conservation
land managers. All mitigation proposals will be provided to the Service, for review and approval, in
advance of mitigation acquisition. The HCP’s mitigation strategy for wildlife is summarized in
Section 5.6.2.3 and in Table 5-4 of the HCP. The strategy plants is summarized in Section 5.6.2.4 and
in Table 5-5. Collectively, if impacts occur as estimated, approximately 4,800 acres of habitat would
be permanently conserved for wildlife, and approximately 50 acres of habitat would be permanently
conserved for plants. PG&E will work cooperatively with the Service, and other conservation land
managers and stakeholders to identify and develop mitigation opportunities throughout the Bay
Area. The Service supports the mitigation approach described within the HCP because it will ensure
mitigation is implemented before activities, provides landscape conservation, centralizes and
coordinates PG&E’s mitigation efforts, and will result in larger mitigation purchases.

Master Response 13: Minor New Construction

Several commenters expressed concern about the inclusion of minor new construction in the HCP.
Minor new construction is intended to encompass the upgrade or replacement of existing facilities
or provide short (2 miles or less) gas or electric line extensions to provide service to new residential
or commercial users in locally approved developments. It is different than large new construction
where more than 2 miles of new right-of-way is secured. Minor new construction includes two gas
activities (G14, Pressure Limiting Station Installation and G15, New Customer/Business Pipeline
Extensions) and four electric activities (E12, New Distribution and Transmission Line Construction
or Relocation for wood or steel poles, E13, Tower Line construction, E14 Substation Expansion, and
E15, Underground Line Construction). Most of this work is expected to be in close proximity to
existing corridors.

-As a worst-case assessment, this work could result in about 2 acres of permanent impacts per year
and 0.5 acres of temporary impacts per year. In the past 6 years of implementation of PG&E’s San
Joaquin Valley 0&M HCP, this type of work resulted in only 2.5 acres of permanent impacts and 8.4
acres of temporary impacts. These totals are lower than the Bay Area forecast for permanent
impacts but higher for temporary impacts. The Bay Area O&M HCP acreage limit is also subject to
individual species take caps, which, in some cases, may preclude a minor new construction activity
within a covered species’ habitat. For example, the maximum amount of permanent habitat loss for
the Mission blue butterfly and San Bruno elfin butterfly is 2 acres, while other species such as the
California freshwater shrimp have maximum permanent habitat loss capped at less than 0.30 acre
over the 30-year permit term. Overall, the Service expects this work to be quite minor. However, to
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verify this and in response to public comments, the Service and PG&E added a process to the HCP
under which the Service and PG&E will review the specific details of minor new construction
projects to ensure PG&E'’s activities are within the scope of analysis and no new significant impacts
or take of non-covered species is resulting. This process was added to the HCP in Table 5-1:

For minor new construction activities less than 2 miles in length, excluding upgrades and replacements, (G15, E12,
E13, and E15), PG&E will notify the USFWS of the anticipated project and provide a summary of the activity. The
summary will include information on HCP measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate the effects of the project on
covered species, confirm there is adequate take authorization remaining for the covered species, and confirm that
activity does not have a reasonably certain likelihood of take of listed non-covered species. If the USFWS has
concerns about the work they will notify PG&E within 5 business days and resolve the concerns within 10 days.

The total amount of permanent disturbance associated with minor new construction is estimated at
under 200 acres (e.g., 168.3 acres) over 30 years. Although specificlocations are not known, it can
be assumed that these service extensions will be located in proportion to existing modeled habitat
throughout the Plan Area and that impacts will be similar to those described in the HCP and EA.
PG&E’s annual report will summarize the impacts associated with this activity and the Service will
be able to verify these effects. The criteria based approach, coupled with additional review, provides
sufficient detail to support an analysis of impacts associated with minor new construction.

Master Response 14: Growth-Inducing Effects

Some commenters raised concerns that expansions associated with minor new construction could
induce growth. PG&E is mandated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to provide
gas and electric service to anyone, within PG&E’s service territory, who requests service, and is not
the catalyst for growth. In fact, the opposite is true. Regional development is the catalyst for needing
new transmission and distribution facilities. PG&E’s minor new construction is not eliminating
barriers to development like the development of a new supply of water, nor do PG&E'’s minor
construction activities lead to growth in areas not previously approved for growth by local agencies.
PG&E does not control the pace or placement of private development; local agencies do. Although
PG&E has a mandate to provide safe gas and electric power to consumers throughout its service
territory, PG&E’s minor new construction occurs only in response to local agency decisions about
growth and development. PG&E'’s electrical facilities are not built until the actual need is imminent.
Additionally, the O&M HCP does not cover new power supplies, such as new power plants, new wind
facilities, or new solar facilities.

Master Response 15: Overlap with Other HCPs

Commenters noted that PG&E’s Plan Area overlaps existing HCPs and provides an opportunity for
collaboration with other permit holders on regional conservation goals and objectives.

Upon issuance of the incidental take permit for PG&E’s HCP, PG&E would employ the PG&E AMMs
identified in the HCP and would mitigate any unavoidable impacts according to the terms of the
0&M HCP and incidental take permit. Similarly, any unavoidable take resulting from PG&E 0&M
activities would be reported under the PG&E HCP procedures and would count against the take
limits in the PG&E HCP. The take authorization provided to PG&E would not be deducted from
others entities’ HCPs. PG&E would not be subject to the requirements of other HCP. Prior to working
in others’ conservation areas (e.g., FP-05) PG&E will notify the conservation landowner to discuss
methods to minimize its effects. PG&E’s conservation strategy was designed to stand alone and to
complement the conservation strategies of other regional HCPs. PG&E will be able to make
acquisitions or contribute funding toward the acquisition and management of important
conservation areas within the boundaries of other HCPs.

As described in HCP Section 5.4.1.2, Updates to the Habitat Models, PG&E will “review the habitat
models for wildlife species once every 10 years, or more frequently as habitat model data becomes
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available. ... Similarly, USFWS may recommend integration of additional information into the habitat
models and PG&E will incorporate this information.” PG&E will integrate species, habitat, and
conservation information into its GIS system to help ensure that impacts on sensitive areas are
avoided and minimized.

Master Response 16: PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes

Commenters stated that the Draft EA did not include copies of PG&E’s other plans and processes
that are referenced in the document, including the PG&E APP, Nesting Bird Management Plan
(NBMP), and Good Housekeeping Activity Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and that the
Service was required to make these other plans available to the public during the comment period.
Although the Draft EA discusses as background how PG&E implements these other plans, neither the
HCP nor the Service’s EA rely on these other plans wher evaluating or making determinations about
the potential effect of the proposed federal action (issuance of the HCP section 10 permit) on non-
covered species. The Service noted in the EA that PG&E’s implementation of these plans would be
the same under the No Action Alternative and under the proposed action. Because the Service did
not rely on PG&E'’s other plans for our analysis or our determinations, neither NEPA nor section 10
(c) of the Act require that documents the Service did not use be made available for public comment.

Master Response 17: Climate Change

Commenters noted that the Draft EA does not adequately analyze the impacts of climate change on
the covered species. The EA does evaluate the air quality effects of the program and PG&E's
compliance with local, state, and federal air quality standards (see analysis beginning on page 3.2-1
of the Draft EA). The EA indicates that PG&E’s habitat mitigation lands provide air quality and GHG
benefits (page 3.2-18). Covered activities within the HCP will help PG&E respond to climate change
effects on its facilities. The HCP does address climate change in Section 6.6.1.1, Specific Changed
Circumstances, and has included this analysis as a changed circumstance for the overall conservation
efforts. The Service will also evaluate climate change issues in our intra-service section 7 biological
opinion prepared for the permit decision. The flexible mitigation acquisition strategy described in
the HCP will allow the Service and PG&E to coordinate on mitigation lands and emphasize, where
appropriate, mitigation in areas that will benefit species in light of climate change.

Master Response 18: Coordination with Other Agencies

Commenters noted the need for the Service to coordinate with other agencies with jurisdiction over
the resources and lands that could be affected by PG&E’s O&M activities. The Service and PG&E have
coordinated with multiple federal and state agencies in the development of the HCP and EA.

The Service and PG&E worked collaboratively with CDFW for more than 11 years, initially planning
on a combined HCP and state incidental take permit. CDFW reviewed drafts of the HCP and was
instrumental in developing the AMMs, habitat models, and overall conservation strategy. However,
PG&E ultimately decided to pursue separate federal and state permitting processes and, in April
2015, submitted an application to CDFW for a Section 2081(b) incidental take permit under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA).

Overall, PG&E’s HCP will not change the utility’s obligation to comply with all state and federal laws
and permitting requirements, nor will it change the obligations of state and federal agencies to
comply with relevant laws and regulations. Approval of the HCP and issuance of a take permit by the
Service will not change permitting triggers or conflict with implementation of other environmental
laws. Similarly, the HCP will not change the terms of PG&E’s land rights for existing facilities, or any
notification and coordination procedures that have been established (or maybe established in the
future) with the many public and private landowners crossed by PG&E’s existing facilities.
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In the event that a PG&E 0&M covered activity would affect waters of the United States, PG&E would
continue to pursue appropriate permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act, and the corresponding Section 401 water quality certification from the
appropriate Regional Water Quality Control Board. Issuance of a Section 404 permit would trigger a
section 7 consultation process with the Service or NMFS if the activity may affect federally listed
species. If adverse effects would result from a covered activity, the consultation process would
conclude with the issuance of one or more biological opinions; however, it is anticipated that an
approved HCP would allow for a streamlined section 7 consultation process. Through that
consultation process, the Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers can determine whether
PG&E’s HCP can provide a streamlined framework for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of
potential adverse effects on federally listed species associated with the activity.

PG&E met with NMFS regarding anadromous fish and the potential to cover them in the HCP;
however, NMFS declined to participate because it preferred to review activities on a project-by-
project basis given the small number of in-water projects conducted by PG&E that could impact
anadromous fish.

The Service and PG&E also spoke with several National Park Service staff (including Point Reyes
National Seashore staff, and Golden Gate National Recreation Area staff), and San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge staff regarding the HCP and EA. The Service also hosted a briefing for staff
of several National Parks in the Bay Area on the HCP. The Service had multiple coordination
meetings with several members of the Service’s San Francisco National Wildlife Refuge and the
Service’s Bay Delta Fish and Wildlife Office. PG&E’s HCP will not affect a federal agency’s
responsibility and authority to manage federal lands according to the requirements of the agency’s
authorizing act and adopted management plans and policies. If a PG&E O&M activity requires
issuance of a new permit or land right on federal lands, the land-managing agency is required under
section 7 of the Act to consult with the Service or NMFS if the activity may affect federally listed
species. If a covered activity would result in adverse effects, the consultation process would
conclude with the issuance of one or more biological opinions. Through that consultation process,
the Service and the federal land-managing agency can determine whether PG&E’s HCP can provide a
streamlined framework for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of potential adverse effects on
federally listed species associated with the activity. [f the Service determines that the HCP measures
are not sufficient for the specific activity, the Service can elect to prepare an activity-specific
biological opinion to conclude the federal agency’s section 7 consultation. Similarly, the federal land-
managing agency can specify additional protection measures as conditions of the permit or land
right that triggered the section 7 consultation.

Many of PG&E'’s routine O&M activities are exempt from the requirement to obtain a coastal
development permit; however, for those that are not, PG&E routinely obtains, and will continue to
obtain, coastal development permits from the local coastal permitting authority or the California
Coastal Commission, depending on the location of the specific activity. Issuance of the HCP will not
change PG&E'’s obligations to obtain coastal development permits.

Master Response 19: Issuance Criteria

Several commenters indicated that the Service should not issue a permit and the project did not
conform to the issuance criteria. The Service's permit issuance criteria in the Act are:

1. The taking will be incidental.

2. The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the impacts of
such taking.

3. The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the plan will be provided.
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4. The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the species in
the wild. :

5. Such other measures that the Services may require as being necessary or appropriate for
purposes of the plan.

The Service will determine whether the HCP meets the issuance criteria in its section 10 findings
and recommendations. If the Service finds the HCP meets the issuance criteria the Service will issue
a permit. :

Master Response 20: Alternatives

Several commenters expressed concern about the range of alternatives. The range of alternatives
identified in the EA, Alternative 1. Proposed Action, and Alternative 2. No Action, is sufficient to
meet the requirements of NEPA. Additional alternatives were not selected because they did not meet
the purpose and need or reduce environmental effects. The range of alternatives is guided by the
permit application and the statutory framework governing permit issuance decisions. For HCPs, the
Service and NMFS can approve or deny an application, but not impose substantially new or different
conditions on the applicant. The Service and NMFS have recognized the mandatory nature of this
statutory framework, stating in the HCP Handbook that if the Service or NMFS “determines, after
considering public comment, that the HCP is statutorily complete and that permit issuance criteria
have been satisfied, it must issue the permit.”?

The courts have indicated that, although NEPA requires consideration of a “no action” alternative
and identification of a preferred alternative, there is no requirement for a minimum number of
alternatives (See, e.g. Native Ecosystems Council v. United States Forest Serv., 428 F.3d 1233, 1245
(9th Cir. 2005)) ( “....The statutory and regulatory requirements that an agency must consider
"appropriate’ and 'reasonable™ alternatives does not dictate the minimum number of alternatives
that an agency must consider.”)

Master Response 21: Covered Activities

Many commenters had questions about and expressed concern regarding the covered activities.
Although take of a listed animal species is prohibited under section 9 of Act, the Service has no
authority to compel any individual or entity to cover any particular activity in an HCP. Any take,
incidental or otherwise, that occurs without authorization is handled as an enforcement matter by
our Office of Law Enforcement. Covered activities include gas and electric operation and
maintenance activities and minor new construction in the Plan Area that may result in take of
covered species. These activities are described HCP Chapter 3, Covered Activities. Non-covered
activities include major new projects, pesticide and herbicide applications, energy production and
energy delivery. Many commenters indicated they thought avian electrocutions should be covered,
implying that energy delivery should be covered. Operation of the electric lines (i.e., energy
delivery), conducting electricity through lines, is not a covered activity because PG&E determined
that incidental take of listed avian species in the Plan Area was not reasonably certain. Some
commenters questioned why pesticide and herbicide application is not covered. Current Service
policy does not recommend including pesticide use (including insecticides, fungicides, rodenticides,
and herbicides) as a covered activity in HCPs. The Service is working with U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency to evaluate the effects of pesticide and herbicides on covered species as part of a
larger national program. Once these consultations are complete, it is possible that Service policy
regarding pesticide use will change. PG&E did not seek coverage for this activity and PG&E has
informed the Service that it follows label application requirements for certified pesticide applicators

! HCP Handbook, Page 1-5.
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and adheres to BMPs. By not covering this activity, PG&E will not have take authorization. Some
commenters recommended minor new construction not be a covered activity, (see Master Response
13, Minor New Construction) and others expressed concern regarding specific gas line work (see
Master Response 22, Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve).

Master Response 22: Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve

The HCP provides take authorization for all covered species for all covered activities in the Plan
Area. Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve is in the Plan Area. We have heard the numerous
concerns regarding Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve and Line 109, and we must stress that
issuance of the incidental take permit will not authorize the construction of a pipeline replacement
within the Park or relocation outside the Park; rather, our permit will authorize only the take
associated with pipeline repair or replacement activities Our understanding is that the pipe has
been strength tested and there is no current project under development to replace or relocate the
line. Additionally, any replacement or relocation project would be subject to other discretionary
permits and land rights approvals. Thus, any replacement or relocation would be subject to an
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the public would
have the opportunity to provide further input at that time. Depending on its specifications, the
eventual project’s federal ESA compliance may be covered by this HCP, a project-specific HCP, or
through a separate section 7 interagency consultation. However, because of public concern, and to
ensure that the public is engaged in future work within this area, PG&E has agreed to include
additional text in the HCP regarding work in this area. New text was added to Table 5-1: “When
PG&E is planning a new gas pipeline extension or pipeline replacement project in Edgewood Park,
PG&E will meet with the USFWS and affected stakeholders during the planning phase to provide an
opportunity for input.”

Master Response 23: Measure to Control the Spread of
Phytophthora

Several commenters expressed concern regarding the spread of Phytopthora. The Service reviewed
the plant occurrence data and PG&E facility data, and determined that additional protection was
merited in Santa Clara County for coyote ceanothus. Protections were not instituted in the East Bay
because of the urbanized nature of the occurrence data, lack of below ground facilities, limited
extent of above ground facilities near habitat, and feasibility of the measures in relation to the
activity. A new measure was added to Table 5-1:

PG&E will follow current best management practices to prevent the spread of Phytophthora when
working on gas transmission facilities in the Map Book Zone for coyote ceanothus in Santa Clara County.
PG&E will clean equipment (i.e., vehicles, equipment, tools, footwear and clothes) at designated cleaning
stations before and after leaving these work locations. All PG&E staff and subcontractors working in
these areas will be trained on the risks of spreading Phytophthora and will work to minimize the
unnecessary movement of soil and plant materials when in this area. PG&E will also take care to prevent
the spread or contamination during plantings or restoration activities. (See Phytophthoras in Native
Habitats Working Group Recommendations, October 2016 for more information.)

Specific Responses

National Park Service

NPS 1: As a private applicant, PG&E followed the required process and is not required to pre-consult
with other federal agencies. The Service is using the current comment period to inform its
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evaluation and decision on the HCP application. Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species,
Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat, and Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

NPS 2: PG&E has stated that it has worked closely with the National Park Service on many projects
and will continue to coordinate on future maintenance work; this will include seeking input on
access and reviewing avoidance and minimization measures. The National Park Service also noted
that other federally-listed species exist within its areas of jurisdiction that were not included for
coverage in the HCP. The Service notes that PG&E does not have coverage for those species,
including the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) and Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly
(Speyeria zerene myrtleae), PG&E will need to obtain incidental take authorization for individual
activities that are reasonably certain to take those species, whether on or off of lands under National
Park Service jurisdiction. Measures in the HCP intended to avoid certain non-covered species do not,
in and of themselves, grant incidental take coverage for those species. In areas under National Park
Service jurisdiction, the likely avenue for obtaining incidental take authorization is through the
section 7 process. For areas under National Park Service jurisdiction, the HCP does not impede the
National Park Service’s ability to enforce its own land use requirements, in addition to measures set
forth in the HCP. Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 5, Modeled
Habitat.

NPS 3: The NPS appears to be proposing that maintenance activities only be conducted between July
15 and January 15. The Service encourages PG&E to work during the flight season to avoid direct
mortality of adult butterflies, because the flight season is when individual butterflies are most
visible. Most 0&M covered activities are of a short duration and do not permanently remove habitat.
When a project would result in permanent habitat loss, the Service typically recommends projects
avoid the flight season, because the eggs, larvae, or earlier instar larva would be taken regardless.
However, when activities are of short duration and temporary in nature, the Service typically
recommends work occur during the flight season so work crews and biological monitors are more
readily able to avoid areas with individuals. The commenter is correct that the AMM identified a
“flight period” that is incorrect for several butterfly species. However, this was a typographic area
and should have been “work window.” The correct flight season for each butterfly species is noted
in each species’ account. The correct dates and work window were used for identifying effects on the
covered butterfly species. We are not proposing to extend the flight period, but will correct the AMM
to “work window” or similar language to reflect when the Service prefers this work be conducted for
the majority of covered activities. PG&E is required to maintain its infrastructure and the AMM was
developed to maximize the protection of host plants, eggs, larvae, and adult butterflies while
allowing PG&E to have some latitude in accessing its facilities throughout the year. Given the life
history requirements of early developing eggs and larvae and the tight relationship to host plants,
the primary means to protect the butterfly is achieved by avoiding impacts on host plants

altogether. However, when plants cannot be avoided, the least amount of butterfly impacts
(minimization of the impacts) from the majority of covered activities is best achieved when larvae
have undergone metamorphosis into adult butterflies and have dispersed.

NPS 4: The Service agrees that additional measures may be appropriate under other permitting
requirements, and we note that the HCP does not alter or usurp the National Park Service’s
authority to manage its lands as it sees fit and the laws it administers allow.

NPS 5: The HCP provides PG&E several options for mitigating habitat loss and disturbance. The HCP
has been developed specifically to encourage collaboration with other conservation partners in the
Plan Area, including the National Park Service. PG&E may collaborate with the National Park Service
to meet its mitigation obligations, subject to Service approval.
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American Gas Association

AGA 1: Comment noted. The Service agrees with the commenter, that HCPs provide a better
conservation outcome for covered species than a project-by-project basis.

AGA 2: Comment noted. The Service agrees with the commenter, that landscape level HCPs have
multiple benefits for both applicants and species, while allowing for a streamlined approach to
permitting and ensuring public safety and energy delivery.

AGA 3: Comment noted. The Service agrees with the commenter, that an EA is the appropriate level
of NEPA for this 0&M HCP.

AGA 4: Comment noted.

County of San Mateo Parks Department (CSMPD)

CSMPD 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.
CSMPD 2: Please see Master Responsel, Comment Period.

County of San Mateo Parks Department (CSMPD) #2

CSMPD #2 - 1: Please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat, and Master Response 15, Overlap
with Other HCPs. The species models did include known species occurrence data from San Bruno
Mountain.

CSMPD #2 - 2: The species models did include known species occurrence data from San Bruno
Mountain, and the commenter’s reference that the Service focused the model on the East Bay is
incorrect. The HCP did not rely on a single species expert when developing the models. The models
incorporate the Service’s expertise on all the covered species and are based on relevant data from
Service recovery plans and 5-year reviews. The figures depicting the results of the habitat models
for the HCP are not all at the scale that would show all modeled habitat.

The average flight distance, rather than the maximum flight distance, was selected because it is a
more accurate depiction of the area likely to be inhabited by the species and potentially affected by
work within PG&E’s facility corridors and access to these corridors. We understand and agree that
species can range farther. However, the models are largely based on vegetative cover and not flight
distance for this species. Although we have analyzed effects on this species based upon average
flight distance, take of this species will be accounted for and mitigated based on vegetative cover.
We expect use of the models to result in mitigation for this species in areas where the species occurs

- in very low numbers (and is possibly absent), while also accounting for all areas where the species is
known to be present. The Service acknowledges that all of San Bruno Mountain is sensitive habitat
for multiple butterfly species and all covered species habitat loss and disturbance resulting from
covered activities on San Bruno Mountain will be mitigated. Furthermore, all of PG&E’s facilities in
undisturbed habitat are within areas identified as modeled habitat.

CSMPD #2 - 3: Please see Figure 4-10 from the HCP which indicates that San Bruno Mountain is
suitable habitat and also a hot zone (Hot Zone #3) for the San Bruno elfin butterfly, Callippe
silverspot butterfly, and Mission blue butterfly. Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other
HCPs, and the response to CSMPD #2-2. The minimum mapping unit is not relevant given the park
lands are considered suitable habitat.

CSMPD #2 - 4: The Service acknowledges that there may be additional information on habitat
suitability; however, all facilities on San Bruno Mountain have been identified to exist in suitable
habitat. Therefore, additional information is not needed in the species account. Please see Master
Response 5, Modeled Habitat, and responses to CSMPD #2 - Z and 3.
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CSMPD #2 - 5: Please see response to CSMPD #2 - 2 and 3 and NPS-3. Because all of San Bruno
Mountain is considered suitable habitat, a hot zone, and considered occupied additional updates to
the models are not necessary at this time. The Services welcomes additional data from CSMPD and
will forward that data for PG&E’s use when conducting future work.

CSMPD #2 - 6: Please see Master Response 9, Invasive Species. The environmental baseline for
PG&E’s HCP takes into account the current state of habitat areas combined with maintenance
activities that have and continue to occur on a daily, weekly, monthly, or annual basis. We recognize
that the spread of invasive or noxious weeds is not only a local issue but a statewide problem as
well.

CSMPD #2 - 7: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures, and Master Response 15,
Overlap with Other HCPs.

CSMPD #2 - 8: Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs.

CSMPD #2 - 9: We concur that, because some impacts on serpentine habitat take longer than 1 year
to restore, the impacts would be considered permanent by definition. At this time neither the
Service nor PG&E propose to modify the covered activities to limit individual projects to a specific
footprint or size, because the take limits would apply regardless. For example limiting pipeline
replacement to something less than 2 miles to potentially keep impacts on serpentine species to 4
acres would not reduce the impacts because the take limits for serpentine species still apply and
would not exceeded the maximum allowed under the O&M HCP. Please see Master Response 22,
Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve.

CSMPD #2 ~ 10: Please see Master Response 9, Invasive Species.

CSMPD #2 - 11: The Service will require that PG&E integrate additional noxious weed training into
Hot Zone 3. The additional text added to Hot Zone 3 reads, “PG&E will avoid and minimize the
introduction or spread of noxious weeds from vehicular traffic through employee education,
minimizing off-road travel, and inspecting vehicles to be sure they are not transporting observable
noxious weeds.” We are not proposing to extend the flight period, because in this measure the period
described serves as a shorter limiting operating period for PG&E work. PG&E is required to maintain
its infrastructure for public safety and reliability and the AMM was developed to maximize the
protection of host plants, eggs, larvae, and adult butterflies while allowing PG&E to have some
latitude in accessing its facilities throughout the year. Given the life history requirements of early
developing eggs and larvae and the tight relationship to host plants, the primary means to protect
the butterfly is achieved by avoiding impacts on host plants altogether. However, when plants
cannot be avoided, the least amount of butterfly impacts (minimization of the impacts) is best
achieved when larvae have undergone metamorphosis into adult butterflies and can disperse and be
seen above ground. PG&E will continue to work with local, state, and federal conservation land
managers to carry out its maintenance activities.

CSMPD #2 - 12: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures. At this time the Service is not
proposing to modify the Field Protocols, but PG&E will continue to work with local, state, and
federal conservation land managers to carry out its maintenance activities.

With respect specifically to reducing FP-07 from a 15 mph to a 10 mph speed limit to reduce dust,
while the Service acknowledges that a slower vehicle may reduce dust, FP-07 is meant to reduce
effects on covered butterfly species and not eliminate effects. FP-07 is more restrictive and
protective of listed butterflies than the Service’s standard minimization measure for listed
butterflies, which is to limit vehicles to 20 mph.

CSMPD #2 - 13: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures. At this time the Service is not
proposing to modify the Field Protocols or the Best Management Practices.
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CSMPD #2 - 14: Please see Master Response 20, Alternatives. The commenter is unclear whether
the statement about alternatives is meant for the HCP or for the EA. However, the reference to the
section being four pages suggests the comment is in reference to the HCP Chapter 7, Alternatives
Analysis. The Act requires an applicant for a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit to disclose the alternatives
to the proposed incidental take that the applicant considered and why the alternative was not
selected. It does not require an analysis of feasibility.

CSMPD #2 - 15: The Service will make a determination whether the funding is adequate and
assured when we complete our section 10 findings and recommendation. Additionally, the Service
disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the impacts associated with the 0&M HCP are an
underestimate and that the models are deficient. PG&E will work with conservation partners,
including San Bruno Mountain HCP, to satisfy mitigation requirements for butterfly impacts. It is
possible that conservation funds could be used to enhance habitat on San Bruno Mountain.

CSMPD #2 - 16: Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs. Requiring PG&E to
provide funding to a third party that is not directly related to mitigating the impact of the taking is
not within the scope of the Service’s jurisdiction. The Service also does not see the need to have a
third party monitor because the Service oversees implementation of all permitted HCPs, including
the surrounding overlapping HCPs with the 0&M HCP. Furthermore, the Service, at any time, may
inspect activities to observe HCP implementation.

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)

EBMUD 1: Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs. The Service did not omit data or
species presence information from the East Bay Municipal Utility District’'s HCP. The same Service
lead on developing, implementing, and reviewing annual reports for the EBMUD HCP was the lead
on the development of the PG&E 0&M HCP. However, the commenter is correct that specific
reference to the EBMUD HCP was not made in the list of existing planning documents.

EBMUD 2: Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs.
EBMUD 3: Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs.

EBMUD 4: Please see response to EBMUD 1 with respect to potential omission of EBMUD data.
Additionally, the HCP provides for an ongoing mechanism to incorporate additional data. The
Service and PG&E will work to make sure relevant additional data from the EBMUD program is
integrated into the HCP. With respect to one HCP being different from another, the Service is
required to consider the proposed HCP relative to the proposed impact of the taking. While the Act
requires mitigation to be to the maximum extent practicable, the Service must also consider
whether the proposed mitigation is commensurate to the impact of the taking; this means evaluating
each individual HCP on its own merits, and does not require that HCPs that address similar species,
activities, or are in close proximity to each other are the same. It is acceptable that one HCP is
different from another. However, it should be noted that the Service and PG&E utilized existing
habitat modeling from surrounding and overlapping regional HCPs and conservation strategies.
EBMUD’s low-effect HCP did not utilize habitat modeling to the same extent that the East Contra
Costa HCP/NCCP and the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy; in comparison to those habitat
models and the PG&E 0&M HCP, the EBMUD low-effect HCP estimated habitat at a much lower
amount. PG&E will integrate species, habitat, and conservation information into its GIS system to
help ensure that impacts on sensitive areas are avoided and minimized.

EBMUD 5: Please see response to EBMUD 4.
EBMUD 6: Please see response to EBMUD 4.
EBMUD 7: Please see response to EBMUD 4.
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EBMUD 8: Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs, and the response to EBMUD 4.
PG&E will mitigate for its impacts on core, perimeter core and dispersal habitat. The estimates in the
PG&E 0&M HCP are much more conservative than EBMUD’s own low-effect HCP, and likely to
overestimate the potential for habitat loss. As described in the HCP, there will be additional habitat
evaluation and review for large activities. PG&E’s work in scrub habitat will be evaluated in advance,
and impacts will be reported annually. PG&E is subject to the limits in its plan and EBMUD is subject
to the limits in its plan. Please see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs.

EBMUD 9: PG&E is open to a wide range of opportunities to satisfy its mitigation requirements. It
will track the location of impacts and where mitigation is provided. The commenter also stated that
take should be mitigated within the same watershed and suggested EBMUD’s Oursan Ridge
Conservation Bank as an appropriate conservation bank to acquire credits. However, the
commenter did not provide any information to support why they believe mitigation should occur
within the same watershed. The Service does not believe species mitigation needs to be
implemented within the same watershed where impacts are occurring with respect to California
red-legged frog or Alameda whipsnake. However, the Service will assure that mitigation addresses
the species and habitats affected. EBMUD may require mitigation measures beyond those in the HCP
for impacts of covered activities on its lands.

EBMUD 10: PG&E is required to maintain its facilities and may need to remove scrub habitat. The
HCP evaluates these effects and provides appropriate mitigation. With respect to the EBMUD low-
effect HCP’s requirements, the commenter is correct that within the watersheds within EBMUD
lands the objective for Alameda whipsnake in the EBMUD low-effect HCP is to maintain no more
than a 1% loss of whipsnake habitat (coastal scrub and chaparral). The PG&E 0&M HCP does include
both temporary and permanent loss of whipsnake habitat, however this is spread out over the entire
range of whipsnake within the permit area. All permanent loss of whipsnake habitat resulting from
the O&M HCP is not expected to occur within the same watershed and the Service does not expect
this to result in a conflict with the EBMUD low-effect HCP. The Service and PG&E will work with
EBMUD to ensure there is not a conflict.

EBMUD 11: Please see responses to EBMUD 1 and 4.

EBMUD 12: Hot Zones were primarily created to address narrowly distributed species and small-
unique populations. PG&E is aware of the extencive suitable habitat on EBMUD lands and is required
to contact EBMUD before doing work in accordance with FP-05. The Service does not propose to
extend the Hot Zones to EBMUD lands.

EBMUD 13: Please see response to EBMUD 8. Based on annual reports and potential impacts, the
Service will request that PG&E include better resolution data when evaluating effects on EBMUD
lands. Some data differences are due to the resolution of the land-cover data used.

EBMUD 14: The acreage does include potential disturbances on EBMUD lands.

EBMUD 15: PG&E will restore riparian areas with compatible vegetation subject to landowner
permission. If covered species (e.g., California red-legged frog) habitat is affected, then the impact
will be mitigated. Additionally it should be noted, that the Service cannot require mitigation for
resources not subject to the Service’s jurisdiction and steelhead are not covered by the 0&M HCP;
any take of species under the jurisdiction of NMFS would be address on a case by case basis through
a consultation with NMFS.

BMUD 16: Table 4-5 indicates some vegetation management activities may affect California red-
legged frog habitat. These activities may affect covered species, but the HCP was developed to
ensure implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and mitigation. It should also be
noted that Table 4-5 referenced in the commenter’s letter identified potential effects related to
species habitat. It does not specify direct mortality or injury of a covered species. Driving on roads is
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unlikely to affect species habitat. Although driving may result in direct impacts on individuals,
implementation of FP-02 and FP-03 would ensure driving impacts are avoided and minimized.

EBMUD 17: The comment is unclear, it does not explain what “...conditions frequently
encountered...” do not align with the rational in the O&M HCP. PG&E will follow the measures
outlined in the HCP and will mitigate its effects when it removes scrub habitat.

EBMUD 18: The commenter states that “the table” does not include impacts from vehicles,
vegetation removal, or road grading for Alameda whipsnake. The comment is unclear which table is
being referenced. Table 4-5, which is noted in the commenter’s previous comment, describes
impacts on species habitat, not direct effects on individuals. Section 4.2.3.1, also mentioned in the
comment, discusses all effects on Alameda whipsnake, including potential effects on individual
snakes. Table 4-5 does not need to be revised; it is intended to indicate which activities are most
likely to result in effects on habitat. During implementation of the HCP, PG&E will implement the
totality of the conservation plan to avoid, minimize, and mitigate its effects on these species.

EBMUD 19: Please see responses to EBMUD 4 and 8.

EBMUD 20: Each HCP for which the Service issues a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit has been subject to
its own analysis based on the particulars of that HCP’s covered activities, effects, and project-specific
constraints. The Service’s decision to issue a permit for one HCP does not require the Service to
make the same decision for any other project, especially those with different covered activities,
effects, and project-specific constraints. Such a limitation would be arbitrary and may prevent the
Service from acting in the best interest of a given listed species, or securing the best conservation
options available in a given situation. The Service understands that sometimes specific conservation
measures may be used so frequently for activities that may affect federally listed species (either
section 7 or 10) that they may be viewed by some as a standard. However, the Service is required to
evaluate each project on its own merits and some “standard” conservation measures may be require
to be altered, or entirely different conservation measures used to avoid and minimize adverse
effects on listed species. Thus, different HCPs can, and often do, have different requirements. Please
also see Master Response 15, Overlap with Other HCPs. PG&E avoids impacts on nesting birds by
implementing limited operating periods and prescribing buffers when working around or near
active bird nests.

EBMUD 21: Please see response to EBMUD 9.

San Francisco Water Power Sewer

SFWPS 1: PG&E is aware of the requirements to notify and seek approvals for work on SFPUC lands,
including restoration. PG&E will continue to work with SFPUC according to the terms of existing
land rights for PG&E's existing facilities.

SFWPS 2: Comment noted. PG&E will collaborate with fee title land holders and Service to secure
mitigation lands.

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency
SCVHA 1: Comment noted.

SCVHA 2: Comment noted. The Service appreciates the opportunity to partner with the Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Agency to implement conservation objectives across multiple HCPs.

SCVHA 3: Comment noted. The Service agrees with the commenter that both HCPs working together
will likely result in substantial additional benefits to both HCPs and species beyond that required by
either HCP individually.

Master and Specific Responses on PG&E’s Bay Area O&M
HCP and the Service’s Environmental Assessment

20 September 2017



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Solano County Water Agency

SCWA 1: Comment noted.

SCWA 2: Comment noted. The Service appreciates the opportunity to partner with the Solano
County Water Agency to meet conservation objectives across different HCPs. The Service agrees that
implementation of both plans in a collaborative manner will complement each HCP.

California Council of Environmental and Economic Balance
(CCEEB)

CCEEB 1: Comment noted
CCEEB 2: Comment noted

Center for Biological Diversity (CBD)

CBD 1: The Service is satisfied the HCP is appropriately detailed. The Service has been working with
PG&E on this HCP for several years and the HCP represents a framework to address take arising
from certain O&M activities.

CBD 2: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CBD 3: The Service disagrees that direct, indirect, and cumulative effects have not been adequately
identified or analyzed. The Draft EA addresses these impacts beginning on page 3.3-24. Please also
see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, and Master
Response 10, Cumulative Impacts.

CBD 4: The Center for Biological Diversity expressed concern that the Service was choosing to
extend the public comment period for the HCP, but not the EA. The commenters stated that the
public comment period should be extended for the EA as well as the HCP because shortcomings in
the HCP are expected to be reflected in the EA. Although it is correct that a substantial change in the
HCP may necessitate a change in the EA, the Service has concluded that no substantial changes to the
EA are needed. The commenter has not identified previously undisclosed significant impacts.
Despite these facts, the Service notes that, although we chose to extend the comment period for the
HCP in an effort to maximize public involvement in the HCP’s development, we are not legally
compelled to extend the public comment period on either document.

CBD 5: The Service has considered all comments submitted on the EA. See the responses to specific
comments submitted by Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR) #1 and CCCR #2 (prepared by
Shute Mihaly and Weinberger LLP).

CBD 6: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, Master Response 4, Covered Species,
Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities. With regard
to the commenter’s statement that a habitat conservation plan must first avoid, then minimize, and
fully mitigate impacts, the commenter appears to be confusing the requirements of CEQA and the
California Endangered Species Act with NEPA and the federal Endangered Species Act. The federal
Act requires a conservation plan first minimize and then mitigate to the maximum extent practicable
the impact of the taking. The Act does not require avoidance first and does not require an applicant
to “fully mitigate,” which is a state requirement for state-listed endangered species. However, a key
component of this 0&M HCP is avoidance, and the HCP is designed to avoid effects on federally listed
species first and then mitigate the any remaining impacts of the taking

CBD 7: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.
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CBD 8: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities.
The Service recognizes that there are important and unique localized habitats for covered species

" that must be protected and that there are areas with high densities of covered species that must be
protected. However, implementation of the framework outlined in the HCP will avoid, minimize, and
mitigate potential effects. The acreage of affected habitat is an appropriate surrogate for take and
there will be individual take limits within the permit to ensure that the effects do not exceed those
analyzed. The commenter also asserted that the HCP must include information relating to the sex,
age, and number of individuals of the species to be taken. However, the Service is not required to
analyze the take with this level of specificity if the information cannot be reasonably obtained. The
Service has long utilized amount of habitat as a surrogate for number of individuals to be taken.
Both the Service’s section 7 Handbook and the Service’s revised section 10 Handbook (issued
December 23, 2016) discusses the use of habitat as a surrogate several times. The revised section 10
Handbook (p. 8-3) states that the “justification for use of a surrogate can be in the intra-Service
consultation, the HCP, or we can reference recovery planning documents, such as a recovery plan or
species status assessment.” [n preparing its biological opinion, the Service will quantify the amount
of take of covered species pursuant to the Act, regulation, policies, and guidance.

CBD 9: Please see Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, Master Response 13, Minor New Construction,
Master Response 19, Issuance Criteria, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities. Chapter 4 of the
HCP goes into detailed descriptions of the range of 0&M activities and minor new construction that
could be implemented in the Plan Area, and provides an estimate of how often these activities are
likely to occur. O&M activities could be required anywhere in the Plan Area, which is defined by the
location of PG&E's existing gas and electric infrastructure plus a buffer (see 0&M HCP Section 1.5.1).
Therefore, the HCP addresses the potential for covered O&M activities to be implemented in any
given location in the Plan Area.

CBD 10: Please see response to CBD 8. It is often not practical to measure take in terms of numbers
of individuals of the species. The HCP Handbook recognizes this, stating “it is not always practical to
survey and count affected wildlife populations directly. More often we use a surrogate measure,
such as acres of habitat or a measurable ecological condition that we define and use to express
incidental take authorized by a permit.” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries
Service. 2016. Habitat Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook.
Washington, D.C. P. 8-3). The Service will follow the HCP Handbook and the newly revised incidental
take regulations in determining the appropriate use of surrogates, including habitat, for measuring
and tracking incidental take. (See 80 Fed. Reg. 26832 (May 11, 2015) - Interagency Cooperation -
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended; Incidental Take Statements. Final rule).

CBD 11: Please see responses to CBD 8 and 10.

CBD 12: The HCP address federally listed animal species that are reasonably certain to be taken as a
result of the covered activities under the Service’s jurisdiction. As noted in Section 3.3.1.2 of the
Draft EA, there is a potential that a specific O&M project could effect a federally listed fish species
under the jurisdiction of the NMES because they do occur within the Plan Area. However, the need
for PG&E to consult with NMFES is rare, and the Service stated in the Draft EA that addressing these
species on a landscape scale would be speculative. As a result, any individual project that potentially
effects a species under NMFS’s jurisdiction would be addressed as it is now, on a case by case basis
either through section 7 or 10 of the Act. As the revised HCP Handbook notes: “if a landowner or
project proponent’s activities will potentially impact an ESA-listed species, they should be advised to
conduct the activities in a manner that avoids take, seek an incidental take permit for take
anticipated from their activities, or obtain take authorization through a different ESA mechanism
(e.g., section 7 consultation if there is an appropriate federal nexus). Note that if incidental take of
ESA-listed species is not anticipated from a landowner or project proponent’s activities, an
incidental take permit is not needed or appropriate.” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Marine Fisheries Service. 2016. Habitat Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing
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Handbook. Washington, D.C. Page 3-2). As the commenter notes, the revised HCP Handbook states
that take of ESA-listed species can be addressed if it is “covered by another ESA mechanism”
(Handbook p. 7-3). If an activity would result in take of an ESA-listed, non-covered species, PG&E
will need to seek separate take authorization for those activities. Please also see the response to CBD
8.

CBD 13: Please see the response to CBD 12, Please also see Master Response 4, Covered Species. The
Service will determine whether PG&E has minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent
practicable in our Findings and Recommendations prior to making a permit decision. The HCP
Handbook does not alter the statutory requirement for HCPs to minimize and mitigate to the
maximum extent practicable. The Service does not agree with the Center’s characterization of the
“no net loss” standard, but the issue is not relevant to the HCP under consideration.

CBD 14: Please see Master Response 13, Minor New Construction, Master Response 14, Growth-
Inducing Effects, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities. Also it should be noted that the HCP
does not cover “unlimited” numbers of covered activities, as the commenter asserts. HCP Table 4-1
identifies both the likely annual frequency and size of disturbance of each covered activity. Although
it is correct to say that estimated frequency is not a cap on the number of activities, PG&E will be
subject to the take limits (i.e,, cap) identified in the HCP.

CBD 15: The presence of PG&E's existing gas and electric facilities and associated access roads and
boardwalks in the Plan Area is part of the existing setting. Any impacts from their presence on the
landscape are permanent impacts that resulted from their historic construction and are part of the
baseline condition. The covered species impact analysis in Chapter 4 of the HCP addresses ongoing
activities required to actively and safely operate and maintain these existing facilities. The
commenter also states that FP-8 and FP-10 “do little to prevent expansion of these threats,” with
“these threats” being those from poles and lines that provide perches for predators. This Service
disagrees with this statement, because FP-8 is meant to reduce trash at a work site (including food
that could attract predators like raccoons and feral cats) and FP-10 is meant to reduce the amount of
time work crews are present at a particular site, which is also expected to reduce the likelihood of
attracting predators to the area as a result of the activity.

CBD 16: The HCP includes those covered activities needed to maintain existing infrastructure,
including boardwalk repair and replacement and tower repair and replacement. Unauthorized use
of the boardwalks is trespassing (and thus illegal) and PG&E installs gates and signage to minimize
trespassing. PG&E limits its operating period and avoids working during the clapper rail nesting
season to minimize impacts on Ridgway’s rail. It has also created a marsh hot zone to ensure all
work in marsh habitat is reviewed prior to beginning work.

CBD 17: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.

CBD 18: PG&E will seek coverage for fish when needed. It should be noted that listed fish were not
included in the 0&M HCP because direct impacts on fish habitat would require a permit under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, which would trigger
consultation with the Service or NMFS under section 7 of the ESA. Additionally, NMFS indicated
impacts on fish would be addressed in project-specific consultations under section 7 of the Act
should take authorization of fish be needed. Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and the
response to CBD 12.

CBD 19: Please see the response to CBD 18.
CBD 20: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CBD 21: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.
Covered activities under the HCP will be evaluated through an environmental screening process that
includes the avoidance and minimization of impacts. The HCP further contains extensive measures

Master and Specific Responses on PG&E’s Bay Area 0&M
HCP and the Service’s Environmental Assessment

23 September 2017



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

to minimize and mitigate incidental take. Consequently, the HCP does follow the three-step
sequence of avoid, minimize, and mitigate.

CBD 22: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.
CBD 23: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.
CBD 24: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CBD 25: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures, and Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other
Plans and Processes.

CBD 26: Please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat, Master Response 12, Mitigation, Master
Response 13, Minor New Construction, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities.

CBD 27: Please see Master Response 13, Minor New Construction.

CBD 28: Please see Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes. All AMMs, and BMPs
relevant to the analysis and the Service’s permitting decision have been included in the Draft HCP
and EA.

CBD 29: Please see Master Response 9, Invasive Species.

CBD 30: The Service has coordinated with other federal agencies both during and before the public
review process (including the National Park Service, the Environmental Protection Agency, the
Service’s National Wildlife Refuges, and the Service’s Bay Delta Fish and Wildlife Office). The Service
is considering and responding to all comments on the HCP and EA.

CBD 31: PG&E is obligated to comply with all applicable environmental laws. Future permits under
the Clean Water Act would be coordinated as they are now directly between PG&E and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and or the Regional Water Quality Control Board, as appropriate. The decision by
the Service to issue a permit or not does not change the statutory or regulatory requirements of
Sections 404 or 401 of the Clean Water Act, nor any applicable state law.

CBD 32: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts. Internal coordination with the migratory bird
program occurred during the development of the HCP. PG&E has submitted an Eagle Conservation
Plan to the Service in support of an application for a take permit under the BGEPA. Consistent with
Service guidance, an HCP applicant can choose whether to cover golden eagles under the BGEPA or
to cover the species under an HCP that includes ESA-listed species. As such, the golden eagle is not
required to be included in the HCP. There is no requirement to cover non-listed avian species in the
HCP, and the measures PG&E implements to ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
similarly are not required to be included in the HCP.

CBD 33: The commenter’s statement that implies the Service is required to consult with the state
regarding land acquisition for mitigation under section 7 or 10 of the Act is incorrect. The
coordination provision is generally accepted to refer to land acquisition by the federal government
(such as National Wildlife Refuges). Also the commenter’s statement that “neither document
demonstrates that USFWS or PG&E solicited the advice or guidance of CDFW” is also incorrect. As
noted throughout the HCP (in Sections 1.1, 1.5.1, 2.3.1, 2.3.4, 4,1.3.1, and 5.4.2) both the Service and
PG&E coordinated with CDFW on development of the HCP. During development of the HCP, there
was extensive coordination with CDFW, and staff from CDFW participated in numerous meetings
and reviewed draft HCP chapters as well as developing the habitat models. Although California Fish
and Game Code Section 2080.1 allows for CDFW to issue consistency determinations on the
Service’s issuance of a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit, at this time CDFW typically does not issue
consistency determinations and for this, among other reasons, PG&E decided to pursue separate
federal and state permitting processes and in April 2015 submitted an application to CDFW for an
O&M Section 2081(b) incidental take permit under CESA.
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CBD 34: The commenter stated that the Service is required to obtain a consistency determination
from the California Coastal Commission for issuance of the section 10 permit for the HCP. A
consistency determination under the Coastal Zone Management Act is not needed for this permit. 16
United States Code Section 1456(c)(1); 15 Code of Federal Regulations Part 930.30. Please see
Master Response 18, Coordination with Other Agencies. The Center stated that the HCP is flawed
because the Service has not assured compliance with local and state laws and regulations. The
Service’s permit authorizes incidental take of federally listed animal species in association with
PG&E's activities, but it does not authorize PG&E’s activities. PG&E is responsible for ensuring that
its O&M activities comply with all applicable legal requirements. The HCP Handbook states that the
applicant is responsible for complying with other applicable local, state, and federal laws and the
Services may acceptan applicant’s assertions of lawfulness:

For most activities we consider in HCP review, the Services can readily accept an applicant’s
certification regarding the lawfulness of their activities. Typical construction, timber
management, mineral extraction, or other land management activities usually do not raise
questions of lawfulness. For such routine activities, we must stay mindful that we do not enforce
State and local laws authorizing the activity. This means that we do not generally evaluate an
applicant’s compliance with local requirements.. ..

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. 2016. Habitat Conservation
Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook. Washington, D.C. Page 3-18.

The HCP Handbook guidance regarding applicant compliance with other laws is consistent with the
courts’ interpretation of the ESA. (See, e.g. Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. United States Fish & Wildlife
Serv., 450 F.3d 930 (9th Cir. 2006) (“the Service is not required to ensure [applicant] compliance
with federal and state law before issuing an ITS” [incidental take statement]).

CBD 35: Please see the response to CBD 13.

CBD 36: The Service disagrees with the commenter that there is not adequate enforcement
associated with this permit. If the Service determines issuance of a permit is appropriate, the permit
will include clear language regarding the Service's expectations of PG&E. Please see Master
Response 13, Minor New Construction, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities. The HCP does not
give PG&E discretion in determining which AMMs to apply to covered activities to minimize impacts.
Rather, it clearly requires implementation of all Field Protocols when working in the Plan Area, as
well additional measures that will be prescribed for work in specific locations (e.g., hot zones, Map
Book zones, and near wetlands and vernal pools). The hot zone and Map Book zone AMMs provide
sufficient oversight by a qualified biologist without the need for additional presence by Service staff
in the field during covered activities. If the Service issues a permit, the Service will continue to work
with PG&E over the life of the permit.

CBD 37: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period, and Master Response 2, Request to Prepare
an EIS.

CBD 38: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

CBD 39: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period. The Center for Biological Diversity stated
that the 30-day public comment period is not in keeping with the recommendations of the 2016
Handbook, and noted that our Handbook states that for regional HCPs, the comment period is a
minimum of 60 days. Although the Service acknowledge; that the study area appears to be large, the
impacts are expected to be small in individual size, diffuced throughout the study area, and result
almost entirely from O&M of existing facilities on disturt.ed areas. Additionally, covered activities
will impact a small fraction of the total study area. Nonetheless, in response to early public
comments, the Service extended the comment period on the HCP by 60 days, 30 days longer than
our Handbook requires. This amounts to a total comment period of 90 days, which we consider to be
sufficient.
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CBD 40: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period, and Master Response 2, Request to Prepare
EIS.

CBD 41: When a Notice of Intent (NOI) for a joint Environmental Impact Report/EIS was published
in the Federal Register in 2006 to kick-off the development of the Bay Area O&M HCP, the Service
expected that the scope of the HCP would warrant preparation of an EIS. However, after receiving no
comments from the public at that time, and after further consideration of the covered species and
the maintenance activities that are proposed for coverage, the Service determined an EA was the
more appropriate NEPA process to follow. The Service specifically noted this in the Notice of
Availability for the Draft EA and Draft HCP on March 24, 2017, and the Service withdrew our intent
to prepare an EIS. An NOI is not required for an EA.

CBD 42: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.

CBD 43: Please see Master Response 13, Minor New Construction, and Master Response 21, Covered
Activities.

CBD 44: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.
CBD 45: Please see Master Response 10, Cumulative Impacts.

CBD 46: The Service evaluated impacts on covered species as a result of the proposed action on
pages 3.3-24 to 3.3-33 of the EA. The cumulative impact analysis begins on page 4-7 of the EA.
Please also see Master Response 6, Impact Analysis.

The commenter’s statement that “the HCP will authorize large numbers of projects over a 30-year
period” is incorrect. A conservation plan is required when an applicant applies for an incidental
taker permit under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act. Neither the HCP nor an incidental take permit
authorize an activity. The HCP essentially provides a blueprint for how an applicant will mitigate
impacts on covered species, and an incidental take permit only authorizes take of federally listed
animals resulting from one or more covered activities, not the underlying activities.

CBD 47: See Master Response 14, Growth-Inducing Effects.

CBD 48: The baseline established in the EA accurately reflects the limit of the Service’s authority
over the covered activities, and it is appropriate to assume that PG&E’s O&M activities would
continue to occur under the No Action Alternative. The baseline conditions are summarized in the
Environmental Setting sections for all resources in Chapter 3 of the EA, and for biological resources
beginning on page 3.3-7. Overall, the EA used baseline information based on land-cover types and
species occurrence data. Species baseline information is also provided in the HCP in the life history
and distribution information in HCP Chapter 4, Covered Species Impact Analysis, and in HCP
Appendix B, Species Accounts.

CBD 49: The EA does not imply that some covered activities would not occur. The EA specifically
assumes that O&M activities would continue with or without the HCP because PG&E is required by
state law to maintain its facilities for public safety. Additionally PG&E has an obligation to serve,
meaning PG&E must serve anyone who requests service within PG&E’s service territory. While
project-by-project permitting is “challenging and difficult” PG&E has operated under this framework
for years.

CBD 50: As describe in response to CBD 49, PG&E can reasonably be expected to continue to
conduct its maintenance work with or without the HCP. Therefore, under the No Action Alternative,
these activities are assumed to also occur.

CBD 51: The Center stated that the baseline information on covered species was insufficient and

that the Service should require protocol level surveys for all covered species to improve upon the
baseline information. The best available information for this HCP is the habitat suitability models,
which provide a sufficient basis for evaluating potential impacts on species and are employed for
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this purpose by most regional HCPs (e.g., Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan and East Contra Costa
HCP/NCCP). (See Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat). These models not only include occurrence
data from the California Natural Diversity Database, but also the Service’s own information supplied
in Recovery Plans, 5-year status reviews, and listing rules. There is no requirement for protocol level
surveys to establish species baseline prior to HCP submittal. In addition, such surveys would not be
reasonable over a large Plan Area and would become outdated within a few years. Also, the Service
does not have survey protocols for all federally listed species.

CBD 52: Please see Master Response 17, Climate Change.

CBD 53: Please see Master Response 18, Coordination with Other Agencies.
CBD 54: Please see Master Response 18, Coordination with Other Agencies.
CBD 55: Please see. Master Response 18, Coordination with Other Agencies.
CBD 56: Please see Master Response 18, Coordination with Other Agencies.

CBD 57: Issuance of the section 10 permit by the Service does not authorize the underlying
activities and will not lead to impacts on water quality. However, the Service did evaluate impacts on
hydrology and water quality in Section 3.7 of the EA. The analysis concludes on page 3.7-17 of the
Draft EA with the following: “Compliance with applicable federal and State laws, the Environmental
Programs described above, and the following AMMs will ensure minimal impacts on surface waters
in the Plan Area: FP-11, BMP-10, BMP-23, BMP-26, BMP-30, BMP-61." PG&E will continue to comply
with other federal and state laws when projects trigger those requirements. Water quality effects on
covered species are also evaluated in the EA and HCP.

CBD 58: Please see the response to CBD 57.

CBD 59: Please see the response to CBD 57. PG&E obtains Clean Water Act Section 404 permits
when needed and obtains approximately 50 permits per year throughout its service territory, one-
third of which is in the Bay Area.

CBD 60: The commenter indicated there should be more analysis of pipeline ruptures. Covered
activities include the maintenance of pipelines to ensure they are in safe working order. Ruptures
are considered an emergency situation and rupture repairs are not a covered activity. However,
PG&E is obligated to address the hazard to maintain and ensure public safety. If habitat is disturbed
as part of the pipeline repair (a covered activity), impacts would be mitigated according to the HCP.
Potential effects related to pipeline rupture are the same under the HCP and the No Action
Alternative and, therefore, the evaluation in the EA is sufficient.

CBD 61: Please see Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

California Native Plant Society (CNPS)

CNPS 1: The Service believes the EA and HCP are appropriate and adequately analyze impacts.

CNPS 2: Comment noted. The Service has considered all comments submitted on the EA. See the
responses to the Committee for Green Foothills letters.

CNPS 3: After reviewing known species locations as part of the Map Book screening process, PG&E
determined it could avoid impacting San Mateo thornmint. Five wood poles are located
approximately 180 feet from suitable habitat and PG&E has marked its facilities to avoid future
impacts. The Service will evaluate potential effects on San Mateo thornmint in its intra-Service
biological opinion.

CNPS 4: At one point PG&E considered covering Tiburon Indian paintbrush. However, after
reviewing known species locations as part of the Map Book screening process, PG&E determined,
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after site reviews, that this plant is not present near its facilities. The Service will evaluate potential
effects on San Mateo thornmint in its intra-Service biological opinion.

CNPS 5: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and responses to CNPS 3 and 4.

California Native Plant Society #2

CNPS #2 - 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

CNPS #2 - 2: PG&E'’s HCP has not been developed to satisfy both CESA and ESA obligations and the
Service, a federal entity, has no authority to administer or enforce CESA. Please also see the
response to CBD 33.

CNPS #2 - 3: Each HCP the Service approves has been subject to its own analysis based on the
particulars of that HCP’s covered activities, effects, and project-specific constraints. The decision to
include a number of species in one HCP does not compel the Service to make the same decision for
any other project, especially those with different covered activities, effects, and project-specific
constraints. Please see Master Response 1, Covered Species, and Master Response 8, Plant Impacts
and Mitigation.

CNPS #2 - 4: The comment incorrectly defines permanent impacts. Permanent impacts do not mean
“absence of species.” The Service evaluated direct and indirect impacts associated with PG&E’s
maintenance activities.

CNPS #2 - 5: Comment noted; however, at this time the Service does not intend to conduct
additional public meetings on the HCP.

Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR)

CCCR 1: Comment noted. The Service has considered all comments submitted on the EA. See the
responses to the Committee for Green Foothills letters and the Center for Biological Diversity
comment letter.

CCCR 2: The scope of the HCP changed, the scope of the impacts changed, and Service’s section 10
guidance changed, all resulting in an analysis that supports the preparation of an EA. An NOI is not
required for an EA.

CCCR 3: The Service publicly noticed the HCP. The Service also maintained a list of organizations to
be notified but inadvertently did not notice CCCR; therefore, the Service decided to extend the
comment period on the HCP. Please also see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

CCCR 4: See response to CCCR 3.

CCCR 5: The Service believes there is sufficient information to justify an EIS. The Service is
evaluating the effects of issuing a permit for covered species. Please see Master Response 1, Covered
Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CCCR 6: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.

CCCR 7: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, and Master Response 4, Covered
Species.

CCCR 8: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master Response 7, Avian Impacts, and
Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

CCCR 9: Please see Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

CCCR 10: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master Response 7, Avian Impacts, and
Master Response 13, Minor New Construction.
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CCCR 11: The Service disagrees that the measures in 0&M HCP Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 are
inadequate to protect covered species. These measures will protect covered species by ensuring
crews are trained, access and worksite management is appropriate, erosion is limited, wetlands and
other natural resources are protected, and that resources in Hot Zones are protected. These
measures will also benefit other species by minimizing habitat disturbance, although they are not
specifically intended to protect non-covered species. For example, limiting off-road travel, observing
limiting operating periods, designating appropriate laydown areas will also benefit non-covered
species.

A qualified biologist will review the work and will monitor the work within Hot Zones and Map Book
zones, if necessary, based on the site conditions and work needed. Biologists have the ability to halt
work. These zones were created to raise the awareness of staff and crews and to avoid potential
impacts on covered species. The Service agrees that various PG&E staff have different qualifications
and crews are identified as responsible staff because they will need to implement the measures
described in the HCP. Crews will have attended an environmental training and will be aware of
setback distances from wetlands (i.e., pond, streams, vernal pools, and other water features). When
needed, biologists are involved and can provide guidance on how to identify and avoid sensitive
resources. Land planners are also involved in high-level screening and permit assessment and
development. "

CCCR 12: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master Response 7, Avian Impacts, and
Master Response 16, Need to Provide PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

CCCR 13: Through routine patrols, inspections, and information from the public PG&E learns about
areas of possible risk to birds. PG&E is making many efforts to proactively and reactively maintain
and upgrade its lines to minimize impacts on birds. PG&E considers engineering solutions and
appropriate retrofits when it finds that there are consistent and ongoing avian problems. Comment
noted.

CCCR 14: This comment does not specifically address any deficiencies in the HCP or EA. See Master
Response 4, Covered Species.

CCCR15: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

CCCR16: PG&E is not proposing to add a measure to limit the use of herbicide coverage near vernal
pools because the Service will not provide and PG&E is not seeking take authorization for applying
herbicide. Further, PG&E states that it is highly unlikely PG&E would need to apply herbicides ina
vernal pool landscape.

CCCR 17: The Service concurs and PG&E has modified BMP 12 to specify restoration will be
implemented in grassland and will not be performed in serpentine habitat and soils.

CCCR 18: The Service understands the challenges with relocation and restoration, and the limited
success that has occurred for some federally listed plant species. However, if the work must proceed
and plants will be “taken”, PG&E has proposed an approach to mitigation that will address the
potential impacts and requires monitoring to ensure proposed success criteria are met.

CCCR 19: Please see Master Response 23, Measure to Control the Spread of Phytophthora.

CCCR 20: Please see Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation. It is acceptable that there are
differences in the numbers of occurrences and number of individuals presented in different plans;
this may be a function of the plans being prepared at different times and of additional surveys that
have been conducted for the species. This discrepancy should not affect the conservation strategy of
each plan, because each plan will have its own specific biological goals and objectives. Assuming an
equal density of plants across a potential area was a way to conservatively assume that a larger
number of individuals could be affected. Additionally the 0&M HCP was developed in a way to be
complementary with other surrounding or overlapping HCPs.
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CCCR 21: The commenter is conflating changed circumstances associated with long-term species
survival with changed circumstances associated with securing and managing mitigation lands in the
Plan Area for species survival. The Service is obligated to analyze changed circumstances with
respect to the implementation of the mitigation associated with the conservation strategy. It has
adequately analyzed these potential changes, including vandalism, fire, floods, landslide and erosion,
earthquakes, drought, climate change, invasive species, and diseases and pathogens that could occur
on mitigation lands. No additional analysis is needed.

CCCR 22: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.
CCCR 23: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.
CCCR 24: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.
CCCR 25: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CCCR 26: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, Master Response 4, Covered
Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts. The Service will not provide and PG&E is not
proposing to cover the use of herbicides. '

CCCR 27: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts. PG&E also has a Special Use Permit with the
Service that allows PG&E to remove nests during emergencies.

CCCR 28: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CCCR 29: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CCCR 30: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 31: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 32: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 33: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 34: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 35: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 36: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 37: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 38: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 39: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 40: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 41: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 42: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 43: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 44: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 45: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 46: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 47: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 48: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
CCCR 49: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.
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CCCR 50: Please see Master Response 13, Minor New Construction. 1t appears that the commenter
has misunderstood EA Table 1-3. Table 1-3 does not show the amount of expected impact
associated with each type of covered activity; rather, Table 1-3 describes the potential portion of the
Plan Area within which various facilities are located or could be expected to be built. In the case of
minor new construction, the table states that minor new construction may occur anywhere within a
3,014-portion of the Plan Area containing various natural land-cover types, not that there will be
3,014 acres of loss or disturbance within natural land cover types. The Service does not anticipate,
and PG&E has not proposed 3,014 acres of habitat loss or temporary disturbance associated with
minor new construction.

CCCR 51: Application of herbicides, rodenticides, and fungicides is not a covered activity. The
Service policy is not to authorize incidental take as a result of applying herbicides, insecticides,
rodenticides, and fungicides that the Environmental Protection Agency has approved if EPA has not
completed section 7 consultation with the Service.

CCCR 52: Please see Master Response 4, Modeled Habitat.

CCCR 53: Please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat. The models use CNDDB as only one
component of the data input. Protocol surveys are not reasonable to implement for all covered
activities, and the Service does not have protocol surveys for all federally listed species.

CCCR 54: The Service is satisfied with the definition and that Hot Zones will serve the desired
objectives of protecting covered species. In portions of the Plan Area that are outside of a Hot Zone
but within modeled habitat, effects on covered species will be minimized primarily by means of
Field Protocol implementation and habitat mitigation. Burrowing owls are not a covered species and
Hot Zones are not specifically intended to address burrowing owls or any other non-covered species
(although there will be ancillary benefits to non-covered species). PG&E will obtain take
authorization separately for non-covered species, as appropriate from the proper state and/or
federal agency. Comment noted.

CCCR 55: Habitat is used as a surrogate for take and local demographic populations are accounted
for through the use of Hot Zones.

CCCR 56: Please see the response to CCCR 55.

CCCR 57: The Service is satisfied with the definition and that Map Book zones will serve their
desired objectives of protecting covered plant species. Comment noted.

CCCR 58: The exceptions to the models are narrowly defined to include two primary items: urban
lands and lands that are clearly not habitat. Please see HCP Section 5.4.1.1, Exceptions to the Use of
the Models.

CCCR 59: The models are being used as a baseline indicator of habitat, not the presence of species. It
would be impracticable to conduct surveys for all covered activities.

CCCR 60: Please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat. Dispersal distances were included in the
HCP to indicate the potential for impacts on the species. Larger dispersal distances for CTS may
occur, but the density of species at those distances will also be lower. The primary basis for the
habitat model for this species is vegetative cover, not distance from potential or known breeding
habitat, which in some cases will result in AMM implementation and mitigation for habitat outside of
the known dispersal distance of the species. As such the models are adequate for minimizing take of
both distinct population segments of the California tiger salamander, as well as all other covered
species for which models have been developed. No changes to the impact analysis are proposed.

CCCR 61: Please see the response to CCCR 60.

CCCR 62: The Service recognizes that there are important and unique localized habitats that must
be protected for covered species and there are areas with high densities of covered species that
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must be protected. However, we believe implementation of the framework outlined in the HCP will
avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential effects. It is impracticable to conduct protocol surveys in all
work areas. Habitat is an appropriate surrogate for take and there will be individual take limits
within the permit to ensure that the effects do not exceed those analyzed. For the purposes of NEPA,
the baseline condition is that these activities are currently occurring. The Service will make its
determination whether the HCP meets issuance criteria (including whether PG&E has minimized
and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable) in our Findings and Recommendations.

CCCR 63: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CCCR 64: PG&E continues to work with the Service’s Migratory Bird program to avoid and minimize
its impacts and assess risks to existing facilities. PG&E addresses risk to migratory birds through
proactive and reactive measures to prevent future and ongoing risk. Facilities existing on the
landscape, electric current running through power lines, and gas running through pipelines are not
covered activities. Avian collisions and electrocutions associated with these aspects of PG&E’s
business operations are not covered activities in this HCP. Please see Master Response 7, Avian
Impacts.

CCCR 65: This is beyond the extent of the Service’s action and covered activities. Power purchase
agreements are reviewed by the California Public Utilities Commission and the permitting and
construction of specific renewable projects undergo environmental review consistent with local,
state, and federal regulations.

CCCR 66: Please see the response to CCCR 65. Please also see Master Response 13, Minor New
Construction.

CCCR 67: Comment noted. The Service will remove references that are not supported by citations.

CCCR 68: For the purposes of NEPA, the baseline condition is that these activities are currently
occurring. Please also see Master Response 10, Cumulative Impacts.

CCCR 69: Please see the response to CCCR 68.

CCCR 70: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master Response 10, Cumulative Impacts,
and the response to CCCR 64.

CCCR 71: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 10, Cumulative
Impacts. Mitigation funds will be prioritized for land acquisition based on the covered species
habitat effects. Electric power pole retrofits are not included as mitigation proposed under the HCP;
instead it is part of PG&E'’s other commitments and permit obligations.

CCCR 72: Please see the response to CCCR 71.
CCCR 73: Please see the response to CCCR 71.
CCCR 74: Please see the response to CCCR 71.

CCCR 75: Please see the response to CCCR 71. PG&E contributes to non-profit wildlife organizations
to assist with incubation of eggs, and the rehabilitation and release of young or injured birds and
wildlife.

CCCR 76: Please see the response to CCCR 17 regarding BMP 12.
CCCR 77: Please see the response to CCCR 9.

CCCR 78: Please see the response to CCCR 9.

CCCR 79: Please see the response to CCCR 20.

CCCR 80: Please see the response to CCCR 20.

CCCR 81: Please see the response to CCCR 9.
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CCCR 82: Please see the response to CCCR 9.

CCCR 83: PG&E will develop Service-approved restoration plans should Coyote ceanothus or other
plant species be affected by covered activities. No changes are proposed to this measure.

CCCR 84: Please see the response to CCCR 9.

CCCR 85: PG&E's proposal is to avoid impacts on plants. If impacts result from covered activities,
PG&E will then develop a Service-approved restoration plan to ensure that impacts are mitigated.
PG&E will also be acquiring habitat for covered wildlife species, and some of these mitigation lands
may include covered plant species. Additional funding is not needed at this time.

CCCR 86: Please see the response to CCCR 9.
CCCR 87: Comment noted.

Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR) #2

CCCR #2 - 1: Maintaining the confidentiality of the confidential GIS data is crucial to protecting
PG&E’s existing and proposed facilities from potential vandalism or attack. Therefore, facility maps
were not provided. PG&E worked closely with the Service to identify which species had the greatest
potential to be affected by covered activities and were reasonably certain to be taken. The impact
analysis is based on facility corridors and access to these corridors, so there is specific information
regarding the location of impacts.

CCCR #2 - 2: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species. Table A-1 in 0&M HCP Appendix A,
Species Considered, references the process, described in HCP Section 1.5.2, Covered Species, that was
used to determine which species were covered; the “yes” and “no” portions of that table tell the
reader which criteria discussed in Section 1.5.2 were met or not met.

CCCR #2 - 3: Please see Master Response 16, PG&E's Other Plans and Processes.

CCCR #2 - 4: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 13, Minor New
Construction. PG&E is already doing much of this work and has a staff of planners, biologists, and
other specialists who help permit, review, and plan the work.

CCCR #2 - 5: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.
CCCR #2 - 6: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures, and the response to CCCR 11.

CCCR #2 - 7: PG&E funds a cost recovery position with the Service to support all PG&E activities.
This position will also provide oversight to HCP implementation. The Service is confident that the
HCP provides a framework for cooperative evaluation of impacts. The Service is considering making
PG&E’s annual reports public.

CCCR #2 - 8: We are confident that there are adequate enforcement mechanisms within the HCP.
The Service has the ability to suspend the permit if the conditions are not being adhered to.

CCCR #2 - 9: PG&E has developed training materials to implement the HCP and is prepared to train
thousands of Bay Area staff. PG&E has an HCP team that will assume responsibility for implementing
the O&M HCP. Please see Master Response 22, Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve.

Committee for Green Foothills #1 (CFG)

CGF 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

CGF 2: The scope of the HCP changed, the scope of the impacts changed, and Service section 10
guidance changed, all resulting in an analysis that supports the preparation of an EA. An NOI is not
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required for an EA. The Service did extend the public comment period for the Draft HCP for an
additional 60 days (for a total of 90 days) and held two public workshops.
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Committee for Green Foothills #2 (CGF) (prepared by Shute,
Mihaly and Weinberger LLP)

CGF #2 - 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

CGF #2 - 2: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, Master Response 4, Covered
Species, and Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

CGF #2 - 3: Please see Master Response 19, Issuance Criteria.

CFG #2 - 4: Chapters 2 and 4 of the HCP provide information in sufficient detail to be able to analyze
the effects of the project. For example, in Chapter 2, there is extensive information regarding land-
cover and land cover types, including maps. This information was used to build the habitat models
and quantify the extent of species habitat within the Plan Area. Table 2-3 includes the extent of
habitat within the study area, the nine counties, and the Plan Area. Table 2-4 shows the habitat by
facility type; Table 2-5 shows the regional location of modeled habitat by County. In Chapter 4, Table
4-2 shows the extent of modeled habitat within the facility corridors. The Service did not include
more detailed maps because of the programmatic nature of the HCP. Further, because of the size of
the Plan Area and PG&E's restrictions regarding public dissemination of facility data, additional
maps were not included.

CFG #2 - 5: Please see Master Response 22, Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve.

CFG #2 - 6: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 6, Impact Analysis.
HCP Appendix A includes a list of species that were considered for analysis.

CFG #2 - 7: Please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat, and Master Response 6, Impact Analysis.
The Service will require that PG&E integrate the best available data to support future project-
specific evaluations. However, the data used in the EA and HCP is adequate to provide sufficient
analysis and evaluation of potential species effects, and to provide a cap for the take that will be
authorized.

PG&E is not proposing to cover San Mateo thornmint as the plant is located in an area that is
unlikely to be affected by maintenance activities. Five wood poles are located approximately 180
feet from suitable habitat and PG&E has marked its facilities to avoid future impacts. After reviewing
known species locations as part of the Map Book screening process, PG&E determined it could avoid
impacting this species. The Service will evaluate the effects of covered activities on this species (as
well as other federally listed species) in its biological opinion. Please see Master Response 4,
Covered Species.

CFG #2 - 8: The Service disagrees that the measures in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 are inadequate to
protect covered species. These measures will protect covered species by ensuring crews are trained,
access and worksite management is appropriate, erosion is limited, wetlands and other natural
resources are protected, and that resources in Hot Zones are protected. Further, to confirm that the
estimates for small activities are accurately portrayed and have not changed over time, PG&E will
conduct a validation study by reviewing 25 to 50 activities in implementation years 5, 10, 15, 20 and
25. This will help inform how PG&E implements its program in the future and if AMMs need to be
modified. When rare plants are affected a Service-approved restoration plan will describe the timing
of site-specific restoration efforts. Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

CFG #2 - 9: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts. The AMMs (including Field Protocols and
BMPs) are designed to be implemented along with other avian avoidance measures PG&E uses to
comply with with the Service’s Migratory Bird Program.

CFG #2 - 10: BMPs are intended for vegetation management crews working on vegetation
management activities. Ground disturbance is not anticipated, but this measure is adequate because
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crews are trained and have experts on call when a resource is found. Please see Master Response 11,
Avoidance Measures.

CFG #2 - 11: The Service is concerned about the spread of all pathogens and appropriate measures
to combat its spread. The Service is working with PG&E to determine what is effective and
implementable with respect to preventing the spread of plant pathogens such as phytopthora.
Please see Master Response 23, Measure to Control the Spread of Phytophthora. Preliminary review
indicates PG&E'’s activities are unlikely to jeopardize any of the covered plant species. Please also
see Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

CFG #2 - 12: The Service recognizes the limitations of CNDDB. BMPs are intended for vegetation
management crews working on vegetation management activities. This measure helps ensure crews
are trained and know that potential resources may be nearby; often a biologist also assists
vegetation management crews to let them know of potential nearby resources. The BMPs are
intended to minimize the effects of covered activities by adding a layer of avoidance of covered
species. The BMPs are not intended to provide complete avoidance of covered species. Mitigation in
the form of land acquisition or habitat restoration is the primary means of minimizing the effects of
covered activities because the Service views habitat loss as the primary threat to the survival of all
covered species. Avoidance measures such as the BMPs are expected to further minimize the effects
of covered activities on covered species. The BMP is adequate.

CFG #2 - 13: Please see Master Response 9, Invasive Species.

CFG #2 - 14: PG&E’s HCP includes an analysis of the effects of repairing and replacing boardwalks.
PG&E installs new gates as needed, and based on priority, to restrict access to the boardwalks. The
Service and PG&E are evaluating ways of altering boardwalks to further reduce their effects on
marsh species as potential mitigation for marsh-dwelling covered species, such as installing gates to
prevent trespass on boardwalks. If existing boardwalks are replaced with boardwalks that have a
larger footprint than the existing condition, the acreage difference between the existing and new
boardwalk will be considered a permanent habitat loss. PG&E will be required to mitigate that loss
according to the means established in the HCP. Regarding bird effects, please see Master Response
4, Covered Species, and Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

CFG #2 - 15: HCP Section 6.3, Monitoring, outlines the monitoring that is required and includes
compliance, effects, and effectiveness monitoring. The Service will determine if the HCP (including
all applicable BMPs, AMMs, and mitigation measures) will meet issuance criteria in our Findings and
Recommendations.

CFG #2 - 16: The Service will monitor PG&E progress through annual reporting and 5-year
validation studies. PG&E’s HCP Administrator will also monitor the outcomes of the Service-
approved restoration plans. If restoration fails, and project activities result in permanent impacts,
PG&E will mitigate for the permanent impact. If listed plants are in serpentine areas, PG&E will need
to prepare a Service-approved restoration plan.

CFG #2 - 17: Please see Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

CFG #2 - 18: Although not a requirement of the HCP, PG&E currently funds the equivalent of two
full-time positions at the Service through cost recovery agreements. This funding has allowed
Service staff to focus on implementation of PG&E's San Joaquin Valley O&M HCP, and will likewise
allow Service staff to adequately implement the Bay Area O&M HCP, including review of annual
reports, enforcement of AMMs, and conferring to approve mitigation or otherwise manage the HCP.
In addition to quarterly meetings between PG&E and the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, on
average the Service has also communicated with PG&E staff on at least a monthly basis. Since
Congress appropriates agency budgets annually, any anticipated reduction in the Service’s budget
over the proposed 30-year permit term is speculative. The Service believes it is adequately funded
to implement its mission and the Act.
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CFG #2 - 19: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.
CFG #2 - 20: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.

CFG #2 - 21: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 8, Plant Impacts
and Mitigation.

CFG #2 - 22: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, and Master Response 5,
Modeled Habitat.

CFG #2 - 23: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, Master Response 6, Impact
Analysis, and Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

CFG #2 - 24: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period, Master Response 2, Request to Prepare
an EIS, Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, and Master Response 20, Alternatives.

CFG #2 - 25: Please see Master Response 20, Alternatives.

CFG #2 ~ 26: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 19, Issuance
Criteria.

CFG #2 - 27: The purpose and need is appropriately defined in the incidental take permit
application. Please see Master Response 20, Alternatives.

CFG #2 - 28: PG&E’s HCP has not been developed to satisfy both CESA and ESA obligations. Initially,
PG&E had worked closely with CDFW and Service staff on earlier versions of the HCP. However,
PG&E decided to pursue separate federal and state permitting processes and in, April 2015,
submitted an application to CDFW for an O&M Section 2081(b) incidental take permit under CESA
(see the response to CBD 33). Additionally, PG&E’s HCP does not integrate Clean Water Act Section
404 and Section 401 permitting for impacts on waters of the United States. The HCP, if approved and
permitted, would authorize the incidental take of covered plant and wildlife species that potentially
occupy wetlands in the Bay Area. However, PG&E would still be required to maintain compliance
with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through the Nationwide Permit process or other relevant
permits. Please see Master Response 18, Coordination with Other Agencies.

Friends of Edgewood Park (FEP)

FEP 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

Golden Gate Audubon Society (GGAS)

GGAS 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period.

GGAS 2: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.

GGAS 3: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.

GGAS 4: Please see Master Response 20, Alternatives.

GGAS 5: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, and Master Response 6, Impact Analyses.

GGAS 6: PG&E utilizes qualified biologists to direct the implementation of appropriate measures
when working in Hot Zones for Wildlife or Map Book Zones for plants, as outlined in the AMMs.
Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

GGAS 7: Please see Master Response 3, Permit Duration.
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Golden Gate Audubon Society #2 (GGA #2)

GGA #2 - 1: Please see Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat,
Master Response 7, Avian Impacts, and Master 11, Avoidance Measures. Please see also responses to
the Center for Biological Diversity letter and the Committee for Green Foothills letters.

GGA #2 - 2: Please see response to GGA #2 - 1. The Service and PG&E worked together to develop
an HCP that is practical and implementable and will meet the permit issuance criteria. Major
changes are not proposed at this time. The HCP does not need to include baseline research. Adaptive
management is appropriate for conservation lands but not the overall conservation strategy.
Because the HCP is for existing facilities, research and extensive biological monitoring are not
reasonable or necessary. PG&E will be required to conduct three types of monitoring: compliance,
effects, and effectiveness monitoring. Effects monitoring specifically tracks and organizes the
impacts of the covered activities on the covered species habitat. The HCP administrator will be
responsible for ensuring that impact estimates are being evaluated and revised as necessary. To
confirm that the estimates for impacts of small activities are accurate and that impacts have not
changed over time, PG&E will conduct a validation study by reviewing 25 to 50 activities in
implementation years 5, 10, 15, 20 and 25. Please see Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, Master
Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, and Master Response 12, Mitigation.

GGA #2 - 3: The Service believes that the HCP conforms to the requirements of section 10 of the Act.
Impacts, avoidance, minimization, and conservation are described in detail in the O0&M HCP. The
Service will make a final determination regarding whether the HCP meets issuance criteria in its
Findings and Recommendations prior to making a decision to issue the permit or not. Regarding use
of herbicides, please see Master Response 21, Covered Activities. Regarding the number, age, and sex
of covered species, please see responses to CBD 8 and GGA 2-4.

GGA #2 - 4: The Service is required to prepare a biological opinion for issuance of a section
10(a)(1)(B) permit and will prepare a biological opinion on the federal action of issuance of a take
permit prior to making a permit decision. The commenter asserts that the Service’s biological
opinion must include information relating to the sex, age, and number of individuals of the species to
be taken. However, the Service is not required to analyze the take with this level of specificity if the
information cannot be reasonably obtained. The Service has long utilized amount of habitat as a
surrogate for number of individuals to be taken. In preparing its biological opinion, the Service will
quantify the amount of take of covered species pursuant to the Act, regulation, policies, and
guidance.

GGA #2 - 5: The Service believes there is sufficient information in the HCP to address the impacts
on covered species. Multiple 2-mile end-to-end extensions are not covered. Please see Master
Response 13, Minor New Construction.

GGA #2 - 6: PG&E uses an environmental screening process, and the Service has determined this is
adequate assurance that PG&E will avoid and minimize the impacts of large projects on covered
species.

GGA #2 - 7: The HCP uses habitat impacts as a surrogate for the take of covered species. Direct take,
in the form of injury and mortality, of individuals of covered species is expected to be rare but may
occur, as described in the HCP and EA. Hoffman Marsh is considered suitable habitat in the habitat
model.

GGA #2 - 8: The conservation strategy for Ridgway’s rail is appropriate given the types of effects
covered in the HCP. PG&E will be providing permanent conservation to mitigate both temporary and
permanent impacts. The Service will make a final determination as to the adequacy of the HCP and
its proposed mitigation in our Findings and Recommendations prior to issuing a permit or not.
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GGA #2 - 9: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species. Further, this is not an NCCP and reserve
design is not a required element for the federal incidental take permit. The commenter’s assertion
that the revised HCP handbook requires the Service to coordinate one HCP with another is incorrect.
However, the Service recognizes the prudence of such coordination, and the conservation strategy
for the 0&M HCP was designed with the concept of coordinating mitigation with overlapping HCPs.
With regard to the commenter’s assertion that the rationale for not including non-federally listed
species must be documented, neither the Act nor its implementing regulations require non-federally
listed species, including state-listed species and state species of special concern, to be covered in a
section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit. The Service cannot require non-federally listed species
be addressed as a covered species in an HCP.

GGA #2 - 10: The Service will analyze the effects of covered activities on covered species in our
decision documents, including our Findings and Recommendations and biological opinion, prior to
making a permit decision. Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.

GGA #2 - 11: The Service inquired with PG&E regarding the incident described. PG&E retrofitted
the subject pole in August of 2012. The photo shows that the pole was retrofitted with proper
equipment to prevent future electrocutions. In addition, please see response to Master Response 7,
Avian Impacts.

GGA #2 - 12: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat,
Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, and Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures. There are no
conservation measures proposed for any species listed in Appendix A that are not also covered
species because the Service does not have the authority to require conservation measures for non-

- covered species. Table A-1 in 0&M HCP Appendix A, Species Considered, references the process,
described in HCP Section 1.5.2, Covered Species, that was used to determine which species were
covered; the “yes” and “no” portions of that table tell the reader which criteria discussed in Section
1.5.2 were met or not met. The table is intended to be read in the context of Section 1.5.2 to show
how a given species was included or excluded for coverage in the HCP.

GGA #2 - 13: PG&E is a private party applicant that has been working with the Service over several
years to develop the Bay Area 0&M HCP. Unlike other regional HCPs that are developed by County
agencies where public participation is part of those planning processes (beyond the requirements of
the Act or NEPA), PG&E, as a private applicant, followed the process required by the Service.
Further, the Service extended the public comment period on the HCP an additional 60 days (for a
total of 90 days) and hosted two public workshops to provide additional information on PG&E’s
HCP. Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period. With regard to the Nesting Bird Management
Plan, please see Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

GGA #2 - 14: The Service has adequately characterized the baseline conditions associated with
PG&E’s anticipated activities over the next 30 years. The HCP includes the latest available regional
land-cover data and the analysis is based on habitat models that are also land-cover based. PG&E
will report on its annual impacts and the Service will review the annual report and inspect project
work locations (when needed). In addition, the PG&E and the Service will conduct monthly and
quarterly coordination meetings. The impact analysis is based on the life history requirements of the
covered species and potential maintenance activities impacts on covered species’ habitats.

GGA #2 - 15: Independent third-party monitors are not required or mandated by the Act, or its
implementing regulations. The Service has the ability to inspect project work locations if necessary,
and will review the annual reports, including the 5-year assessments. The Service will use this
information to assess PG&E compliance with the HCP and progress toward its take limits and
conservation strategy. Please see response to GGA #2 - 2. The commenter is confusing the
requirements for a state NCCP with that of a federal HCP.

GGA #2 - 16: The commenter confuses and consolidates multiple components of the HCP process
and requirements. Please see Master Response 3, Permit Duration, regarding issues related to the
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permit term. “Adaptive management” and “changed and unforeseen circumstances” are specific
terms that relate to mitigation land management requirements and not to implementation of
covered activities.

GGA #2 - 17: Please see Master Response 3, Permit Duration.
GGA #2 - 18: Please see Master Response 12, Mitigation.

Golden Gate Audubon Society #3, Pam Young (GGA #3)

GGA #3 - 1: Please see Master Response 13, Minor New Construction.

GGA #3 - 2: Please see Master Response 13, Minor New Construction.

Marin Audubon Society (MAS)

MAS 1: Please see Master Response 3, Permit Duration.

MAS 2: PG&E will be required to conduct three types of monitoring: compliance, effects, and
effectiveness monitoring. Effects monitoring specifically tracks and organizes the impacts of the
covered activities on the covered species habitat. The HCP administrator will be responsible for
ensuring that impact estimates are being evaluated and revised as necessary. To confirm that the
estimates for small activities are accurate and that impacts do not change over time, the HCP team
will conduct a validation study by reviewing 25 to 50 activities in implementation years 5, 10, 15, 20
and 25. Please see Master Response 6, Impact Analysis, Master Response 10, Cumulative Impacts, and
Master Response 12, Mitigation.

MAS 3: The purchase of mitigation or conservation credits is an acceptable form of compensatory
mitigation to offset the impacts from the proposed covered activities. Although PG&E has indicated
its preferred option is to offset impacts through the purchase (either individually or through joint
partnership) of lands that can be set aside for long-term conservation and management, there may
be a need to purchase some credits to “jump start” the advanced mitigation requirements. [t may
also be necessary to purchase credits to compensate for effects on some covered species for which
habitat loss projections are very small, and resulting individual land acquisitions impractical. Please
see Master Response 12, Mitigation.

MAS 4: Regarding ongoing maintenance of boardwalks in the Bay, we have discussed these specifics
with PG&E. PG&E has indicated that it currently waits for the Ridgway’s rail nesting season to end
before installing new gates in certain areas.

We understand that PG&E is increasing the width of its boardwalks to provide better safety and
stability for the work crews that must walk on the boardwalks routinely. Current designs call for
widths anywhere between 4 and 8 feet wide, with or without safety handrails. We do not believe
this is an excessive increase in surface area for the use in which it is intended. The Service and PG&E
are evaluating ways of altering boardwalks to reduce effects on marsh species as potential
mitigation for marsh-dwelling covered species, such as by installing gates to prevent trespass on
boardwalks. If existing boardwalks are replaced with boardwalks that have a larger footprint than
the existing condition, the acreage difference between the existing and new boardwalk footprint will
be considered to be a permanent habitat loss and mitigated based on the means established in the
HCP.

MAS 5: Please see Master Response 7, Avian Impacts.
MAS 6: Comment noted. Please see the response to MAS 3.
MAS 7: Comment noted.
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San Francisco Bay Keeper (SFBK)

SFBK 1: Comment noted.

Save Mount Diablo (SMD)

SMD 1: Please see Master Response 1, Comment Period. Minor changes will be made to the HCP to
address issues raised by commenters, but these will not require additional or new analysis in the EA.

SMD 2: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.

SMD 3: Maintaining the confidentiality of the GIS data is crucial to protecting PG&E'’s existing and
proposed facilities from potential vandalism or terrorist attack. Therefore, facility maps were not
provided to the Service.

SMD 4: Please see Master Response 12, Mitigation, and Master Response 21, Covered Activities.

Sierra Club (SC)

SC 1: See Master Response 1, Comment Period.

SC 2: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS, and Master Response 17, Climate
Change.

Sierra Club 2 (SC)

SC #2 - 1: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master Response 7, Avian Impacts, and
Master Response 16, PG&E’s Other Plans and Processes.

SC#2 - 2: Comment noted.
SC#2 - 3: Please see Master Response 2, Request to Prepare an EIS.

Yerba Bioadvocacy (YB)

YB 1: PG&E is a private party applicant that has been working with the Service over several years to
develop the Bay Area 0&M HCP, and unlike other regional HCPs that are developed by County
agencies where public participation (beyond that required by the Act or its implementing
regulations) is part of those planning processes. The process PG&E followed of working with the
Service directly to develop an HCP that would then receive public review is typical of a private party
HCP application. Once an application for a section 10(a) (1) (B) permit is received by the Service, itis
our obligation to prepare the appropriate effects analysis as part of our NEPA requirements. We
extended the public comment period on the HCP an additional 60 days (for a total of 90 days) and
hosted two public workshops to provide additional information on PG&E’s HCP. Please see Master
Response 1, Comment Period.

YB 2: The applicant is the entity that is required to manage implementation of its HCP once the
Service issues an incidental take permit. The development of an HCP is an entirely voluntary process
and, although take of a listed animal species is prohibited under section 9 of the Act, the Service has
no authority to compel any individual or entity to develop an HCP or to seek incidental take
authorizations. PG&E must demonstrate that it has the financial means to implement the 0&M HCP
as part of the Service’s permit issuance criteria. Please see Master Response 19, Issuance Criteria.
The Service believes that the HCP, if a permit is issued, will be an asset to PG&E that is in PG&E’s
best business interest to support and maintain. Furthermore, implementation of and compliance
with an HCP is non-discretionary once a permit has been issued. The Service has the authority to
suspend the permit at any time if PG&E fails to comply with the permit.
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YB 3: Please see the response to YB2.

YB 4: Please see the response to YB1 and Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat.
YB 5: Please see Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation.

YB 6: Please see Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation.

YB 7: As part of the Map Book Zone development, PG&E employed a two-step process to estimate
impacts of covered activities on covered plant species. First, a GIS-based analysis was conducted by
overlaying the plant location data onto PG&E facility location data layers to determine where a
covered activity could affect a plant species’ habitat or occurrence. Wherever a PG&E facility crossed
or came within 200 feet of a plant species occurrence, a more detailed analysis of individual species
occurrences was performed using aerial photography interpretation to examine possible impacts on
individual plant occurrences. Second, Map Book Zones, which are areas with extant, known, or
recently confirmed plant occurrences, were identified by a series of one-time botanical surveys. As
part of the surveys in the Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve area, white-rayed pentachaeta were
identified at a single location in the vicinity of two electric distribution wood poles in the triangular
area bounded by Cafiada Road, Interstate 280, and Edgewood Road. PG&E has marked its facilities in
the location of these plants to alert field crews to their presence. In this location, PG&E will
implement the plant AMMs to ensure impacts on this plant species are minimized.

The commenter also asserted that all serpentine grassland within Edgewood Park should be
considered potentially occupied by white-rayed pentachaeta and because covered activities could
effect this species. However, as noted in the Service’s listing rule and most recent 5-year status
review for white-rayed pentachaeta since 1995, only one known occurrence of this species exists
(the “Triangle” near Interstate 280 in Edgewood Park). A possible second unverified occurrence was
noted in the Service’s most recent 5-year status review on west side of Upper Crystal Springs
Reservoir. The Service is unaware of a potential third occurrence of White-rayed Pentachaeta “east
of currently documented populations” as the commenter suggests. The commenter did not provide
any information to substantiate the claim or provide specific information regarding the location that
would allow the Service to verify the statement. The Service disagrees that all serpentine grassland
within Edgewood Park constitutes potential habitat for this species. However, all of Edgewood Park
is identified as a Map Book Zone, which requires additional pre-activity surveys that would detect
White-rayed Pentachaeta (or any other federally listed species) if present. Therefore the Service
does not expect effects on White-rayed Pentachaeta.

YB 8: The incidental take authorization PG&E is seeking for its impacts over 30 years are
conservative and cannot be exceeded without an amendment. PG&E’s estimates of its impacts on
covered species from future O&M impacts are meant to provide a reasonable basis for its incidental
take request, please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat, and Master Response 6, Impact
Analysis. According to the HCP, if pre-disturbance conditions do not return in 1 year, mitigation will
be reassessed at permanent ratio rather than a temporary ratio.

YB 9: The commenter expressed concern that Bay checkerspot butterfly habitat in Edgewood Park
and Natural Preserve is not considered part of the established Hot Zone for this species. Edgewood
Park is included as a Hot Zone. According to the HCP: “To account for the reintroduction at
Edgewood Park, and potential future reintroductions or recolonizations in other portions of San
Mateo County, covered activity impact estimates are given for both counties...Established Bay
checkerspot butterfly hot zones include patches of habitat in Santa Clara County (i.e., the east hills
from southern San Jose south to an area south of the city of Morgan Hill) and Edgewood Park in San
Mateo County. Gas and electric transmission and distribution lines pass through these hot zones.”

YB 10: The commenter expressed concern regarding disparate numbers of impacts or take for the
Marin dwarf flax, an annual herb. The numbers are intentionally different because in one instance
they are an estimate and in the second instance they are PG&E’s “take” request. As was mentioned in

Master and Specific Responses on PG&E’s Bay Area O&M
HCP and the Service’s Environmental Assessment

42 September 2017



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

response to YB 7, part of PG&E’s approach to estimating its 30-year take request for plant species
relied on a stepwise process that included desktop analysis and ground-truth surveys. Each of the
plant locations for the element occurrences listed in the HCP is noted to be highly variable between
years. PG&E then adjusted the final take amounts to reflect its take request over the next 30 years.
The take request in Table 4-20 are the numbers the Service will use when evaluating the impacts of
the take, preparing decision documents (including biological opinion and finding and
recommendations). The HCP is structured to ensure that no more than 20% of an occurrence would
be affected. The Service will make its determination regarding the potential effects on Marin dwarf
flax in our biological opinion and findings and recommendations prior to determining whether to
issue a permit or not. As stated in the HCP, impacts from activities on more than 0.1 acre will be
assessed after construction is completed, and actual ground disturbance measurements will be
reported and used for mitigation purposes. Additionally, a restoration plan would be prepared if
impacts on covered plant species are anticipated which would result in assessing whether impacts
are temporary or permanent.

YB 11: Please see Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation. The commenter asserted that
mitigation for both Marin dwarf flax and white-rayed pentachaeta should be “far more extensive.”
However, the commenter did not provide any information to substantiate the claim or propose any
measures to increase mitigation for these species. Comment noted.

YB 12: The measure for the Hot Zone 5 AMM is correct. PG&E is required to maintain its
infrastructure and the AMM was developed to maximize the protection of host plants, eggs, larvae,
and adult butterflies while allowing some take. The commenter appears to believe that by not
working during the flight season, all take of Bay checkerspot butterfly would be avoided. This is
incorrect since larvae diapause in the vicinity of their larval host plants. Limiting work to outside of
the flight season would only reduce effects on adults. However, for a number of covered activities,
(especially those of short duration), being able to easily identify larvae host plants and adults means
individual activities are more likely to minimize (or avoid) disturbance of take of individuals.
However, when plants cannot be avoided, the least amount of butterfly impacts (minimization of the
impacts) is best achieved when larvae have undergone metamorphosis into adult butterflies and can
disperse and/or be seen above ground.

YB 13: PG&E determined that extant populations of natural or restored San Mateo thornmint would
not be impacted from O&M activities. Five wood poles are located approximately 180 feet from
suitable habitat and PG&E has marked its facilities to avoid future impacts. The restoration plot
referenced at Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve would not be impacted from any work that
would occur on the nearby electric distribution poles in this area. Additionally, the poles in this area
are cleared to prevent vegetation from growing and creating a fire hazard to the facilities. The
Service will make a final determination of potential effects of covered activities on this species in our
biological opinion prior to our decision to issue a permit or not. Please see Master Response 4,
Covered Species.

YB 14: The covered activity descriptions provided by PG&E are not standards, they are typical
descriptions for how PG&E conducts those activities in a variety of environments, For the purpose of
estimating the amount of impacts resulting from all covered activities on an annual basis, PG&E
selected impact estimates which were not too conservative and not too restrictive in order to
determine the average annual impacts that could result each year. These annual impact estimates
were then extrapolated over the term of the HCP to estimate a 30-year total. PG&E’s actual on the
ground impacts for its pipeline replacement activities will trigger requirements for compensatory
mitigation. PG&E will not be able to exceed its overall take authorization for each covered species
without an amendment to the HCP.

YB 15: The environmental baseline for PG&E’s HCP takes into account the current state of habitat
areas combined with maintenance activities that have and continue to occur on a daily, weekly,
monthly or annual basis. We recognize that the spread of invasive or noxious weeds is not only a
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local issue but a statewide problem as well. However, as a matter of practicability, PG&E was
encouraged to suggest a threshold that could reasonably delimit temporary impacts from
permanent ones. [t has been a common practice by resource agency staff to ascribe habitat
disturbances that persist less than 12 months as a temporary impact, which typically include some
level of site restoration to return the affected area to pre-project conditions. While we recognize that
local conditions and climatic variation can affect the rate at which an area recovers, ultimately, it
was clearer to isolate permanent impacts from temporary ones and we believe that site restoration
combined with compensatory mitigation more than offsets the nature of the temporary impacts.

PG&E’s HCP approach to avoiding and minimizing impacts on covered plants relies on awareness of
designated areas known as map book zones, areas with protected plant species that have a very
narrow distribution and a small population. These areas represent approximately 150 locations in
the Bay Area (or ~5.2% of the Plan Area), totaling less than 5,200 acres with a median size of
approximately 7 acres. The HCP is correct in that PG&E will provide mitigation at the permanent
impact ratio when it is unable to avoid impacts from small activities. Therefore, compensatory
mitigation for unavoidable impacts in a Map Book Zone for small impacts has the net benefit of
providing long-term species protection. Conversely, PG&E utilizes a large staff of environmental
permitting professionals, such as biologists, land planners and cultural resource specialists, to
review, plan, and permit large projects that typically have long planning horizons and timelines and
the need for additional work space that is not typically required on small projects less than 0.10
acres. Therefore, the need to conduct additional surveys is based solely on the need to properly site
additional work spaces or lay down areas so that any potential impacts on covered plants in a Map
Book Zone are avoided or minimized.

YB 16: Please see Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures, and Master Response 12, Mitigation.

YB 17: Please see Master Response 12, Mitigation. The Service has not asserted that preservation of
larger habitats should come at the expense of smaller habitats; rather, we are recognizing a basic
tenet of conservation biology that larger preserves tend to be of greater benefit than smaller
preserves. Consequently, we have stated that preserving large areas of habitat is preferable to
preserving small areas of habitat. That should not be interpreted to mean that we will prohibit
acquisition of small areas of habitat entirely. Instead, these are guiding principles for how
mitigation will be evaluated during HCP implementation. Each mitigation proposal will be evaluated
by the Service in the context of what is best for the species for which mitigation has been proposed.

YB 18: Please see Master Response 5, Modeled Habitat.
YB 19: Please see Master Response 8, Plant Impacts and Mitigation.

YB 20: OM& HCP Section 3.2.2.10, Cleanup and Restoration, makes clear that “...clean up and
restoration of the ROW to achieve compatibility with pre-existing vegetative conditions, in
accordance with standard procedures approved by federal and state regulatory authorities” is the
final phase of pipeline installation. In its on-going efforts to reclaim overgrown or inaccessible
pipeline ROWs, PG&E will clear these areas of incompatible vegetation and provide mitigation if
covered species habitat is present. This clearing is being done to maintain access to facilities for
public safety and reliability.

YB 21: Please see Master Response 20, Alternatives.
YB 22: Please see Master Response 20, Alternatives.

YB 23: PG&E has been encouraged for years by the Service to develop regional HCPs to cover the
very types of projects that PG&E has permitted individually, and on a project by project basis, with
the Service. In order to legally take a federally listed species in the absence of a section 7
consultation, section 10 is the only avenue open to project proponents. Consequently, development
of an HCP is the appropriate mechanism. The Service has determined that addressing PG&E'’s
impacts on covered species at a landscape level will result in the best-planned, most comprehensive
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method to conserve covered species. For efficiency and comprehensiveness, the Service put great
stock in the value that HCPs provide to covered species. HCPs are voluntary and require a long-term
commitment to development and implementation, and we are obligated to work with any applicant
that chooses to prepare one. As a private entity, PG&E followed the required process. It is our
responsibility as a federal agency to ensure that the public is given an opportunity to comment on
the HCP and the EA, and we are compelled to issue PG&E a permit if it meets the permit issuance
criteria.

YB 24: Please see Master Response 22, Edgewood Park and Natural Preserve.

Denise Louie

DL 1: Please see Master Response 3, Permit Duration, Master Response 4, Covered Species, Master
Response 9, Invasive Species, and Master Response 11, Avoidance Measures.

DL 2: Restoration plans will be approved by the Service and will take into account local
considerations.

DL 3: The commenter raises a variety of issues related to site and plant restoration. Restoration
plans will be approved by the Service and will take into account local considerations. Restoration
actions on local, state, or federal lands will also involve those parties. As noted in other responses,
the Service believes these issues and concerns are manageable.

DL 4: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.

DL 5: Please see Master Response 4, Covered Species.

Danny Bernardini

DB 1: Comment noted.
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