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CHAPTER 2 
Comments and Responses 

A. Introduction 
This chapter includes copies of the comment letters received during the public review period on 
the DEIR and responses to those comments. Both the comments and responses are part of this 
Final EIR. Each comment is labeled with a number in the margin and the response to each 
comment is presented immediately after the comment letter. A summary of comments heard at 
the August 28, 2007 public meeting is also provided along with responses to those comments.  

Where responses have resulted in changes to the text of the DEIR, these changes are shown 
within quoted portions of the DEIR text using the following conventions: 

1) Text added to the wording in the DEIR is shown in underline,  

2) Text deleted from the wording in the DEIR is shown in strikeout, and 

3) Text changes are shown in indented paragraphs. 

These text changes also appear in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, of this document. 

B. List of Comment Letters on the DEIR 
The comment letters received on the DEIR are listed below in Table 2-1 organized by comments 
received from the applicant, organizations, and individuals, and further organized by order of 
their arrival. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding alphabet letter designation.  

C. Responses to Comments 
This section contains responses to all of the substantive comments received on the DEIR during 
the public review period from July 31, 2007 through September 14, 2007, including one comment 
clarification letter received on September 17, 2007. Each comment letter was assigned a letter 
according to the system identified previously (i.e., A, B, etc.). Each comment addressed within 
each letter was assigned a comment number (i.e., A-1, A-2, etc.). On the following pages of this 
section, each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety followed by the responses to each 
comment within the letter. Where a response to a similar comment has been provided in another 
response, the reader is referred to the other response.  
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TABLE 2-1 
LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Letter Commenter Date 

Applicant   

A Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Ritchie & Day, LLP 
(on behalf of PacifiCorp) 

September 14, 2007 

Organizations   

B Weed Berean Church September 11, 2007 

C Volcanic Legacy Community Partnership September 14, 2007 

Individuals   

D Dave and Marlene Lovenguth September 10, 2007 

E Judy Mackintosh September 13, 2007 

F Carrick Ranch (Carl E. Goltz) September 14, 2007 

G Meyers Nave Riback Silver & Wilson, PLC 
(on behalf of Don and Judy Mackintosh) 

September 14, 2007, 
September 17, 2007 

H Linda Green September 18, 2007 

Public Meeting   

PM Public Meeting Comments August 28, 2007 
 

 

As previously noted, all changes to the DEIR for clarification or amplification are described in 
the response and referred by the page number on which the original text appears in the DEIR. 
Added text is underlined; deleted text is stricken.  

D. Public Meeting Comments and Responses 
A public meeting was held on August 28, 2007 at 6:30 pm at the College of the Siskiyous, 
Theater Building, 800 College Avenue, Weed, California. Attendees were: Mike Rosauer 
(CPUC), Doug Cover, Jennifer Johnson, and Rachel Baudler (ESA), several representatives of 
PacifiCorp, and several members of the public. Verbal comments made at the public meeting 
were documented by a court reporter. Commenters were also encouraged to submit follow-up 
written comments so that the full text and intent of their comments could be documented and 
addressed. Written comments, if submitted, were assigned separate letter designations as shown 
in the table above. A transcript of the verbal comments by the court reporter, denoted as Letter 
PM, and responses to those comments are presented following the last comment letter in this 
section. 



   

 
 September 14, 2007  

Via Federal Express and E-Mail 
Mr. Mike Rosauer 
Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, Southern Portion 
c/o Environmental  Science Associates  
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94014-4207 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, Southern Portion 

Dear Mr. Rosauer: 

  In accord with the July 31, 2007, Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (“DEIR”) on PacifiCorp’s Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, 
Southern Portion (“Project”), PacifiCorp submits the following comments.  Through these 
comments, PacifiCorp will illustrate that the alternative chosen by the DEIR as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative – Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B - presents harms to the 
environment and the safety of the community that were not adequately considered in the draft 
document. Rather, as demonstrated by PacifiCorp, with a slight refinement, one of the other 
alternatives considered by the DEIR – Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A – provides a means to 
complete the Project in a manner which (a) is more environmentally friendly, (b) is safer for the 
surrounding community and PacifiCorp workers, and (c) will allow for Project completion in the 
shortest time possible given the available alternatives.  In short, it would be the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

  In addition, as an Appendix to these comments, PacifiCorp is submitting 
suggested modifications/clarifications to the Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting and Compliance 
Program set forth in Chapter 8 of the DEIR.  

  
I. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE      
 

  Upon completion of its analysis of the environmental impacts of the four varying 
alternatives for the completion of the Project, the DEIR’s comparison methodology narrowed the 
alternatives what have been designated as “Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A” (“Alternative A”) and 
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Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B” (“Alternative B”).1 The DEIR then chooses the latter over the 
former as the Environmentally Superior Alternative based upon system reliability concerns given 
the projected time to complete Alternative A vis-à-vis Alternative B.   As stated in the DEIR (at 
p. 5-4) “the additional lead time to procure the [115/69 kV] temporary transformer [necessary for 
Alternative A] may push the construction schedule into summer 2009, past the time when 
PacifiCorp estimates that Line 14 would exceed its thermal limit and possibly result in local 
electricity curtailments.”  PacifiCorp agrees with this assessment, but submits that a slight 
refinement to Alternative A renders it a viable, and indeed, a superior alternative. 
 
 
  A. Refinement to “Alternative A” Eliminates Reliability Concerns  
 
  Alternative A is defined in the DEIR (p. ES-9) as: 
 

Upgrade the existing 69 kV line from Pole 15/44 to south to Pole 8/45. At 
this point the 115 kV single circuit line would continue south with a pole 
for pole replacement to Pole 19/45, where the alignment would veer east 
within an existing 69 kV line ROW, following Highway 97, for 
approximately 1.7 miles until reaching the Weed Junction Substation. For 
this alternative a temporary 115/69 kV transformer of approximately 20 
MVA capacity would be required at the Weed Substation to serve existing 
load to Weed and the International Paper Substation.   Once the 
temporary transformer is operational, the 69 kV line between Weed and 
Weed Junction could be de-energized, allowing construction of the new 
double circuit line in the center of the existing ROW. 

  As stated above, the ultimate concern over this alternative was that the lead time 
for the procurement of a 115/69 kV transformer would push the construction schedule out far 
past the time when the line upgrade is needed for reliability purposes.  PacifiCorp agrees with 
that assessment, however it submits that a temporary 115/69 kV transformer would not be 
needed at the Weed Substation to serve existing load to International Paper and Weed while the 
new double circuit line between structure 19/45 and Weed Junction is constructed. Rather, 
PacifiCorp proposes that, subsequent to the rebuild of Weed Substation to 115 kV, the temporary 
12.5/69 kV substation which will be installed to serve load during the rebuild of Weed substation 
can be reconfigured and used as a step-up transformer to temporarily serve the International 
Paper Substation. The remainder of the load in the Weed area can be served by the 115 kV line 
from the Lucerne Substation via the newly rebuilt Weed Substation.  This will allow PacifiCorp 
to de-energize the 69 kV line between the Weed and Weed Junction Substations, without 
                                                 
1  The other two options considered were Option 3 which would require 1.2 mile of new right of way 
between Poles 8/45 and 14/48 and Option 4 which would parallel but be 15 feet north of the existing 69 
kV line between Poles 19/45 and  the Weed Junction Substation.   
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jeopardizing the safety of construction personnel and the reliability to its customers, and 
construct the new double circuit line between structure 19/45 and Weed Junction in the 
centerline of the existing ROW, eliminating the need for the temporary line and additional 
environmental impacts.          

  With this slight refinement to Alternative A, PacifiCorp will be able to have the 
Project on line in a shorter time frame than Alternative B, while avoiding certain environmental 
and safety issues raised by Alternative B, as explained below.2  Moreover, this refinement does 
not engender the need for additional environmental analysis as it is, in essence, merely removing 
a component of Alternative A, the need for the installation of a temporary 115/69 kV transformer 
(i.e., it is not adding an element which may precipitate additional environmental review).  
 
 

B. Alternative B Raises Safety and Environmental Concerns not 
Adequately Addressed in the DEIR 

 
    The DEIR (pp. ES-9 – ES-10) describes Alternative B as follows:          
 

Upgrade the existing 69 kV line from Pole 15/44 south to Pole 8/45. At 
this point, the 115 kV single circuit line would continue south with a pole 
for pole replacement to Pole 19/45, where the alignment would veer east 
within an existing 69 kV line ROW, following Highway 97, for 
approximately 1.7 miles until reaching the Weed Junction Substation. For 
this alternative, a temporary pole line would be constructed in the existing 
ROW approximately 15 feet south of the existing line.  The existing 69 kV 
transmission line and distribution underbuild would be moved over “hot” 
(energized) to the temporary poles. The existing poles in the centerline of 
the ROW could then be removed and the new double circuit lines with a 
115 kV conductor could be installed in their place. When construction of 
the new poles with the new 115kV conductor is completed, the 69 kV line 
and distribution underbuild would be moved over hot and the temporary 
poles removed.  
 

  While the above stated alternative for construction of the Project is technically 
feasible, PacifiCorp does not believe it to be practicable given the inordinate risk it poses to the                                                  
2  Also, with this refinement to Alternative A, it eliminates the need to temporarily disturb 2500 square 
feet outside the Weed Substation footprint which would have been necessary in order to prepare a pad 
area for the installation of the temporary 115/69 kV transformer.  See DEIR at p. 4.4-36. The additional 
temporary disturbance at the Weed Substation, which would have been necessary under Alternative A as 
proposed, was also sited as a reason to favor Alternative B as the environmentally superior. See DEIR at 
p. 5-4.  
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safety of PacifiCorp employees as well as local residents. Moreover, the alternative presents a 
number of environmental impacts which can be readily avoided by using PacifiCorp’s refined 
Alternative A to construct the project. 

Moving the 69 kV line “hot” to the temporary poles and then back again to the 
rebuilt line raises significant safety concerns. Much of the existing 69 kV line at issue is 
constructed using a special high strength and high tension conductor which is then pulled taut to 
minimize galloping on the line due to the extreme ice and wind loading which exists in the area.  
As a result, the sag in the line, which is critical to an efficient transfer of the energized line, is not 
available. Specifically, the poles along the existing 69 kV line are spaced approximately 265 feet 
apart. To move one end of such a span to a 15 foot offset would require almost a foot of 
elongation of the conductor in each given span. Given the high tension in the lines, they cannot 
be stretched in such fashion.  The result is an extremely tenuous situation for the line crew 
undertaking the hot transfer of this line. Given the tautness of the line, the room for error in the 
transfer is high.   Not only does one slip result in extreme bodily harm to the worker(s), it will 
likely ignite a fire as the energized line hits the ground.  Moreover, it will create a power surge if 
the 69 kV line comes in contact with 12.5 kV line serving local businesses and residences 
resulting in potential damage to electronic appliances/equipment which are not protected by 
surge protectors.   

Second, the construction of the temporary line precipitates a number of 
unnecessary environmental impacts. The construction and removal of the temporary line 
enhances the scope of work thereby exacerbating any impacts to air quality, biological resources, 
noise, and traffic resulting from increased construction activity.3  In addition, the installation of 
the temporary line will not only necessitate the clearing and/or trimming of trees and other 
mature vegetation  in the existing right of way but also outside the south edge of the existing 
right of way to ensure that windy conditions do not endanger system reliability during the time 
the temporary line is in place.4  The DEIR does not consider the need to clear trees/vegetation 
outside the existing right of way, and with respect to clearance within the right of way merely 
states that Alternative B would “require trimming and the possible removal of a few trees along 
the southern edge of the existing ROW.”  

Finally, Alternative B prolongs the schedule for the completion of the Project. 
PacifiCorp will need to obtain a temporary easement in order to construct and operate the 
temporary line -- a process which cannot begin until PacifiCorp receives final authorization from 
the Commission to build the line. Moreover, the movement of the energized 69 kV line to the 
temporary poles and then back to the new poles is a time consuming process.  Specifically, when 
working with an energized line, PacifiCorp will be restricted to the use of one crew, as the use of 
                                                 
3  The temporary pole line would consist of approximately 33 poles. 
4  With the exception of the removal of 12 trees leading into Weed Junction Substation which is common 
to all alternatives, there is no additional tree removal needed for Alternative A.     
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additional crews increases the risks outlined above. Specifically, if two crews are working on the 
line one crew could potentially alter the tension on one part of the line when the other crew is in 
the middle of a transfer. This could cause the lines to come together, sag in the distribution 
underbuild or contact the ground, thereby causing a fire or harming the workers. In contrast to 
the restriction on crews which would be used for Alternative B, use of Alternative A will allow 
PacifiCorp to have multiple crews working on the project at all times.  PacifiCorp estimates that 
construction of Alternative B will take thirty to fifty percent more construction time that 
Alternative A.       
 
II. CONCLUSION 

For all the reasons state above, PacifiCorp submits that with the noted refinement, 
Alternative A provides a means to complete the Project in a manner which (a) is more 
environmentally friendly, (b) is safer for the surrounding community and PacifiCorp’s contract  
workers, and (c) will allow for Project to be completed in the shortest time possible given the 
available alternatives. Accordingly, PacifiCorp requests that it be deemed the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative.  

 
 
 

Very truly yours, 

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, 
SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY, LLP 

By  /s/ Jeanne B. Armstrong 

 Jeanne B. Armstrong  
 

  

3219/004/X92524.v1  
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APPENDIX A 
 

COMMENTS ON 
 MITIGATION AND MONITORING, REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM   

 
PacifiCorp has reviewed the Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting and Compliance Program set 
forth in Chapter 8 of the DEIR and offers the following comments and/or requests for 
clarification:1 
 
Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-3a:  Landscaping shall be installed outside the perimeter 
fences at the Weed Junction Substation to partially screen views from Highway 97 and to 
integrate the Weed Junction Substation’s appearance with the surrounding landscape. Additional 
landscaping shall also be installed along the roadside south of the substation to partially enclose 
roadway views and to partially screen views toward the transmission poles seen in the 
foreground.  
 
Plant Material shall be appropriate to the local/natural landscape setting and shall be consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 4292 for vegetation located in proximity to transmission 
facilities. A landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect or certified arborist shall 
be submitted to the CPUC.  The landscape plan will show the location, suggested species and 
size at planting for all proposed plant material. The plan shall show proposed landscaping in 
relation to the final placement of the route alignment replacement poles, and substation perimeter 
fence. The plan shall be submitted to, reviewed and approved by the CPUC prior to construction.          
 
Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-3b: Perimeter fencing at the Weed Junction Substation shall 
incorporate aesthetic treatment through the use of an appropriate non reflective material, such as 
a chain link fence with light brown vinyl slats   
 
Comment:  The above two mitigation measures are beyond the scope of PacifiCorp’s proposed 
project. The project does not alter the Weed Junction Substation in any way which would create 
a new visual impact which requires mitigation.  Accordingly, mitigation measures AES- PPWS-
3a and AS- PPWS-3b should be removed from the plan.    
 
Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-4a:  During final design, Pole 3/46 shall be sited to minimize 
potential effects on close range unobstructed residential views in the Lincoln Heights area. To 
the extent feasible, the replacement pole shall be located to take advantage of available 
opportunities for screening provided by existing vegetation.   
 
Comment:  PacifiCorp notes that this mitigation measure is not feasible and recommends its 
removal from the plan.  The mitigation measure does not account for the fact that PacifiCorp is                                                  
1  PacifiCorp would note that there are certain mitigation measures included in the Mitigation 

Monitoring Reporting and Compliance Program that apply solely to the Proposed Project (i.e., 
Option 3). Such measures include AES-PPWS-1a and AES-PPWS-1b. As the Proposed Project is 
not considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative nor is it the Alternative being 
advanced by PacifiCorp in its comments, PacifiCorp requests that these mitigation measures be 
removed from the Plan.         
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constrained in its placement of Pole 3/46.  Pole 3/46 is an angle structure – i.e., it is placed at a 
point where there is an angle in the alignment of the transmission line.  This structure has been 
designed and engineered to support this angle and keep the line within the existing right of way.  
If Pole 3/46 is moved, the alignment of the entire line must be changed, placing portions of the 
line outside of existing rights-of-way.   
 
Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-4b:  Pole 3/46 shall be redesigned to utilize a self-supporting 
steel pole TF285 structure which has similar horizontal arm configuration and is lower in height 
compared to the proposed pole at that location. Final design and siting of Pole 3/46 shall be 
submitted, reviewed and approved by the CPUC prior to commencement of construction.     
 
Comment:   While PacifiCorp can design the pole to be lower in height as specified in the 
mitigation measure, PacifiCorp submits that such design may make the pole more visible.  The 
TF285 structure puts the conductors on the ends of six horizontal arms (aka davit arms) that are 
approximately 7’ long mounted to the face of the pole.  While this allows for the pole to be 
shorter in height as compared to the guyed, all wood, all vertical design, it is wider due to the 
length of the davit arms for a total width of approximately 16’ (including the width of the pole).  
The all vertical design has a total width of approximately 7’ (width of the pole plus the length of 
the side insulator that jumpers the conductor from one side of the pole to the other).  It is the 
opinion of PacifiCorp’s transmission engineer that because of the added width to the structure, 
the TF285 structure makes more of a visible impact than the all vertical design.     
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-1 (second bullet):  Vehicles shall be restricted to established 
roadways and identified overland access routs and to speed less than 10 mph when traveling 
overland.  
 
Comment:  PacifiCorp requests that the 10 mph speed limit be raised to 15 mph consistent with 
other measures contained in the mitigation and monitoring plan (e.g. mitigation measure AIR-PP 
WS-1, seventh bullet)  
 
Mitigation Measure  BIO-PPWS-1 (fourth bullet): The  biological monitor shall delineate and 
mark for avoidance in the field all known sensitive resource locations.  In addition, areas 
considered suitable habitat for special status plant species shall also be marked for avoidance 
during the spring construction. The marker coordinates shall be obtained from a Global Position 
System (GPS) with sub-meter accuracy, presuming the special status plant species may be 
present but not visible at the time installation occurs.  If special status species are located 
immediately prior to or during work activities, construction personnel shall contact the biological 
monitor. If the monitor determines that the project activities may adversely affect a species, a 50 
foot buffer shall be established around any sensitive resources unless it can be shown that no 
individual plants or animals are at risk.      
 
Comment:  During the preparation of the DEIR, surveys were conducted and maps prepared that 
identified areas containing sensitive resources.  Accordingly, PacifiCorp requests that the 
mitigation measure be modified such that these maps are the ones utilized to mark the suitable 
habitat areas for avoidance.  In addition, while construction personnel will be informed as to the 
existence and type of special status species, they are unlikely to be able to identify them to the 
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extent required by this mitigation measure. Finally, PacifiCorp requests that the requirement that 
no individual plant or animal be put at risk be eliminated.  Based on the studies conducted in 
preparation of the DEIR regarding project impact on special status plant and animal species, no 
project “take” limit was imposed.  In other words, the impact was not deemed significant enough 
such that it was necessary to restrict the number of such plants or animals which might be 
affected by the project.  Accordingly, this mitigation measure should be revised to eliminate the 
50 foot buffer.    
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-2b:  To reduce potential impacts to less than significant, for 
any project related activity that disturbs soil below the root zone, PacifiCorp shall salvage the 
topsoil, store topsoil separately from subsoil, and spread the topsoil either at the disturbance     
site or during restoration. 
 
Comment:  PacifiCorp states that this mitigation measure is too broad given that, as drafted, it 
would require such activity be performed with respect to each pole installation irrespective of 
whether it is in a mapped area for sensitive plant species or an identified wetland.  PacifiCorp 
requests that the mitigation measure be revised such that it is confined to such areas. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-4: PacifiCorp shall implement the project during the non-
nesting season, which for the purpose of this project shall be deemed to be September 15 through 
February 15. In the event that construction cannot be completed during this period, the work 
shall stop until such time as pre-construction nest surveys are conducted by a qualified biologist. 
Pre-construction nest surveys must occur within 1000 feet of the project areas with all nests 
identified during these surveys to be located by GPS. No construction activities shall occur 
within 500 feet of active nests from February 15 through July 15. Any nest site disturbance 
between July 15 and August 15 must be approved by CDFG. 
 
Comment:  Based on regional climatic conditions and recorded data, PacifiCorp notes that the 
regional non-nesting season is September 15 through March 15.  PacifiCorp requests that the 
mitigation measure be revised to facilitate ongoing construction activities regardless of nesting to 
meet summer peak loads.  In the event nesting activities are discovered, PacifiCorp anticipates 
notifying CDFG.  Also, PacifiCorp requests that the survey area should be made consistent with 
the construction limitation area (e.g., 500 feet). 
 
Mitigation Measure  BIO-PPWS-5:  Construction crews shall halt activities when a bald eagle 
is observed within 100 yards of the construction area.  Construction activities shall not be 
permitted to resume until the bald eagle leaves the area. 
 
Comment: PacifiCorp requests that this mitigation measure be deleted.  Given that the bald 
eagle is no longer on the endangered species list, adoption of such measure is not justified. 
Construction activities will not significantly adversely affect a bald eagle moving through the 
area.  Stopping construction activity for an incidental sighting is impractical.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-6:  Construction activities within mule deer winter range 
(Pole 15/44 to Pole 1/45 and the Weed Segment) shall not be permitted between November 15 
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and March 15 to minimize potential for mule deer disturbance or displacement.  This seasonal 
restriction may be modified or removed with approval from DFG. 
 
Comment:  The mitigation measure as written in combination with the nest avoidance restriction 
would create a work window of September 15 to November 15 for the southern portion by first 
preventing construction from being initiated prior to the start of nesting season, and then not 
allowing for construction within 500 feet from an active nest until September 15 (see mitigation 
measure BIO-PPWS-4).  The Weed Segment is located adjacent to Hoy Road, which is 
residential and commercial and should not be considered deer mule range in which construction 
of the project would create an adverse impact.  Accordingly, PacifiCorp requests that the effects 
to mule deer winter range be specified as times when snow is deeper than 2-inches in the oak 
woodlands that are greater than 1000 feet from a residence or active paved road.  Alternatively, 
PacifiCorp requests that feed may be placed in specific areas to compensate for temporary 
disturbance.  
 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-PPWS-1d:  Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). 
PacifiCorp shall ensure that an environmental training program is established and implemented 
to communicate environmental concerns and appropriate work practices to all construction field 
personnel. The training program shall emphasize site specific physical conditions to improve 
hazard prevention, and shall include a review of the Health and Safety Plan and the Hazardous 
Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan. PacifiCorp shall submit documentation to the 
CPUC mitigation monitor prior to the commencement of construction activities documenting 
that each worker on the project has undergone this training program. 
 
Comment: To facilitate implementation and ensure that the project is constructed on a timely 
basis, PacifiCorp requests that this mitigation measure be revised such that PacifiCorp is required 
to provide documentation that each foreman or field supervisor has completed the training 
program prior to the commencement of construction.  PacifiCorp requests that field crews be 
allowed to be trained within 48 hours of starting work on the project.    
 
Mitigation Measure HYD-PPWS-1:  The applicant, in preparing the SWPPP for the project, 
shall include the following measures: 
 
 Measures applicable to all sites: 
 
 Silt fencing, straw wattles, and /or hay bales shall be placed at all construction site 

boundaries (work areas, the staging areas, pull and tension sites, and areas for the 
substation modification work).      

 
Comment: PacifiCorp notes that while it is appropriate for the Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting 
and Compliance Plan to state the goal of sediment control, it is beyond the scope to require a 
particular method to achieve that goal.  PacifiCorp requests that the measure be revised to state 
that with respect to sediment control, PacifiCorp will comply with applicable state and federal 
permits.   
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 Permanent access roads shall be sloped to provide effective overland flow pathways (i.e., 
convex in cross sections) and avoid formation of erosive gullies caused by concentrated 
runoff. 

 
Comment:  PacifiCorp requests that this mitigation measure be clarified such that it applies 
solely to new access roads (permanent or temporary). 
 
Mitigation Measure HYD-PPWS-4a:  Steel pole installation at Pole 19/45 shall adhere to the 
following measures: 
 
• If ground water is encountered during the auger or excavation process, then 1) the depth 

to first water shall be recorded and 2) completion of the hole to final depth shall proceed 
by means of auger only (or other such means that results in a cylindrical hole).  The depth 
to water shall then be recorded at the end of a 24 hour period. 

 
• If the water level drops by less than five feet over the 24 hour period, the pole installation 

can proceed as described in Section 2, Project Description. 
 
• If the water level has fallen by more than five feet before or at the end of the 24 hour 

period, or is continuing to drop after the 24 hour period, then, upon pole installation, the 
auger hole shall be backfilled with an appropriate sealant material (e.g., a bentonite 
/cement mixture) to a depth of six inches below ground surface or completely to ground 
surface if the boring was started by means of excavation. This would seal any potential 
conduit created by installation of the pole. The bentonite / cement mixture shall be 
formulated and placed by a water well driller with a California license; the bentonite / 
cement mixture shall be formulated to avoid shrinkage and cracking. The process of 
backfilling and sealing the auger hole shall be supervised by Professional Geologist who 
is a Certified Hydrologist, or other similarly qualified individual.        

 
 
Comment:  Since water may be disturbed during the rest of the drilling of the hole (ie. the 
possible removal of water due to the auger plunging in and pulling out during the drilling 
process), PacifiCorp requests that the water level in the hole be noted after the augering is 
completed as well as at first encounter of water.  PacifiCorp requests that the 24 hour period 
begin at this time.  Please note, this requirement will be for one 24 hour period only for the 
determination of the second bullet of the mitigation measure stated above.   
   
Mitigation Measure PS-PPWS-1b:  Water tanks shall be sited in project areas and be available 
for fire protection.  All construction vehicles shall carry fire suppression equipment.    
 
Comment:  PacifiCorp states that the siting of water tanks in various project areas is not a 
suitable means for fire protection.  The likelihood of a tank being located at a site where a fire 
actually occurs is small.  Moreover, alignment in rural area is not easily accessible to water 
trucks and required accessibility to stationary tanks.  Trucks would be required to fill water tanks 
that would need to be continuously moved to be potentially functional.  Firefighting control 
using water tanks to fill water trucks has very limited use and function for the project because of 
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the terrain, off-road access limitations, and limitation of water trucks. Rather, PacifiCorp 
requests that the mitigation be limited to requiring construction vehicles to carry fire suppression 
equipment (e.g. fires extinguishers, shovels) and for PacifiCorp to incorporate fire prevention 
practices into its construction plan. 
 
Accordingly, PacifiCorp requests the following language for Mitigation Measure PS-PPWS-1b:  
 

All construction vehicles shall carry fires suppression equipment. PacifiCorp shall 
contact and coordinate with the CDF and Weed City volunteer Fire Department to 
determine reasonable and prudent fire prevention and control equipment to be carried on 
project vehicles. PacifiCorp will restrict parking of vehicles and driving in tall, dry 
vegetation, restrict smoking to cleared areas and vehicles, and require spark shields to be 
used during welding or other spark producing activity.  PacifiCorp shall submit 
verification of consultation with emergency service providers to the CPUC.    
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Letter A – Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Ritchie & Day, LLP 

Response A-1 This is an introductory paragraph which introduces the general nature of the 
detailed comments which follow in the letter. The Applicant claims that the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative identified in the DEIR 
(i.e., Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B) would present harm to the environment 
and the safety of the community that were not adequately considered in the 
DEIR. The Applicant then suggests that a slight refinement to 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A would avoid these potential impacts and would 
be a better choice as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Finally, the 
Applicant notes that it is submitting suggested modifications/clarifications to 
the Mitigation Monitoring, Reporting and Compliance Program. Responses 
to each of these issues are provided with the specific comments contained in 
the comment letter, below. 

Response A-2 The Applicant notes that the DEIR narrowed the choice for the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative down to either the Mackintosh/ALJ 
Variation A or the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B. The DEIR identified 
Variation B as the Environmentally Superior Alternative primarily because 
Variation A (as it was defined in the DEIR) would require a temporary 
115/69 kV transformer which would (1) delay completion of the project past 
the time when Line 14 was projected to exceed its thermal limit, and 
(2) require an additional 2500 square foot disturbance at the Weed 
Substation. 

 In its comment, the Applicant identifies a “slight refinement” to 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A which it believes eliminates these negative 
aspects and renders Variation A preferred over Variation B, both 
environmentally and from a safety standpoint. The proposed refinement 
would completely eliminate the need for a temporary 115/69 kV transformer 
at the Weed Substation. Instead, the Applicant proposes that the temporary 
12.5/69 kV substation, which would be constructed as part of the Weed 
Segment, could be left onsite at the conclusion of the Weed Segment upgrade 
and used as a temporary “step up” transformer to serve load to the 
International Paper Substation. This would allow the 69 kV line between the 
Weed and Weed Junction Substations to be de-energized, thus allowing for 
construction of the double circuit 115/69 kV line in the centerline of the 
existing ROW. At the conclusion of the transmission line construction, the 
temporary 12.5/69 kV substation would be removed. 

 The EIR team has reviewed the Applicant-proposed refinement to 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A and has determined that it is feasible and would 
in fact eliminate the aspects of Variation A that the DEIR identified as the 
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reasons for finding it less favorable than Variation B. Further, because the 
refinement simply eliminates a feature of Variation A, no new impacts would 
result that are not already identified and analyzed in the DEIR. The 
refinement would result in the temporary 12.5/69 kV substation remaining at 
the Weed Substation for a longer period (approximately 2 to 3 months) than 
was considered as part of the Weed Segment, but the extended presence of 
the temporary substation would not result in any new or different impacts 
than were already considered in the DEIR evaluation of the Weed Segment 
(i.e., no additional construction impacts would occur, there would be no 
operational impacts (e.g., air emissions) from the temporary substation, and 
its removal and site restoration would occur as described for the Weed 
Segment). 

 In the FEIR, the description of Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A has been revised 
to reflect the refinement proposed by the Applicant. With this refinement, 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A is now identified as the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. 

Response A-3 In this comment, the Applicant raises safety and environmental concerns for 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B which they assert were not adequately 
addressed in the DEIR. The Applicant describes worker safety issues 
stemming from the high tension in the existing lines and the difficulty that 
may be encountered when trying to position the existing line while “hot” 
onto the 15-foot offset for the temporary pole line. The Applicant further 
notes that an error during the line re-positioning may cause the 69 kV line to 
contact the existing distribution lines thereby causing a power surge to 
customers in the area. 

 It is acknowledged that stretching the existing line and moving it over “hot” 
to the temporary pole line, while technically feasible, would carry some 
degree of risk to workers and could result in a power surge if inadvertent 
contact was made with the distribution circuits. However, DEIR page 3-20, 
footnote 2, describes a variation for this alternative as follows: 

 “A variation of this alternative would be to construct a new 69 kV 
transmission line on the temporary poles, then move that new line over 
to the new double circuit poles when construction is complete. Aside 
from how the new line would be terminated, this variation would not 
change the physical description of this alternative. Either variation may 
require an outage of from two to four hours when the conductor is 
transferred.” 

 This variation was included to specifically address the issues noted above. 
Rather than trying to stretch the existing conductor, new conductor would be 
constructed on the temporary pole line. Thus the applicant would have the 
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flexibility to construct the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative in either 
manner, whichever was preferred based on safety or other construction 
considerations. The DEIR footnote also states that a line outage of from two 
to four hours may be required when the line was transferred. Having the 
69 kV line de-energized during the actual transfer would avoid the possibility 
of a power surge from inadvertent contact of the conductors. So the full 
description of Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B in the DEIR, including the 
variation described in the footnote, provides adequate flexibility to avoid the 
worker safety and power surge concerns asserted in this comment. 

 The Applicant further asserts in this comment that construction of the 
temporary line would precipitate a number of unnecessary environmental 
impacts, specifically impacts to air quality, biological resources, noise, and 
traffic. With regard to impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic, it is presumed 
that the Applicant’s characterization of these impacts as “unnecessary” refers 
to the fact that construction of the temporary line would take approximately 
one to two months longer than if no temporary line were required 
(see Table 3-11 in the DEIR). This lengthening of the construction schedule 
would result in a longer duration of the air emissions, noise, and traffic 
impacts related to construction activities. However, the duration and extent 
of construction activities for the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative 
were considered, disclosed, and evaluated in the respective air quality, noise, 
and traffic impact sections of the DEIR. The construction air quality impact 
assessment on page 4.3-20 of the DEIR clearly states that “. . . the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative would likely require an additional 
month to complete, resulting in greater overall total construction emissions 
compared to the Proposed Project.” The longer construction period, however, 
would not result in greater maximum daily emissions and would not exceed 
the significance thresholds recommended by the Siskiyou County Air 
Pollution Control District. Similar discussion is provided in the DEIR for 
noise (DEIR page 4.9-17) and traffic (DEIR page 4.11-19) regarding the 
longer construction period. In each instance, the DEIR analysis concluded 
that the longer construction would result in impacts that would be less than 
significant with mitigation, and would not be substantially greater than for 
the Proposed Project. That these impacts are “unnecessary” as the Applicant 
asserts is merely a comparative evaluation against a refinement they have 
proposed to the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative. 

With respect to the biological impacts of Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B 
alternative, the Applicant asserts that in addition to these impacts being 
“unnecessary”, the DEIR does not consider the need to clear trees and 
vegetation outside the existing right of way. As the basis for this assertion, 
the Applicant quotes an excerpt from DEIR page 5-4 which says that 
Alternative B would “require trimming and the possible removal of a few 
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trees along the southern edge of the existing ROW.” However, the full 
description of Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B on DEIR page 3-22, and which is 
the basis for the environmental impact assessments for all resource areas 
including biology, clearly discloses that tree trimming and removal of some 
trees would be required for line clearance and safety considerations, and that 
“some of this tree trimming/removal and vegetation clearance may need to 
occur just outside the south edge of the ROW (emphasis added) to ensure that 
windy conditions would not compromise system reliability while the 
temporary line is in place.” Table 3-2 on DEIR page 3-8 also notes that 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B “would require some tree trimming/removal 
outside [the] ROW.” To avoid any confusion, the section of text on DEIR 
page 5-4 quoted by the Applicant has been clarified to state that tree 
trimming and removal would occur outside the ROW. 

Finally, the last part of the Applicant’s comment asserts that Mackintosh/ALJ 
Variation B would prolong the schedule for completion of the project. It 
would appear from this comment that the Applicant is merely making a 
comparison of the Variation B construction schedule (Table 3-11 on 
page 3-23 of the DEIR) to that of the newly proposed refinement to Variation 
A. It is acknowledged that construction of the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B 
alternative would take longer than the refined Variation A alternative 
described in the Applicant’s letter. 

Response A-4 The Applicant summarizes by requesting that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation 
A alternative, as refined in their comment letter, be deemed the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. For the reasons detailed in response to 
Comment A-2, the EIR team agrees that the refined Mackintosh/ALJ 
Variation A alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative for this 
project. Appropriate text changes have been made and are included in 
Section 3 of this FEIR. 

Response A-5 The Applicant states that Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-3a which requires 
perimeter landscaping and AES-PPWS-3b, and incorporation of an 
appropriate non reflective material, such as chain link fence with light brown 
vinyl slats at the Weed Junction Substation, go beyond the scope of the 
Proposed Project and should be removed from the Mitigation Monitoring, 
Reporting and Compliance Program (MMRCP).  

 As discussed on page 4.1-2 of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, at the Weed Junction 
Substation four new wood poles would be installed and an additional pole, 
Pole 1/49, would be replaced in a location closer to Highway 97, a 
designated National Scenic Byway, designated County Scenic Highway and 
an Eligible State Scenic Highway. The removal of mature trees and the 
introduction of larger poles would represent noticeable changes as seen from 
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these Highway 97 viewing locations and would be more prominent in the 
foreground. Given their proximity to the existing substation, the replacement 
poles would appear as an incremental change when seen from the highway. 
The overall effect would make the transmission facilities at the substation 
appear more prominent.  

 Because the installation of new and replacement poles at the Weed Junction 
Substation would make the transmission facilities at the substation appear 
more prominent, there is a sufficient nexus between the impact and the 
proposed mitigation measures. The use of vegetative screening and 
appropriate non reflective material, such as chain link fence with light brown 
vinyl slats to reduce the overall effect at the Weed Junction Substation from 
the Proposed Project, is proportional to the assessed impacts.  

 In this comment, the Applicant (in footnote 1) also requests that mitigation 
measures not applicable to the Environmentally Superior Alternative be 
removed from the MMRCP. Appendix A of the FEIR includes a revised 
MMRCP which lists only the mitigation measures applicable to the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. It should also be noted that the CPUC 
may choose to approve an alternative other than the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. In that event, a final MMRCP would be prepared that 
lists the mitigation measures applicable to the approved alternative. 

Response A-6 The Applicant requests that Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-4a be removed 
because it is not feasible to change the placement of Pole 3/46. 

 The words “to the extent feasible” in the mitigation measure specifically 
acknowledge that there may be limited flexibility to make large changes in 
the location of Pole 3/46. However, it is a fact that some flexibility (on the 
order of a few feet) is inherent in the construction of the transmission line. 
This mitigation measure is intended to take advantage of whatever flexibility 
there is, no matter how small, to reduce the visual effect of Pole 3/46. 

 The Applicant also suggests that Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-4b would 
result in a greater visual impact, rather than less, if the structure for Pole 3/46 
were to be changed from the vertical design depicted in Figure 4.1-13b to a 
TF285 horizontal design. The basis for this assertion is that while a TF285 
structure would be approximately 10 to 15 feet lower in height than the 
vertical design, it would be larger in diameter at ground level (approximately 
44 inches versus 24 inches) and would have a wider profile at the cross-arms 
(a total width of approximately 16 feet versus approximately 7 feet). In 
response to this comment, a version of Figure 4.1-13b from the DEIR has 
been created to illustrate the effect that using a TF285 structure would have 
at this location. That figure, Figure 4.1-13c on the following page, shows that 
the reduction in height is a visual improvement for the TF285 structure  
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 compared to the vertically stacked structure shown in Figure 4.1-13b in the 
DEIR. Accordingly, it was the conclusion of the DEIR that the lower height 
of the TF285 would provide an important reduction in the degree of visual 
impact in the neighborhood setting because partial screening of the lower 
portion of Pole 3/46 could be accomplished whereas it would be infeasible to 
screen the entire height of the structure. Partial screening of the lower portion 
of the structure would reduce the close range unobstructed residential view. 
Therefore, to clarify and improve the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 
AES-PPWS-4b, Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-4b is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-4b: Pole 3/46 shall be redesigned to 
utilize a self-supporting steel TF285 structure which has a horizontal 
rather than vertical arm configuration and is lower in height compared 
to the proposed pole at that location. Final design and siting of Pole 
3/46 shall be submitted, reviewed and approved by the CPUC prior to 
the commencement of construction. To lessen the degree of visual 
impact of Pole 3/46 in the Lincoln Heights neighborhood, PacifiCorp 
shall develop a landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect or certified arborist and in consultation with property owners 
with unobstructed views of Pole 3/46. The plan shall include planting 
of trees and/or shrubs either individually or in informal groupings to 
partially screen close range unobstructed views of the new pole. Plant 
material shall be appropriate to the local/natural landscape setting and 
shall be consistent with Public Resources Code Section 4292 for 
vegetation located in proximity to transmission facilities. The 
landscape plan shall show the location, suggested species and size at 
planting for all proposed plant material, and shall show proposed 
landscaping in relation to the final placement of the pole. The plan 
shall be submitted to, reviewed and approved by the CPUC prior to 
commencement of construction. 

Response A-7 The intent of 10 mph speed restriction in Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-1 
is to avoid and minimize impacts to habitat and habitat elements when 
traveling overland, whereas the 15 mph speed restriction in Mitigation 
Measure AIR-PPWS-1 applies to travel on unpaved roads to reduce 
emissions of fugitive dust. The lower speed restriction for overland access is 
warranted given the conditions where no road is present. 

  To be consistent, page 4.4-21 has been modified to the following:  

For overland access existing and new roads, incidental impacts to 
wildlife are reduced by requiring speeds less than 10 mph and other 
measures noted below. 

Response A-8 The Applicant requests that Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-1, fourth bullet, 
be modified to require only the use of maps prepared from survey 
information performed for the DEIR to mark suitable habitat areas for 
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avoidance. The Applicant further notes that although construction workers 
would be informed as to the existence and type of special status species, they 
are unlikely to be able to identity them. Finally, the Applicant requests that 
the 50 foot buffer be eliminated since no project ‘take’ limit was imposed.  

 The surveys carried out during the DEIR phase were for the purpose of 
determining the existence of sensitive resources and their level of exposure to 
impacts. The maps prepared from those prior surveys can be used to find and 
re-mark those resources. The requirement in the mitigation measure for 
recording of GPS coordinates applies to new areas of suitable habitat for 
special status plant species that may be observed prior to the spring 
construction period. This requirement provides protection for special status 
plant populations that were not recorded previously, recognizing that plant 
distribution can vary from year to year. Furthermore, in our experience, 
construction workers, when trained, are an excellent source of these 
observations. Indeed, that is one of the main purposes of the Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program training required for this project (see 
first bullet of Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-1). As the goal of this 
mitigation measure is to minimize impacts to a less than significant level, not 
avoid them entirely, it is agreed that the 50-foot buffer is overly restrictive 
and should be revised to be consistent with the 10-foot buffer required by 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-2a. Accordingly, the fourth bullet of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-1 is clarified to read as follows:  

The biological monitor shall delineate and mark for avoidance in the 
field all known sensitive resource locations. In addition, any newly-
observed areas considered suitable habitat for special-status plant species 
shall also be marked for avoidance during the spring preceding 
construction. The marker shall be coordinates obtained from a Global 
Position System (GPS) with sub-meter accuracy, presuming the special-
status plant species may be present but not visible at the time installation 
occurs. If special-status species are located immediately prior to or 
during work activities, construction personnel shall contact the 
biological monitor. If the monitor determines that the project activities 
may adversely affect a species, a 50 10-foot buffer shall be established 
around any those sensitive resources unless it can be shown that no 
individual plants or animals are at risk (e.g., in the case of a burrow, 
probing with an endoscope to ensure the burrow is unoccupied, then 
closing with a sandbag until project work is complete in the area). 

Response A-9 The Applicant asserts that Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-2b is too broad and 
should be narrowed to areas that have known populations of special-status 
plant species or are in an identified wetland. As written, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-PPWS-2b requires that for any project-related activity that disturbs soil 
below the root zone, the top soil shall be salvaged, stored separately from 
subsoil, and spread either at the disturbance site or during restoration. 
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The intent of this mitigation measure is to reduce the potential of direct 
impacts to unknown populations of special-status plant species by salvaging 
the top soil and spreading at either the disturbance site or during restoration 
so that unknown populations of special-status plant species would not be 
adversely affected; therefore, this measure is appropriate and will not be 
revised.  

Response A-10 The Applicant states that the non-nesting season is September 15 through 
March 15 and that Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-4 be revised to allow 
ongoing construction activities regardless of nesting to meet summer peak 
loads. The Applicant further states that they would anticipate notifying 
CDFG in the event that nesting activity was discovered, and requests that the 
mitigation measure be revised so that the survey radius is consistent with the 
physical construction limitation distance of 500 feet.  
 
Based on the biological assessment of the study area and the biological 
resources that are present, the nesting season of February 15 through 
August 15 is appropriate. Notably, bald eagles, which, as discussed on 
page 4.4-12, are known to occur within the project area, nest earlier in the 
season. Furthermore, concern was expressed by the CDFG regarding impacts 
to species that nest later in the season (Bob Smite, CDFG, personal 
communication with Tom Roberts, ESA). In order to address this concern, 
approval for nest disturbance between July 15 and August 15 from CDFG 
was included in the mitigation measure. It is noted here, however, that CDFG 
consultation may also be appropriate for other circumstances that may 
warrant modifying no-disturbance buffer distances based on species type, 
existing noise or other disturbance conditions, and the type of construction 
activity in a specific area. Finally, regarding the need for a 1000-foot survey 
radius but only a 500-foot construction activity restriction, it is agreed that 
extending the survey beyond the maximum potential restriction distance 
would not afford any greater protection for nesting birds. Accordingly, to 
clarify and ensure compliance with the intent of Mitigation Measure BIO-
PPWS-4, the text on page 4.4-24 (and in the MMRCP) is clarified to read: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-4: PacifiCorp shall implement the 
project during the non-nesting season, which for purposes of this 
project shall be deemed to be September 15 through February 15. In 
the event that construction cannot be completed during this period, the 
work shall stop until such time as pre-construction nest surveys are 
conducted by a qualified biologist. Pre-construction nest surveys must 
occur within 1000 feet of the project areas (i.e., transmission line 
corridors, pole sites, access roads and work areas) with all nests 
identified during these surveys to be located by GPS. No construction 
activities shall occur within 500 feet of active nests from February 15 
through July 15. Any nest site disturbance between July 15 and August 
15 must be approved by CDFG. 
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PacifiCorp shall avoid disturbing active nests of raptors and other 
nesting birds by performing preconstruction surveys and creating 
no-disturbance buffers. 

If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the 
non-breeding season (defined for this project as August 16 through 
February 14), no mitigation is required.  

If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding 
season (February 15 through August 15), PacifiCorp shall implement 
the following measures to avoid potential adverse effects on nesting 
raptors and other nesting birds: 

• During the breeding season, and no more than two weeks prior to 
construction, PacifiCorp shall use a qualified wildlife biologist to 
conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential nesting habitat 
within 500 feet of project areas where active construction is 
scheduled to occur (i.e., transmission line corridors, pole sites, 
access roads and work areas). 

• If active nests are found during preconstruction surveys, 
PacifiCorp shall record nest location coordinates using GPS and 
shall create a no-disturbance buffer (acceptable in size to the 
CDFG) around active raptor nests and other nesting birds for the 
duration of the breeding season, or until it is determined by a 
qualified wildlife biologist that all young have fledged. Typical 
buffers include 500 feet for raptors and 250 feet for other nesting 
birds. The size of these buffer zones and types of construction 
activities restricted in these areas may be further modified through 
consultation with the CDFG and will be based on existing noise 
and human disturbance levels in the project area site.  

• If preconstruction surveys indicate that nests are inactive during 
the construction period, no further mitigation is required. 

Response A-11 The Applicant states that since the bald eagle is no longer on the Endangered 
Species List that required halt of construction when a bald eagle is observed 
within 100 yards of the construction area is impractical and not justified. 
 
Although the bald eagle was recently delisted from the Endangered Species 
List, it still retains protection under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 
Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The USFWS in the National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines (May 2007) has developed a list of management 
practices that landowners and planners can implement to avoid impacts to the 
Bald Eagle. Pertinent to the Proposed Project is the management practice of 
“Avoid[ing] potentially disruptive activities and development in the eagles’ 
direct flight path between their nest and roost sites and important foraging 
areas.” As discussed on page 4.4-12, “local residents report adult and 
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juvenile bald eagles in the vicinity of Pole 8/45 of the Proposed Project”; 
therefore, this mitigation measure is appropriate and will not be modified.  

Response A-12 The Applicant states that due to the restrictions of the nest avoidance 
restriction in combination with the restrictions required to minimize impacts 
to the mule deer range would create a very narrow work window in which it 
would be difficult to construct a portion of the Proposed Project and the 
entire Weed Segment. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-6 specifically states that “this seasonal 
restriction may be modified or removed with approval from CDFG.” It is 
acknowledged that snow conditions and herd movement patterns can vary 
substantially from year to year in the study area. That is why flexibility was 
included in the mitigation measure, so that approval to modify or remove the 
seasonal restriction could be sought from CDFG based on the actual 
conditions present. While the Applicant raises potentially valid points 
regarding how snow depth and proximity of the work to roads and/or 
residences may affect mule deer use of the winter range, these extenuating 
circumstances must be approved by the CDFG. Similarly, placement of 
feeding stations as an alternative to limiting construction activities would 
also have to be approved by the CDFG. Accordingly, this mitigation measure 
will not be modified. 

Response A-13 To facilitate implementation and ensure that the project is constructed on a 
timely basis, the Applicant requests that Mitigation Measure  
HAZ-PPWS-1d be revised such that the Applicant is required to provide 
documentation that each foreman or field supervisor has completed the 
Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training prior to the 
commencement of construction. The Applicant requests that field crews be 
allowed to be trained within 48 hours of starting work on the project.  
 
The intent of Mitigation Measure HAZ-PPWS-1d is to ensure that all 
construction personnel that would be working on the project have undergone 
environmental training. It is understood that due to the nature of construction 
activities, there may be some workers brought onto the project mid-week 
before another WEAP training can be scheduled. However, it is those 
workers who create the greatest potential for engaging in activities not in 
compliance with the project environmental permits or the mitigation 
measures required by this FEIR. Following an approach that proved to be 
both effective and flexible during construction of the Northern Portion, all 
new workers would have to have an abbreviated “tail gate” environmental 
training session on their first day reporting to the project site, followed by the 
full WEAP training within 48 hours of starting work on the project. 
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Accordingly, to clarify and ensure compliance with the intent of Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-PPWS-1d, the text on page 4.6-13 has been clarified to read: 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-PPWS-1d: Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP). PacifiCorp shall ensure that an 
environmental training program is established and implemented to 
communicate environmental concerns and appropriate work practices 
to all construction field personnel. The training program shall 
emphasize site-specific physical conditions to improve hazard 
prevention, and shall include a review of the Health and Safety Plan 
and the Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan. 
PacifiCorp shall submit documentation to the CPUC mitigation 
monitor prior to the commencement of construction activities that each 
foreman and field supervisor worker on the project has undergone this 
training program. Each field crew member shall also participate in the 
WEAP training, either prior to or within 48 hours of starting work on 
the project, and such documentation shall be submitted to the CPUC 
mitigation monitor. An abbreviated (approximately 20-minute) safety 
and environmental awareness “tail gate” training shall be required on 
their first day for any field crew member who does not participate in a 
pre-construction WEAP training, followed by the full WEAP training 
within 48 hours of starting work on the project. 

 Additionally, in Chapter 8, Mitigation, Monitoring, Reporting and 
Compliance Plan, page 8-24, the text of the corresponding mitigation 
“Timing” has been modified as follows: 

Sign-in sheets to be submitted prior to start and during of construction. 

Response A-14 The Applicant states that it is beyond the scope of the MMRCP to require a 
specific method to achieve a specific goal, in this case sediment control, and 
requests that Mitigation Measure HYD-PPWS-1, bullet 1, be modified to 
reflect that sentiment. Additionally, the Applicant has asked for clarification 
regarding bullet 2 and is correct in the assumption that the intent was for 
bullet 2 to only apply to new permanent or temporary access roads. 

 Accordingly, to clarify and ensure compliance with the intent of Mitigation 
Measure HYD-PPWS-1, bullet 1 and bullet 2, the text on page 4.7-18 (and in 
the MMRCP) has been clarified to read as follows: 

Silt fencing, straw wattles, and/or hay bales or other appropriate 
sediment control shall be shall be placed at all construction site 
boundaries (work areas, the staging area, pull and tension sites, and 
areas for the substation modification work).  

New Ppermanent and temporary access roads shall be sloped to 
provide effective overland flow pathways (i.e., convex in cross section) 
and avoid formation of erosive gullies caused by concentrated runoff. 
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Where necessary, all-weather roads shall be covered with gravel base 
material.  

Response A-15 The Applicant requests a minor modification to Mitigation Measure 
HYD-PPWS-4a to take into consideration water level drop that may result 
from the removal of saturated soil during the augering process. The 
Applicant proposes that the “initial” water level measurement be recorded, 
and the start of the 24-hour observation period begin, at the conclusion of the 
augering process rather than at the time water is first encountered in the hole. 
This proposed change is acceptable, as it is consistent with the intent of the 
mitigation measure and would reduce the possibility of a false result from the 
water level measurements. Accordingly, the first bullet under Mitigation 
Measure HYD-PPWS-4a on page 4.7-23 of the DEIR (and in the MMRCP) 
is clarified to read as follows: 

If groundwater is encountered during the auger or excavation process, 
then 1) the depth to first water shall be recorded, and 2) completion of 
the hole to final depth shall proceed by means of auger only (or other 
such means that results in a cylindrical hole). The depth to water shall 
then be recorded at (a) the end of the augering process, and (b) the end 
of a 24-hour period.  

Response A-16 The Applicant requests a modification to Mitigation Measure PS-PPWS-1b, 
claiming that the requirement for stationary water tanks in the project area is 
not practical and would not provide any effective aid for fire response. 
Instead, the Applicant proposes to coordinate with CDF (now CalFire) and 
the City of Weed regarding the types of fire suppression equipment to be 
carried on project vehicles. However, rather than completely eliminate the 
requirement for stationary water tanks, the need for and location of any such 
tanks should be coordinated with the responsible fire agencies. Accordingly, 
Mitigation Measure PS-PPWS-1b is clarified as follows: 

Mitigation Measure PS-PPWS-1b: Water tanks shall be sited in 
project areas and be available for fire protection. All construction 
vehicles shall carry fire suppression equipment. PacifiCorp shall contact 
and coordinate with the CDF and Weed City Volunteer Fire Department 
to determine reasonable and prudent minimum amounts of fire 
prevention and control equipment to be carried on the project vehicles, 
and to determine the need for and, if needed, appropriate locations for 
the of stationary water tanks to be installed and maintained by 
PacifiCorp. PacifiCorp shall restrict driving in tall, dry vegetation, 
restrict smoking to cleared areas and vehicles, and require spark shields 
to be used during welding or other spark-producing activity. PacifiCorp 
shall submit verification of its consultation with the CDF and Weed City 
Volunteer Fire Department local fire departments to the CPUC.  



Heidi Vonblum 

From: Patricia Hunter [kcscjgrandma@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2007 10:47 AM
To: Yreka-Weed
Subject: Yreka-Weed Transmission Line

Page 1 of 1

9/12/2007

Weed Berean Church would like to express our concern over any expansion of the transmission line that 
runs by our proposed facility. When we began improving our church property we knew where the 
current  transmission line was located and we situated our proposed sanctuary accordingly. We had no 
idea that there could someday be a 70 foot pole with 10 wires on it within 80 feet of our proposed 
building. We are in favor of Option 3 because our church facility would not be impacted by this Option. 
  
Patricia Hunter 
Secretary 
Weed Berean Church 

Shape Yahoo! in your own image. Join our Network Research Panel today!
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Letter B – Weed Berean Church 
Response B-1  The commenter states its concern regarding the potential expansion of the 

transmission line within the vicinity of the proposed church facility. The 
commenter is in favor of Option 3 (the Proposed Project). Comment noted.  
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Letter C – Volcanic Legacy Community Partnership 
Response C-1  The commenter asserts that the Undergrounding Alternative was only briefly 

discussed, and that the criteria and rationale for elimination do not apply to 
each of the three potential underground routes. Extensive analysis of 
alternatives that are rejected in the alternative screening process is not 
required under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) says, in part, 
“The EIR should also identity any alternatives that were considered by the 
lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and 
briefly explain (emphasis added) the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 
determination.” The DEIR thoroughly describes the alternatives screening 
process and criteria that were applied to all potential alternatives. The 
Rationale for Elimination of the undergrounding alternative discusses the 
substantial project delay and environmental impacts of undergrounding in 
general (i.e., applicable to all routes), and also identifies constraints 
particular to individual routes. With regard to the route through the Caltrans 
ROW, potential long term impacts include impacts to biological resources, 
groundwater, and damage to previously unknown subsurface cultural 
resources. This route (as with all routes) would also fail to meet the primary 
project objective of meeting electrical system demand and improving system 
reliability prior to Line 14 exceeding its thermal limit. 

Response C-2  The commenter asserts that the Caltrans ROW was not researched as a viable 
option, and that because it is considered to be “disturbed ground” the 
environmental issues would be substantially minimized. Please see response 
C-1. Also, while the Caltrans ROW is reported by the commenter to be 
“disturbed ground,” this does not mean that there would be no environmental 
impacts associated with constructing a 1.7-mile 5 to 10 foot deep trench with 
10-foot wide by 24-foot long splice vaults every 1800 feet (again, see 
Response C-1). As noted in the DEIR, the construction corridor would be up 
to 40 feet wide. Because of the need to maintain a minimum of one lane of 
safe traffic flow during construction, it is likely that the construction corridor 
would require construction easements outside the Caltrans ROW to 
accommodate equipment movement and staging. 

Response C-3 The commenter suggests that a thermal overload situation on Line 14 could 
be averted or delayed by simply adding multiple conductors on the same 
poles and insulators. While the commenter asserts that “experts in this field” 
have reported that this approach has been used successfully in other 
locations, no details are provided that could be investigated to substantiate 
that claim. In response to this comment, the EIR team investigated the 
feasibility of the suggested approach for Line 14 and found that bundling of 
conductors is usually reserved for very high voltage major transmission lines 
of 500 kV and greater and is used less frequently for voltages down to about 
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220 kV where the electrical load would exceed the capacity of the largest 
practical conductors. The EIR team was unable to locate any examples of 
installations of bundled conductors for 69 kV lines.  

 Theoretically, the transmission capacity of Line 14 could indeed be increased 
and potential overloading averted by the addition of an additional conductor 
for each phase of the transmission line, in effect making a “two-conductor 
bundle” for each of the three phases of the line. However, such an addition of 
conductors would involve a number of electrical and structural engineering 
considerations that would make such an installation on an operating 
transmission line much more difficult and time consuming than envisioned 
by the commenter. The engineering knowledge regarding the behavior of 
bundled conductors for various wind loads and icing conditions is in ongoing 
development. Factors affecting such physical behavior include conductor size 
and material, line tension, line span, number of conductors in a bundle, 
spacing and arrangement of conductors within a bundle, the positioning of 
spacers, line dampers, etc., as well as icing and snow conditions. 

 In the case of Line 14, bundling conductors would require an extended 
outage of the line for construction. There would be a number or engineering 
factors to consider in designing a double conductor installation including: 

• The type of conductors in a bundle should be matched in both their 
physical and electrical properties. For example it would be 
inappropriate to pair a new ACSR cable with an existing copper cable 
as they would have different sag characteristics with temperature 
changes and would have different responses to wind and very different 
vibration characteristics. Given the age of the existing conductors on 
Line 14, matching their characteristics would be very difficult. 

 
• Double conductors would increase the wind loading and dead loads as 

well as snow and ice loading on the lines. Snow and ice loading could 
more than double as snow might bridge across the two close-spaced 
conductors and then retain much more snow than the sum of two single 
conductors.  

 
• Attachment hardware for single conductors would have to be replaced 

with new two-conductor attachment hardware, and line spacers would 
need to be added.  

 
 After review of the engineering design of the existing Line 14 structures 

(poles, cross-arms, insulators, etc.), the EIR team determined that adding 
another conductor immediately adjacent to the each of the three existing 
conductors on the same pole and the same insulators would exceed the 
design load limit for each structure, and would result in a high potential for 
failure. Such failure could result in one or more conductors falling and 
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coming into contact with the ground, thereby creating a risk of fire, property 
damage, or injury to the public. The proposed method of construction 
described in Comment C-3 is therefore technically infeasible for Line 14. 

Response C-4 The commenter notes that all alternatives routes with the exception of 
undergrounding would have a significant impact on the viewshed, and asserts 
that only temporary impacts were listed as the rationale for eliminating 
undergrounding as a viable alternative. The discussion of the undergrounding 
alternative on page 3-29 to 3-30 of the DEIR notes not only temporary 
impacts but also long term impacts as well. See Response C-1 for a further 
discussion of that topic. Also, see Response G-2 regarding additional 
mitigation of the visual impact of the alternative alignments along the 
Highway 97 corridor. And finally, it should be noted that the landscape 
screening required as mitigation at the Weed and Weed Junction Substations 
would also reduce the existing visual impact of those facilities from 
Highway 97. 

Response C-5 The commenter notes that undergrounding is routinely being practiced by 
other utility companies, and lists the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV transmission 
line as an example. The DEIR does not dispute that undergrounding a 
transmission line is technically feasible. Page 3-30 of the DEIR specifically 
states that the undergrounding alternative is technically feasible and that it 
would avoid the significant aesthetic impact associated with the Proposed 
Project. However, for the specific conditions of this project, undergrounding 
was eliminated as a viable alternative because of both environmental 
considerations and not meeting a critical project objective (see Response C-1). 
The conditions associated with the Jefferson-Martin project do not apply 
here, as each project needs to be evaluated in regards to its project objectives 
and the physical environment in which the project would occur. 



 
 

 
From: Dave and Marlene Lovenguth [mailto:damar@charter.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2007 4:40 PM 
To: Yreka-Weed 
Subject: Re:  
 
Mr. Cover, 
We did receive the draft but when I perused, it appeared that the first choice was through Hoy 
Rd.  We of course prefer an underground line through our property because it mars the beauty of 
the mountain views.  We can live with removing the existing poles and replacing in the same 
easement that you now have, taller poles.  However we would not want any extension of that 
existing easement or any more trees cut down etc.  Our soil is so sandy that any work that you do 
in the easement will leave it's mark for a long time.  I hope that you will honor our requests. 
Thank you. 
Dave and Marlene Lovenguth 
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Letter D – Dave and Marlene Lovenguth 
Response D-1  The commenter believes that the Proposed Project (Option 3) was designated 

as the DEIR’s environmentally superior option. However, the DEIR 
concluded that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative was the 
environmentally superior alternative (page ES-40). Regarding further 
information on why Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B was selected as the 
environmentally superior alternative, the commenter is referred to the DEIR, 
Executive Summary, page ES-40.  

 The commenter prefers that the portion of the project traversing their 
property be undergrounded. The commenter further states that if an 
alternative is selected, then they would prefer that the project stay within the 
existing ROW because fewer trees would have to be cut down. The 
commenter is also concerned that construction will potentially damage their 
property because their soil is very sandy. Regarding the potential to 
underground the project, please see page 3-29 to 3-30 of the DEIR and 
Response C-1. Regarding opposition to extending the existing ROW, the 
comment is noted. Regarding the potential damage to soil on the 
commenter’s property, the commenter is referred to the DEIR, Chapter 2, 
Project Description, which describes the cleanup and post-construction 
restoration practices on page 2-30 and 2-31. 

 The commenter is also referred to Response A-2, which describes a 
refinement proposed by the Applicant to the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A 
alternative. For reasons documents in Response A-2, this FEIR concludes 
that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative is the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. This alternative would keep the new transmission line 
in the centerline of the existing ROW. 



 

 

Mr. Mike Rosauer 
Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, Southern Portion 
c/o Environmental Science Associates 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94104-4207 
 
RE:  Comments on the DEIR made at the public participation hearing on 8/28/07  
 
Dear Mr. Rosauer: 
 
I have been told by a couple people that it is stated somewhere in the DEIR that the 
Mackintoshes are the only ones fighting the Proposed Project.  That is not true….the 
Luiz’s as well as the Pappas’ have protested PacifiCorp’s project through the CPUC. 
Other residents of Hoy Road, as well as people who know the area and who know that the 
Proposed Project is wrong, have also participated in the proceeding. 
 
We “The Mackintoshes” have been accused of a lot of things….for those of you who 
want to make us the bad guys, that’s alright, but this is not about us, this is about the 
choices PacifiCorp has made.  And for those concerned about expediting the project….if 
PacifiCorp had chosen to do this upgrade the right way in the first place, with pole for 
pole replacement within the existing ROW, this project would be complete….they own 
the ROW.  If the MND had evaluated the alternate routes as the ALJ ordered, the EIR 
would not have been necessary.  The decision makers had nothing to compare.   
 
Why anyone would choose to build a new transmission line in a beautiful valley or 
anywhere else in this country, unless it is absolutely necessary, is just plain wrong.  And 
for this project it is not necessary….the transmission corridor is already in place.  Yes, 
the transmission corridor traverses a Volcanic Legacy Scenic Byway, but the line is 
already there obstructing the view, just as it is already on our property obstructing our 
view.  The .5 mile section of line (all of which is in the Weed City limits) is already 
highly visible as it is at both substations and in the section going over the hill to Lincoln 
Heights.  It is already in the view from California Street and it is already seen by 
motorists who travel Hwy 97.  It is already 80 or 100 feet from the proposed Berean 
Church, and it is already on the homeowners properties along the Hwy 97 corridor.  The 
Volcanic Legacy Scenic Byway has many utility lines all along the route…. transmission, 
distribution and communication.  Line 14 actually crosses Hwy 97.   
 
I have listened to and read how the project will impact others.  I’m sorry if the existing 
transmission line is crossing your property as it is ours.  Mr. Goltz stated at the NOP 
meeting that the line will cross his property no matter which way it goes.  That is true in 
our case as well….no matter which route is chosen, we will have 10 taller poles.  Four of 
those poles, 3/45 through 6/45, are in a surveyed wetland and they will require concrete 
and steel foundations.  New temporary access roads will be necessary as well as geo-mats 
to prevent the heavy equipment from sinking.   The replacement of those 4 poles will be 
very damaging to the wetland.  That will happen no matter which way the project goes.  
But there is one major difference here….the proposed project would cross our property 
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three times!!!  First from north to south with 10 poles 22 to 36 feet taller than the existing 
poles, second from west to east (perpendicular to the existing line) with 5 new 56 to 70 
foot poles (one of those poles, 8/45, will be 75 feet ags) and third, with the Weed 
Segment, a new line (three more wires) will go from Weed Substation back to pole 8/45.  
The self supporting steel pole at 8/45 would be 95’(75’ags) and 4’ in diameter at the base.  
It would require a concrete foundation 6 feet in diameter by 20 feet deep and would be 
located 60 feet from our spring house, which is our only drinking and domestic water 
supply (we have no wells).  At its base, this massive pole will be embedded 13 feet below 
the water level of our spring house…. or possibly more if the pole location has been 
moved again.  The Proposed Project would have a major impact to the views from our 
property, would damage our wetland, destroy our property value and worst of all, the 
installation of the massive steel pole at 8/45 would put our water supply at risk.  The EIR 
did not bother to classify the cumulative impacts the proposed project would have on our 
property, stating that intervening vegetation would generally screen the view of the new 
line from the Hillside residence.  The new line would be visible from our new home, just 
as the taller poles for the existing line will be highly visible from the home that we reside 
in now, as well as from our new home.    
 
Now I would like to point out a couple inaccuracies in the DEIR and make a couple 
suggestions.  Our comments on this were not accepted in the DMND stating that our 
attorney had covered everything we said.  Please do not disregard this again!  The 
description of what the Pappas‘ will see from there home is inaccurate.  From the Pappas 
residence, 5 poles, 12 through 15 and 8/45 would be in their view, not 2 poles as shown 
in simulation Figure 4.1-12b and the majority of the line would be in the skyline.  The 
low trees to the left in the backdrop are at a spring that puts out 375 gallons a minute and 
there are numerous other springs that are located along the proposed route.  In other 
words, it is very wet and boggy and trees will not grow there.  As you can see in Figure 
4.1-11b, there are cattle grazing there as well.  So even if trees could survive the wet soil, 
they would not survive the cattle.  Unless the EIR plans to change our ranching practices, 
the mitigation measures are infeasible.  As you can see from the photo there is nothing in 
the meadow to screen 56 to 70 foot poles and the connecting wires.  Perhaps a certified 
arborist or landscape architect should have been consulted to find out if this mitigation 
measure is possible before the impact was mitigated to less than significant.  You cannot 
plant trees and also preserve the landscape features seen in the backdrop.  Their house 
was situated for the view.  From their residence they have awesome views and sunsets.  
That view will be forever altered!       
 
I think the second thing I would like to point out is the degree that the simulations have 
been exaggerated for the existing corridor along Hwy 97 and minimized for the Proposed 
Project.  Much of the EIR relies heavily on the visual simulations, many of which are 
misleading or inaccurate.  For example visual simulation Figure 4.1-11b does not show 
the 75 foot pole that will replace pole 8/45 and it does not show the 10 wires that will 
connect to that pole.  In fact it does not show our spring house below nor does it show  
the view of Mt. Shasta from that location.  Pole 8/45 is not shown accurately anywhere in 
the DEIR.  If you look at any of the simulations and the photos of the existing views for 
Variations A and B Alternatives, the poles and conductors are highly visible in the 
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simulations.  Yet in the photos of the existing views the conductors are very faint even in 
the skyline.  See Figures 4.1-24a and b for example.  The simulations are exaggerated. 
 
Now if you look at all the simulations for the proposed project you can see that the poles 
and wires are faint to invisible even when in the skyline.  4.1-7b is a good example.  In 
reality, from that location on Hoy Road you would see 5 poles with connecting wires in 
the skyline, not 2.  Also in Figure 4.1-6b the wires are just barely visible even though a 
portion of the view is in the skyline.  If the photo had been taken a little to the left the 
Pappas residence would be included and you could easily see that all 5 new poles and 
conductors would be highly visible from their home.   My point again is….all the 
simulated poles and wires for the Proposed Project are faint to invisible, whereas all the 
simulations of poles and wires for the variations are quite prevalent, in fact they stick out 
like a sore thumb, misleading the viewer into thinking that taller poles on the existing line 
would somehow be more intrusive than poles and wires where none currently exist.   
 
I have a couple questions….if Figure 4.1-14b (which is a view of the existing line going 
over the hill from Weed Substation to Lincoln Heights) if that view can be mitigated to 
less than significant, then why can’t the .5 mile portion where the line is visible along 
Hwy 97?  They both have the same mountain vista, the same taller poles and the same 
Volcanic Legacy Scenic Byway.  If it is an incremental change for one, then the same is 
true for the other.   
 
If pole 3/46 in Lincoln Heights can be redesigned, why can’t poles 17/47 and 5/48 be 
changed to use the same type of redesigned pole as 3/46 (a pole that is self supporting 
steel, horizontal rather than vertical arm configuration and lower in height)?  A self 
supporting steel pole would eliminate the guy wires crossing Hwy 97 as seen in Figure 
4.1-24b.  If a self supporting steel pole could be used at 8/45 then why not at 5/48 and/or 
17/47. 
 
I believe Mr. Messer commented at the NOP meeting, something to the effect that we 
should leave the land better when we finish than it was when we started.  If trees and 
shrubs were planted to screen the poles that are visible in the project area along the Hwy 
97 corridor, it would look better upon completion of the project than it does now.  
PacifiCorp has the ability to make that happen. 
 
All we have wanted from the beginning is for this project to be done right.  It affects our 
valley, our community and people’s lives!!!!  Thank you. 
 
Judy Mackintosh 
5322 Hoy Road 
Weed, CA 96094 
530 938-9648 
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Letter E – Judy Mackintosh 
Response E-1  The commenter states that she has been informed that the DEIR falsely 

claims that the Mackintoshes were the only members of the public contesting 
the Proposed Project. The commenter was misled, as the DEIR does not 
contain any allegations that the Mackintoshes were the only objecting party 
to the Proposed Project. Therefore, comment noted.  

 The commenter also states that if PacifiCorp had chosen to upgrade the 
transmission line “the right way” with pole-for-pole replacement within the 
existing ROW, an EIR would not have been necessary. This comment is a 
general statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
a significant environmental impact. Responses to more specific comments by 
the commenter are provided below, in responses E-2 through E-8. 

Response E-2 The commenter states a general concern of constructing a new transmission 
line across Hoy Valley. The commenter states that the Proposed Project route 
is not necessary, as there is an existing transmission corridor along 
Highway 97. This comment is a general statement and does not state a 
specific question regarding a significant environmental impact. The comment 
is noted as a contrary opinion to the Proposed Project.  

Response E-3 The commenter provides a description of the poles that would be installed on 
her property as part of the Proposed Project and alternatives. The commenter 
states her concerns regarding the impacts of the poles to the wetlands, water 
supply, views on her property, as well as her property value. Regarding 
impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, the commenter is referred to the DEIR, 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-2. Regarding impacts related to 
water supply, the commenter is referred to Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-25. Regarding visual quality impacts, the 
commenter is referred to the DEIR, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1-1 
through 4.1-35. Responses to more specific visual quality comments by the 
commenter are provided below, in responses E-4 through E-8.  

 Regarding potential impacts to property value, according to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15131, economic and social effects of a project, even if 
demonstrated, shall not be treated as significant environmental effects. 
Economic or social effects may be considered only if demonstrated physical 
changes could result. Beyond speculation, the comment demonstrates no 
such physical changes.  

Response E-4 The commenter states that the DEIR failed to analyze the cumulative visual 
impacts of the Proposed Project to their property. Regarding visual quality 
cumulative impacts the reader is referred to the DEIR, Section 4.1, 



2. Comments and Responses 
 

Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, Southern Portion 2-40 ESA / 205439 
(A.05-12-011) Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2007 

Aesthetics, Section 4.1.3, Cumulative Impacts, pages 4.1-16 to 4.1-17 where 
it states that “the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution to the 
cumulative adverse visual impact is cumulatively considerable and thus 
significant (Class I).”  

Response E-5 The commenter believes that the DEIR understates the visual impact of the 
Proposed Project to the Pappas residence. The commenter states that only 
two poles are visible in the visual simulation of the view from the Pappas 
residence (Figure 4.1-12b). The commenter asserts that five poles will be 
visible from this view, including Poles 12 through 15 and Pole 8/45. The 
commenter also states that the mitigation measures, particularly 
AES-PPWS-2b, proposed in the DEIR to plant screening vegetation to 
minimize the visual impacts of the Proposed Project are infeasible because 
(1) there are numerous springs in the project vicinity that would make the 
ground too wet and (2) screening vegetation would interfere with the area’s 
current use as a pasture for cows. 

 The commenter is correct that only two poles are visible in Figure 4.1-12b. The 
view of Pole 12 from this view is obstructed by trees in the foreground. The 
viewpoint shown in Figure 4.1-12b was selected because it was the clearest 
demonstration of the potential impact to the viewshed from the Pappas 
residence. The DEIR states that the Proposed Project would have a potentially 
significant impact on the views from the Pappas residence. The DEIR cites 
three poles, Poles 12 through 14, that would be potentially significant. The 
DEIR proposed two mitigation measures that would reduce the potential visual 
impact to the Pappas residence to less than significant (page 4.1-11).  

 The intent of Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-2b was to, in consultation with 
the 5026 Hoy Road property owner, plant vegetation on the 5026 Hoy Road 
property to screen views of the Proposed Project. Accordingly, to clarify and 
ensure compliance with the intent of Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-2b, the 
text on page 4.1-10 has been clarified to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure AES-PPWS-2b: In consultation with the 
5026 Hoy Road property owner, and a certified arborist or landscape 
architect, PacifiCorp shall plant trees/shrubs either individually or in 
informal groupings on the 5026 Hoy Road property to partially screen 
unobstructed views of the new poles. Planting shall be designed to 
substantially preserve views of the landscape features seen in the 
backdrop. Plant material shall be appropriate to the local/natural 
landscape setting and shall be consistent with Public Resources Code 
Section 4292 for vegetation located in proximity to transmission 
facilities. 
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Response E-6 The commenter raises a general concern about the quality and accuracy of 
the visual simulations in the DEIR. The commenter believes that the visual 
simulations minimize the potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project and exaggerate the visual impacts associated with the alternatives.  

 The DEIR photos and simulations are reasonable and accurate. The photos 
used in the figures of the DEIR were taken using a Canon EOS digital Single 
Lens Reflex (SLR) camera. Site location data for the photographs were 
collected using global positioning system (GPS) equipment, aerial photo 
annotation and photo log recording.  

 Computer modeling and rendering techniques were employed to produce the 
visual simulation images. The computer-generated visual simulations are the 
result of an objective analytical and computer modeling process including 
three dimensional modeling based on topographic and engineering design 
data. GPS viewer location data was added to the 3-D digital model using five 
feet as the assumed eye level. Computer “wireframe” perspective plots were 
overlaid on photographs to verify scale and viewpoint location. Digital visual 
simulation images were then produced based on computer renderings of the 
3-D model combine with digital versions of the photographs. The final 
“hardcopy” visual simulation images produced for the DEIR were printed 
from the digital image files. The visual simulations are presented in a manner 
that clearly and reasonable depict the location, scale and general appearance 
of the project as seen within its landscape context. For purposes of CEQA 
visual impact assessment, the visual simulations provide technically sound 
and reasonable support for the conclusions presented in the DEIR. The 
comment is noted as a contrary opinion.  

Response E-7 The commenter states that the analysis in the DEIR is inconsistent as to how 
it addresses visual impacts from Highway 97 for the alternative routes and 
for the Weed Segment. The commenter states that the same standards should 
be applied to evaluating the visual impacts of the alternative routes as applied 
to the Weed Segment. The commenter states that if the view depicted in 
Figure 4.1-14b can mitigated to less than significant, than the 0.5-mile 
portion of the alternatives visible from Highway 97 should also be able to be 
mitigated to less than significant. The commenter states that both views have 
the same mountain vista, the same taller poles, and the same Volcanic 
Legacy Byway designation.  

 The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
page 4.1-1 to 4.1-35. Figure 4.1-14a and Figure 4.1-14b portrays an existing 
view and visual simulation of the Weed Segment, specifically, the Weed 
Substation, as seen from northbound Highway 97 near Alamo Avenue. As 
can be seen from the “before” views, the area is already dominated by the 
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Weed Substation and a number of transmission line entering and existing the 
substation. As shown in the visual simulation, the placement of the new poles 
would be similar and would follow the centerline of the existing transmission 
line. From that perspective, the replacement poles would extend just slightly 
further into the skyline than the existing poles. In these respects, the Weed 
Segment would represent an incremental change which would not 
substantially affect roadway views. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 
AES-PPWS-3a to 3d proposed in the DEIR would reduce potential impacts 
to less than significant.  

In contrast, “before” and “after” views of the alternatives (Figures 4.1-21, 
4.1-23 and 4.1-24) show the effect on motorists’ views of the scenic corridor 
along Highway 97. These three sets of figures illustrate the visual change 
associated with installing the taller replacement poles within the existing 
ROW. The simulations demonstrate that the replacement poles would extend 
further into the skyline and would include twice as many transmission line 
conductors, causing them to appear more visually prominent than the existing 
poles which are currently seen from the highway. The largest number of 
affected viewers would be motorists traveling along Highway 97, a heavily-
traveled roadway. This increased visual prominence would represent a 
noticeable intrusion with respect to motorists’ views of the scenic corridor. 
Although implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-OPT4-1, AES-
VAR/A-1, and AES-VAR/B-1, for each alternative alignment, respectively, 
would reduce this impact, in consideration of the roadway’s status as a 
designated national Scenic Byway, designated County Scenic Highway, and 
an Eligible State Scenic Highway, these impacts would remain significant. 

In summary, the replacement poles along the 0.5-mile segment of the 
alternatives that are visible from Highway 97 would appear more visually 
prominent than the replacement poles associated with the Weed Segment. As 
shown in Figure 4.1-14a and Figure 4.1-14b, because the alternatives’ 
replacement poles would extend further into the skyline and have twice as 
many transmission line conductors, it would result in a significant change 
from existing views; whereas, the replacement of poles associated with the 
Weed Segment would result only in an incremental change to the existing 
landscape. 

 The commenter also believes that the double-circuit vertical poles proposed 
as part of Variations A and B (Poles 5/48 and 17/47) could be replaced with 
double-circuit horizontal arm, self-supporting steel poles, which would 
achieve the same objectives as a vertical double-circuit pole, but would be 
substantially shorter and eliminate the need for guy wires, thus eliminating 
significant visual impacts. Please see Response G-2.  
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Response E-8 The commenter believes that planting trees and/or shrubs as part of the 
alternatives would screen the replacement poles visible from the 
approximately 1/2-mile portion of Highway 97, visually improving the area 
beyond existing conditions. The DEIR’s visual simulations demonstrate that 
the replacement poles would extend further into the skyline and would 
include twice as many transmission line conductors, causing them to appear 
more visually prominent than the existing poles which are currently seen 
from the highway (page 4.1-31). To minimize this impact the DEIR proposed 
a mitigation measure that would require PacifiCorp to have a landscape plan 
prepared by a licensed landscape architect or certified arborist. The plan shall 
include planting of trees and/or shrubs individually or in informal groupings 
to partially screen close range unobstructed views of the lower portion of the 
replacement poles that would be visible from Highway 97 (page 4.1-31). 
Although implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce the visual 
impact of the alternatives, the entire height of the replacement poles could 
not be screened out using landscaping. Therefore, in consideration of the 
roadway’s status as a designated national Scenic Byway, designated County 
Scenic Highway, and an Eligible State Scenic Highway, these impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 



CARRICK RANCH From: WHS library [dgoltz@sisnet.ssku.k12.ca.us] 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2007 9:11 AM 
To: Yreka-Weed 
Subject: Yreka-Weed transmission line upgrade 
 
CARRICK RANCH 
19030 Rainbow Way 
Weed, CA  96094 
(530) 938-3800 
 
  
 
September 13, 2007 
 
  
 
Mike Rosauer, EPM 
225 Bush Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA  94104-4207 
Yreka-week@esassoc.com  
 
 
Dear Mr. Rosauer: 
 
In reviewing the draft EIR for the Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade, I have 
noticed some issues I think need to be addressed. 
 
First, in ES 4.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative, the EIR states that the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B is identified as environmentally superior because 
there is less visual impact.  This is visual impact is relative to whom you ask.  
The Abbotts, Seawells, or the people who will attend the Berean Church are all 
less than 500 feet from the Mackintosh/ALJ B project.  Of note, no one lives in 
that close of a range to the proposed project (Option 3). 
 
I also see no comparison of visual impact between poles that are 10 to 30 feet 
taller with 10 wires, compared to the shorter 3-wire poles. 
 
Secondly, I do not understand how the Mackintosh/ALJ B that constructs two lines 
over four months is environmentally superior to the proposed project, which is 
one line constructed in four months.  There are twice as many holes and twice as 
many trips over the ground, some of which is very steep and erodible, especially 
between pole 11/48 and 12/48.  
 
I think the decision will ultimately come down to whose view is more important.  
I’m glad I don’t have to make that decision. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
  
 
Carl E. Goltz 
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Letter F – Carrick Ranch (Carl E. Goltz) 
Response F-1  The commenter states that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative 

would have a greater visual impact than the Proposed Project as more 
residences, as well as the proposed Weed Berean Church, are located within 
close proximity to the alternative route. Visual impacts from the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative and the Proposed Project are 
addressed in the DEIR, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1-1 to 4.1-35. The 
DEIR states that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative would affect 
views from a limited rural residential area which is situated in proximity to 
Highway 97. Figure 4.2-22a and Figure 4.2-22b illustrate “before” and 
“after” visual conditions as seen from a vantage point on California Street at 
Center Street. A comparison of the existing view and visual simulation 
indicate that several of the replacement poles would be slightly more visually 
prominent against the skyline. However, given the presence of existing 
transmission line structures, this effect associated with the Mackintosh/ALJ 
Variation B alternative would represent an incremental change that would 
not substantially alter the existing visual character seen from the near 
California Street at Center Street.  

 Further, the DEIR, Executive Summary, Section ES.4.3- Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, page ES-40, states that although the Proposed Project 
and the three alternative routes would each have significant unmitigable 
visual impacts, the degraded visual character of the Proposed Project is 
afforded more weight in the analysis than the visual impact of the alternative 
along approximately 0.5 miles of Highway 97. The principal basis for this 
determination is that the degraded views along Highway 97 would be visible 
to passing motorists for less than a minute. Although fewer people would be 
affected by the cumulative visual impact created by constructing the new 
1.2-mile ROW, the degraded visual character would be of longer duration 
and, in the case of local residents, a constant experience. 

Response F-2  The commenter states that there was no comparison between poles that 
would be 10 to 30 feet taller than existing poles with 10 wires, compared to 
the shorter three-wire poles. It is assumed that the commenter is referring to 
the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative route compared to the existing 
conditions. This alternative proposes upgrading the existing single-circuit 
69 kV transmission line (three conductors with distribution at the bottom) to 
a double-circuit 115 kV transmission line (six conductors with distribution at 
the bottom). Visual impacts from the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B 
alternative route are addressed in the DEIR, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
page 4.1-29 to 4.1-35. Additionally, Figure 4.1-21, Figure 4.1-23, and 
Figure 4.1-24 present “before” and “after” views of the Mackintosh/ALJ 
Variation B alternative. These three sets of figures illustrate the visual 
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change associated with the pole for pole replacement of the existing poles 
with taller replacements poles. The simulations demonstrate that the 
replacement poles would extend further into the skyline and would include 
twice as many transmission line conductors, causing them to appear more 
visually prominent than existing poles which are currently seen.  

Response F-3 The commenter questions how the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B could be 
more environmentally superior to the proposed project, as the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B would construct two transmission lines over 
four months and the proposed project would construct one transmission line 
in the same time period. As described in the DEIR, Executive Summary, 
Section ES.4. 3- Environmentally Superior Alternative, page ES-40, the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative was deemed the environmentally 
superior option because (1) it would keep the new transmission line within 
the existing ROW, (2) would avoid most of the mature tree removal 
associated with the PacifiCorp Option 4 alternative, and (3) would reduce the 
risk of electricity curtailments that would be possible with the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative. Regarding further description of the 
alternatives the commenter is referred to the DEIR, Chapter 3, Alternatives 
and Cumulative Projects. Regarding further description of tree removal 
impacts the commenter is referred to the DEIR, Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, page 4.4-1 to 4.4-48. The reader is also referred to the DEIR, 
Introduction, Section 1.2 – Project Objectives, Purpose and Need, page 1-3, 
which details PacifiCorp’s project objectives, which include reducing the risk 
of electricity curtailments. Specifically, PacifiCorp identified the following 
objectives for the Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade in its PEA: 
(1) Meet electric system demand, (2) Ensure transmission system reliability, 
and (3) Meet summer 2008 peak loads. Compatibility with project objectives 
is one the criteria for selecting a reasonable range of project alternatives. 

 The commenter is also referred to Response A-2, which describes a 
refinement proposed by the Applicant to the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A 
alternative. For reasons documents in Response A-2, this FEIR concludes 
that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative is the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative. This alternative would keep the new transmission line 
in the centerline of the existing ROW and would not involve constructing a 
temporary pole line.
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Heidi Vonblum 

From: Crossman, Brian [bcrossman@meyersnave.com]
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2007 10:16 AM
To: fly@cpuc.ca.gov; Yreka-Weed
Cc: Woodruff, Sky; Don Mackintosh; Gallardo-Reyes, Alicia
Subject: DEIR Comments Correction - Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project

Page 1 of 1

9/18/2007

Dear Mr. Rosauer: 
  
On Friday our office submitted comments on the DEIR for the Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, 
on behalf of Don and Judy Mackintosh. In our comments, we referred to poles along the Variations A and B 
routes as being 70 feet tall, and suggested replacing the poles with a feasible, shorter configuration. The 
references to the 70-foot poles occurred on page 7 of our letter and in the first enclosure ("Recommendations for 
Replacement of Double-Circuit Vertical Poles Along Variations A and B"). In fact, I believe that only one of the 
poles that we were referring to (pole 16/47) is to be 70 feet tall; the other two poles (17/47 and 5/48) are to be 
83.5 feet tall. In any case, all three poles can be replaced with the shorter horizontal configuration recommended 
in our letter. Please excuse our mistake. 
  
If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me directly. 
  
Very truly yours, 
Brian Crossman 
  
F:1125.002 
  
Brian F. Crossman  
Attorney at Law  
MEYERS NAVE  
575 Market Street, Suite 2600  
San Francisco, CA 94105  
Phone: 415.421.3711  
Fax: 415.421.3767  
bcrossman@meyersnave.com  
www.meyersnave.com  

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This e-mail message contains information belonging to the law firm of Meyers Nave, which may be privileged, confidential 
and/or protected from disclosure. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you think that you have 
received this message in error, please e-mail the sender. If you are not the intended recipient any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly 
prohibited.  

www.meyersnave.com  
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Letter G – Meyers Nave Riback Silver & Wilson, PLC 
(on behalf of Don and Judy Mackintosh) 

Response G-1 The commenter states that its client supports the proposal to upgrade the 
transmission line to supply power to Weed but that they prefer to provide 
more power, with minimal environmental impact; the commenter asserts that 
the proposed project does not meet these objectives. DEIR Chapter 5, 
Comparison of Alternatives, in fact identifies that the three studied 
alternative routes are considered to be environmentally superior to the 
Proposed Project. As the lead agency, the CPUC is required to consider the 
information in the EIR before making a decision on a project. Before the 
CPUC approves a project, it must certify that the Final EIR was prepared in 
compliance with CEQA and was presented to its decision-making body, 
which reviewed and considered the Final EIR before approving the project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). In addition, the CPUC must certify that 
the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency.  

 Once an EIR is certified, the agency must then decide whether or not to 
approve the Proposed Project. In the project approval process, in light of a 
certified EIR, the CPUC, as the lead agency, may: 

1) Disapprove the proposed project because it would result in significant 
environmental effects; 

2) Approve an environmentally preferable alternative to the proposed 
project, as identified in the EIR; 

3) Approve the project on the condition that identified mitigation 
measures are adopted to lessen environmental effects; or 

4) Approve the project in spite of environmental effects and adopt a 
statement of overriding considerations.1 

It is outside the scope of the Final EIR to speculate on what action the CPUC 
will take with respect to certification of the EIR and approval of the project. 
However, as the commenter points out, the EIR has provided an analysis of 
environmentally superior alternatives to be considered in the project approval 
process.  

                                                      
1  If a lead agency chooses to adopt a statement of overriding considerations, it must state, in writing, the specific 

reasons to support its actions based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record. The statement of 
overriding considerations must be supported by substantial evidence in the record (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093). The statement of overriding considerations must include findings, which “expose the agency’s 
mode of analysis” and “bridge the analytical gap between raw data and ultimate decision.” (Topanga Association 
for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles, 11 Cal.3d 506 (1974)).  
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Response G-2  The commenter supports the approval of either Variation A or B if slightly 
modified. The commenter believes that the double-circuit vertical poles 
proposed as part of Variations A and B (Poles 16/47 and 17/47) could be 
replaced with double-circuit horizontal arm poles, which would achieve the 
same objectives as a vertical double-circuit pole, but would be substantially 
shorter, thus eliminating significant visual impacts. The commenter also 
states that Pole 5/48 could be replaced with a self-supporting steel pole, 
which would also result in a reduction in the height of the pole and eliminate 
the need for guy wires, thereby eliminating significant visual impacts.  

 Regarding Pole 16/47, for all three alternative alignments this pole is already 
identified as a horizontal arm structure and not a vertical structure as claimed 
by the commenter (see DEIR Appendix C page 4 of 4).  

 Regarding Poles 17/47 and 5/48, recent refinements to the engineering design 
by the Applicant confirms that these two structures could each be replaced 
with a self-supporting steel TF285 design with horizontal davit arms rather 
than the vertically stacked conductor design identified in the DEIR. This 
change would result in about a 10 to 15 foot reduction in height for 
Poles 17/47 and 5/48 compared to what was simulated in Figures 4.1-21b and 
4.1-23b for Pole 17/47, and Figures 4.1-24b for Pole 5/48. Also, for 
Pole 5/48, the guy wires that would cross Highway 97 and the stub pole on 
the south side of Highway 97 would no longer be needed if a TF285 structure 
is used. However, the TF285 design has wider horizontal cross-arms than the 
TF171 horizontal arm structures depicted in the alternative alignments along 
Highway 97 (approximately 7 feet versus 4 feet) and is larger in diameter 
(approximately 48 inches at the base versus 24 inches). Nonetheless, in this 
setting, the height of the structures would be the most distinguishable change 
from existing conditions because the lower portions of the structures would 
be partially screened by both existing vegetation and additional landscaping 
required under Mitigation Measures AES-VAR/A-1 and AES-VAR/B-1. So 
reducing the height of Poles 17/47 and 5/48 would lessen the degree of 
impact that these two structures would have in the Highway 97 viewshed. 

 While this substitution would reduce the contribution of Poles 17/47 and 5/48 
to the identified significant impact, the impact would nonetheless remain 
significant because the increased height of the new poles compared to the 
existing poles and the additional conductors would still result in a more 
visually prominent transmission line that would affect views from 
Highway 97. Nevertheless, in order to mitigate this significant impact to the 
extent feasible, and in response to this comment, the following mitigation 
measure is added to DEIR page 4.1-27: 
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Mitigation Measure AES-VAR/A-3b: PacifiCorp shall redesign and 
construct Poles 17/47 and 5/48 as double-circuit horizontal arm TF285 
structures to reduce the visual impact of those structures from 
Highway 97.  

 In addition, the following mitigation measure is added to DEIR page 4.1-33: 

Mitigation Measure AES-VAR/B-3b: PacifiCorp shall redesign and 
construct Poles 17/47 and 5/48 as double-circuit horizontal arm TF285 
structures to reduce the visual impact of those structures from 
Highway 97. 

Response G-3 The commenter states that the DEIR needs to more clearly delineate that the 
proposed alternatives are environmentally superior to the Proposed Project 
and that the DEIR generally understates the significance of impacts under the 
Proposed Project. The DEIR Executive Summary (see Section ES.4.2 
Summary of Significant (Class I) Unmitigable Impacts on page ES-40 and 
Table ES-2 on page ES-41) as well as DEIR Chapter 5, Comparison of 
Alternatives, clearly document and compare the impacts associated with the 
alternatives versus the Proposed Project. The commenter’s assertion that the 
impacts of the Proposed Project are understated is addressed in specific 
responses below. 

Response G-4 The commenter states that the DEIR understated the significance of the 
Proposed Project’s impacts, understated the degree to which Variations A 
and B are preferable to the Proposed Project, overstated the alternatives’ 
impacts, and contains an inaccurate and inconsistent description. This 
comment is a general statement and does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding a significant environmental impact. Responses to more 
specific comments are provided below, in responses G-5 through G-26. 

Response G-5 The commenter states that the Executive Summary of the DEIR needs to 
state more clearly that there are significant unavoidable impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project and that all the alternatives evaluated in the DEIR 
are environmentally superior when compared to the Proposed Project.  

 The DEIR Executive Summary (see Section ES.4.2 Summary of Significant 
(Class I) Unmitigable Impacts and ES.4.3 Environmentally Superior 
Alternative on page ES-40 and Table ES-2 on page ES-41) clearly 
documents that the Proposed Project as well as all the alternatives would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts as well as the fact that each of 
the alternatives is environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.  

 To add further clarity, the text on page ES-17, last sentence of the first 
paragraph has been modified to the following: 
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 The Proposed Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative 
adverse visual impact is cumulatively considerable and thus significant 
and unavoidable. 

 Additionally, the text in Section ES.4.3 Environmentally Superior 
Alternatives on page ES-40 has been modified to the following: 

 Although the Proposed Project and the three route alternatives would 
each have significant unmitigable visual impacts, the degraded visual 
character of the Proposed Project is afforded more weight in this 
analysis than the visual impacts of the alternatives along approximately 
0.5 miles of Highway 97; thus, all three route alternatives are 
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project. 

Response G-6 The commenter states that the DEIR understates the scenic value of Hoy 
Road and asserts that the Proposed Project’s effects on views from Hoy Road 
are substantially greater than views from Highway 97 because (1) a new line 
would be constructed in the area across Hoy Road whereas an existing line 
would be upgraded along Highway 97; (2) views of Mt. Shasta from Hoy 
Road would be affected whereas views of Mt. Shasta from Highway 97 
would not; and (3) Hoy Road is a “scenic vista.”  

 The commenter is referred to Significance Criterion a) in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, page 4.1-9 which analyzes effects on a scenic vista. The DEIR 
defines a scenic vista and then discusses the impacts to scenic vistas 
associated with the Proposed Project and Weed Segment. Specifically, views 
from Hoy Road were described and analyzed in this section. Impacts were 
assessed and mitigation measures proposed that result in the DEIR 
conclusion that impacts to the scenic views from Hoy Road would be less 
than significant with mitigation.  

Response G-7 The comment is the same as Comment E-7 above; therefore, please refer to 
Response E-7. 

Response G-8 The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly suggests that Option 3 
(i.e., the Proposed Project) would be visible from only one residence. The 
commenter is referred to the first paragraph under the subheading Proposed 
Project on page 4.1-9 which specifically states “The introduction of 
approximately 1.2 miles of new transmission line would noticeably affect 
views from a limited portion of Hoy Road. This portion of the Proposed 
Project would also affect views from a private residential property located 
within 1,000 feet of the new line (emphasis added).” The DEIR defines the 
parameters of this statement and therefore does not suggest that the new 
transmission line would be visible from only one residence.  
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Response G-9 The commenter states that the visual simulations in the DEIR fail to capture 
or accurately describe the impacts of the Proposed Project nor do they meet 
the CEQA standards for completeness, consistency, and accuracy. The 
commenter notes that (1) “some of the most important simulations have been 
completely omitted” including simulations of Pole 1 and Pole 15/48; 
(2) simulations from Hoy Road are taken from such a distance that they do 
not clearly depict the Proposed Project; and (3) the simulation from Pole 8/45 
which does not show the top of Pole 8/45, blatantly contradicts the 
description of the pole (i.e., steel pole that is 48 inches at the base) and 
should show a new pole that is at least four time as wide as the existing pole 
(i.e., assumed to be 12 inches in diameter) by the commenter.  

 The commenter is referred to Response E-6 in regards to the methodology of 
preparing the visual simulations for the DEIR. Furthermore, as the 
commenter notes, CEQA does not specifically require visual simulations. 
The more than 20 visual simulations included in the DEIR provide the public 
and the decision makers with a balanced suite of representative simulations 
of the potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project, and they 
accurately depict what the majority of viewers would see. Therefore, the 
comments that “some of the most important simulations have been 
completely omitted” and that the visual simulations of Hoy Road are 
inadequate are noted as a contrary opinion.  

 Regarding the visual simulation of Pole 8/45, the simulation is a 
representative view of the alignment across the meadow from a private 
driveway. From this vantage point, as accurately represented in the 
simulation, one would not see the top of Pole 8/45, but would be able to see 
the tops of the poles traversing across the meadow as depicted in the visual 
simulation. The commenter’s further assertion that Pole 8/45 would be more 
than four times larger than the existing pole is incorrect. The existing pole is 
approximately 18 inches in diameter, not 12 inches, at ground level. As the 
commenter noted, the simulated pole in Figure 4.1-11b is shown as being 
roughly twice the diameter of the existing pole, which would make the steel 
pole in the simulation approximately 36 inches at ground level. We note here 
that the photograph submitted by the commenter of Mrs. Mackintosh 
standing in front of a steel pole at the Lucerne Substation would suggest that 
the diameter of the steel pole at ground level is about 36 inches (assuming 
Mrs. Macintosh is approximately 5 feet 6 inches tall, the width of the steel 
pole is slightly greater than one-half her height in the photo, or 
approximately 36 inches). So the diameter of the steel pole as simulated in 
Figure 4.1-11b is correct. However, the DEIR describes the diameter of the 
steel poles as being approximately 48 inches at ground level. While this is 
greater than the photo submitted by the commenter would suggest, to 
illustrate that larger size a revised version of Figure 4.1-11b has been  
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 prepared and is shown on the following page. Even with the larger pole 
diameter (48 inches) in the revised simulation, the conclusions of this DEIR 
remain valid.  

Response G-10 Please refer to Response E-5. 

Response G-11 The commenter states that the double-circuit vertical poles proposed as part 
of Variations A and B (Poles 16/47 and 17/47) could be replaced with 
double-circuit horizontal arm poles, which would achieve the same 
objectives as a vertical double-circuit pole, but would be substantially 
shorter, thus eliminating significant visual impacts. The commenter also 
states that Pole 5/48 could be replaced with a self-supporting steel pole, 
which would also result in a reduction in the height of the pole and eliminate 
the need for guy wires, thereby eliminating significant visual impacts. See 
Response G-2 which fully addresses this topic. 

Response G-12 The commenter states that the differences between the Proposed Project and 
alternative alignments are not given proper attention and that the 
Macintoshes disagree that the Proposed Project’s biological impacts can be 
mitigated to a less than significant level. As no evidence is submitted as 
substantiation, these comments are noted as a contrary opinion.  

 The commenter further states that (1) the DEIR inaccurately states the 
impacts associated with the construction of overland access roads; (2) the 
DEIR implies that access would never be needed for maintenance; (3) the 
DEIR omits road lengths which would allow for better comparison; and 
(4) the DEIR ignores impacts associated with the of overland access roads in 
the vicinity of wetland features.  

 Regarding construction of overland access roads, the commenter is referred 
to the Project Description, Section 2.7.1.4, Access Roads, page 2-25, Table 2-2 
which specifically states that no preparation (i.e., no grading) is required for 
overland access roads.  

 Regarding maintenance, the commenter is referred to Section 2.8.2, Facility 
Inspection and Maintenance Procedures. Like the use of overland access 
roads during construction, use of overland access roads for maintenance 
would not result in significant impacts because their use would be limited to 
the time needed to maintain the existing pole and/or conductor.  

 Regarding the statement that inclusion of road lengths in the DEIR would 
allow for better comparisons, this is noted as a contrary opinion. The DEIR 
provides detailed information as to the area of potential impact for the 
Proposed Project and alternative alignment (see pages 2-5, 3-13, 3-17 and 
3-22). 
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Regarding impacts to wetland features from use of overland access roads, the 
commenter is directed to Figure 4.4-2 as well as Section 4.4.3, Biological 
Resources Impacts and Mitigation Measures, specifically Criterion c) Effect 
on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. A wetland 
delineation and jurisdictional determination was prepared for the Proposed 
Project and potential impacts to said features were accurately assessed using 
this jurisdictional determination. Mitigation Measure BIO-PPWS-7 
specifically calls for used of said wetland delineation as a tool to modify the 
Proposed Project to avoid wetland features where feasible. The use of “geo 
mats” is an industry accepted method to avoid temporary impacts associated 
with overland access. What is important to note is that even if the geo mats 
did sink into a jurisdictional feature, this would still be considered a 
temporary impact, it would not rise to the level of significance and therefore, 
this comment is noted as a contrary opinion to the biological resources 
analysis of wetland features.  

Response G-13 The commenter states that it should be noted in the DEIR that it is more 
likely that cultural artifacts would be discovered during construction within 
the new ROW associated with the Proposed Project than for the alternatives 
which would be built within an existing ROW where construction activities 
have already occurred. 

 This is purely speculation. The nature of the prior construction activities in 
the existing ROW some decades ago cannot be presumed to have 
encountered and destroyed or removed all cultural artifacts along that route. 
If that were the case, then it would be equally likely that the history of 
grazing cattle and digging irrigation ditches in the meadow through which 
the new ROW would pass would also have been denuded of cultural artifacts. 
There is no evidence either in the record or submitted by the commenter that 
any particular route would be more or less likely to hold previously 
undiscovered cultural artifacts. No changes to the DEIR are warranted. 

Response G-14 The commenter’s concerns regarding the Proposed Project are familiar and 
have been noted both here and previously during the MND process. The 
commenter’s assertion that, “the DEIR must do a better job of analyzing the 
potential threats to the project area streams and springs,” does not speak 
directly to a specific, perceived deficiency. However, the commenter is 
referred to the analysis of the potential hydrology and water quality impacts 
as a result of the Proposed Project, including potential impacts to domestic 
water supplies and springs within the DIER (see pages 4.7-16 through 
4.7-25). This analysis was based on the evidence in the record as well as the 
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best available scientific information and therefore is adequate for CEQA 
purposes.  

Response G-15 The commenter states that the DEIR does not accurately identify the springs 
and streams that could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. In 
particular, the commenter refers to the delineation of these features on 
Figure 4.7-2. The streams depicted on Figure 4.7-2 were derived from an 
updated database maintained by the U.S. Geological Survey; the springs 
depicted on Figure 4.7-2 were derived from topographic maps, literature, and 
observations made in the field.  

 Potential impacts from the Proposed Project on streams and springs are 
addressed, at length, on DEIR pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-25. Aside from the 
specific discussion and locations of the proposed steel pole installations, the 
analysis of the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on streams and 
springs is not limited to features depicted on Figure 4.7-2. The rationale and 
mitigation measures (where relevant) referenced in the analysis are 
applicable to all streams, springs, and groundwater formations within the 
Proposed Project area and are not limited to only those features illustrated on 
Figure 4.7-2. The intent of Figure 4.7-2 is not to delineate any and all 
features that could be impacted by the Proposed Project; rather, it is intended 
to illustrate local groundwater movement in relation to major spring 
formations and groundwater well locations. 

Response G-16 The commenter states that the DEIR ignores substantial evidence of a 
shallow water table in the Hoy Road area that could be damaged by wood 
and steel pole installation. To the contrary, the DEIR explicitly recognizes 
the likelihood of a shallow water table in the vicinity of Hoy Road: 
“Surveyed and observed spring elevations (approximately following the 
3360 foot amsl contour), as well as a WCR, indicate a shallow water table is 
likely in the vicinity of the western portion of the new 1.6 mile segment 
(generally from Pole 8 west to Pole 15)” (DEIR page 4.7-22). In fact, the 
WCR referenced in the above excerpt is the same WCR that the commenter 
references in their comment (the Pappas well). The commenter should note 
that this well, according to the WCR, is screened below a depth of 74 feet 
bgs; so the assertion made in the DEIR holds that, regardless of the static 
water level (which, in fact, was recognized as being shallow), there is no 
evidence of a confining strata within the upper 12 feet. 

Response G-17 The commenter states that the DEIR has not adequately disclosed or 
mitigated potential catastrophic harm caused by installing Pole 8/45 below 
the water table. Potential hydrologic impacts concerning installation of Pole 
8/45 have been disclosed on DEIR page 4.7-23. Mitigation Measure HYD-
PPWS-4b adequately reduces or avoids the identified potential impact. With 
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regard to sealing the auger hole, if necessary, it is not true, as the commenter 
contends, that this is impossible to accomplish. The process of creating 
“seals” in order to backfill exploratory borings, test borings, decommission 
groundwater wells, and create a sanitary seal on active groundwater wells, is 
a long-standing practice with the explicit purpose of preventing the 
connection of two water-bearing strata or areas. 

 If, as the commenter contends, the damage would be catastrophic and 
irrevocable, then certainly the installation of the Pappas well (whose water 
surface is at roughly the same elevation as the spring in question), which was 
punctured to almost 80 feet below the ground, would have caused noticeable 
damage to this spring (the commenter and the DEIR have already 
acknowledged that this is likely a common groundwater unit). 

Response G-18 The commenter states that the California [North Coast] Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) has expressed concern regarding the 
effects of the Proposed Project on domestic water supply. The NCRWQCB 
letter, authored by Andrew Baker, goes on to request that the EIR adequately 
address the protection and avoidance of important water resources. The 
DEIR adequately addresses the potential hydrology and water quality 
impacts as a result of the Proposed Project, including potential impacts to 
domestic water supplies and springs (DEIR pages 4.7-16 through 4.7-25). 
Further, it seems speculative for the commenter to suggest that Mr. Baker’s 
request has not been complied with; the commenter should note that the 
California [North Coast] Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(NCRWQCB) was sent a hard copy of the DEIR for review and did not 
submit any comments on the DEIR. 

Response G-19 The commenter states that the Environmental Setting for Section 4.8, Land 
Use, regarding the alternatives should include a statement that the 
alternatives would traverse an existing ROW because in its current form the 
setting incorrectly implies that “Jeffery Pine habitat” and an “area of dense 
conifer trees” would need to be removed for construction of the alternatives. 

 To avoid such an implication and to provide clarity as to the environmental 
setting for land use, the following sentence has been added to the end of the 
first paragraph under the Alternative heading on page 4.8-1. 

 All alternative alignments from Pole 19/45 to the Weed Junction 
Substation would generally traverse within an existing ROW. 

 For discussion of impacts to habitat and effects to biological resources the 
commenter is referred to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, which provides a 
detailed analysis of each of the alternative alignments. 
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Response G-20 The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately discusses project conflicts 
with the Siskiyou County General Plan because (1) it fails to address the 
project’s consistency with General Plan Policy 32, which states that “absent 
compelling or contravening considerations, energy facilities should not be 
sited in sensitive natural areas including . . . wetlands . . .”; and (2) it 
inadequately discusses the project’s consistency with General Plan Policy 33, 
which states that “[w]herever possible, increased demand for energy 
transmission shall be accommodated with existing transmission facilities. 
Where new capacity is necessary, priority shall be given to upgrading or 
reconstruction of existing facilities, followed by new construction along 
existing facilities, followed by new construction along existing transmission 
or other utility corridors. Any new transmission facilities shall be sited so as 
to minimize interference with surrounding land-uses, and in ways that 
minimize their visual impacts.” With regard to consistency with Policy 33, 
the commenter specifically contends that the DEIR may analyze the 
consistency only in terms of the actual project (the Southern Portion) impacts 
and may not refer to the Northern Portion of the project that has been 
completed. The commenter asserts that concluding that the Proposed Project 
is consistent with Policy 33, on the basis that a previously approved and 
completed project complied with policies, is illogical.  

 The DEIR did not fail to discuss consistency with Policy 32 related to 
impacts to wetlands. DEIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, generally, and 
DEIR pages 4.4-27 and 4.4-28 specifically, address project impacts to 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, and specifies measures for 
avoidance as feasible. Wetlands would be impacted only where impacts 
could not be avoided and thus, this is generally consistent with the call of 
Policy 32 to avoid impacts to wetlands unless other considerations make it 
infeasible. 

 The DEIR also adequately addresses consistency with General Plan 
Policy 33 regarding a preference for transmission line construction in 
existing corridors. As written, the DEIR looks at the entirety of the 
transmission line project, including the already-completed Northern Portion, 
when making a consistency determination with Policy 33. The nature of the 
CPUC decision which required that an EIR be prepared for a small portion 
(the Southern Portion) of the project in and of itself should not artificially 
create a different conclusion regarding consistency with General Plan 
policies. So doing would be tantamount to piecemealing. 

 Nonetheless, absent consideration of the already-constructed Northern 
Portion, the Proposed Project and Weed Segment, which is the whole of the 
action considered in the DEIR, consists of approximately 3.1 total miles of 
transmission line. The approximately 1.2-mile segment of the Proposed 
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Project that would require a new ROW, comprises less than half of the 
3.1 miles of transmission line construction analyzed in the DEIR, and, thus, 
would be generally consistent with Policy 33. That the entire transmission 
corridor would not be constructed within an existing corridor, while not a 
feature that renders the project inconsistent with the Siskiyou County 
General Plan, is something that will be considered by the CPUC in its 
decision making process when it decides whether to approve, deny, or 
modify PacifiCorp’s application. Please see Response G-1 for more 
information on the CPUC’s decision making process. 

Response G-21 The commenter states that the location used for the ambient noise 
measurement for the Proposed Project does not adequately distinguish noise 
impacts of the Proposed Project since the Proposed Project and all 
alternatives would affect this location. The commenter further states that 
measuring from this location contributed to an artificially high ambient noise 
level since the majority of the Proposed Project traverses quieter meadow 
and pasture lands. Lastly, the commenter states that no explanation was given 
in the DEIR for why only one location was measured for the Proposed 
Project but several were used for the alternative alignments. 

 That the location used for the ambient noise measurement for the Proposed 
Project would be affected by the alternative alignment as well does not 
negate its importance in defining the environmental setting. To add further 
clarity as to the environmental setting related to the Proposed Project, the 
following text has been added to the DEIR Section 4.9, Noise, page 4.9-3 
subheading Existing Ambient Noise Environment, second paragraph:  

 Much of the study area, including Hoy Road, experiences relatively 
low (40-55 dBA) noise levels due to the lack of loud noise sources. 
These ambient natural noise sources include wind, which is much more 
common than calm conditions throughout the study area. The main 
contributors to the noise environment along the corridors described 
above include vehicle traffic on SR 97 and local roads; airplane 
overflights; sounds emanating from residential neighborhoods, 
including voices, noises from household appliances, and radio and 
television broadcasts; and naturally occurring sounds such as wind and 
wind-generated rustling. Additional noise sources may include 
electrical and industrial devices and other man-made localized sources. 
Vehicle and overflight noises can range from approximately 50 to 
80 dBA, depending on the distance from the source. Ambient natural 
noise sources such as wind, which is much more common than calm 
conditions throughout the study area, can be expected to generate noise 
levels in the range of 45 to 55 dBA. 

 Finally, a combination of site visits and variety of noise measurement for the 
Proposed Project, Weed Segment and alternative alignments was used to 
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characterize the existing noise environment. An explanation as to why only 
one location was measured for the Proposed Project is not required as the 
environmental setting is adequate from which to analyze project impacts 
related to noise.  

Response G-22 Comment noted. The typographical error regarding the significance of 
Criterion c) on page 4.9-16, of the Draft EIR has been corrected as shown 
below: 

 c) Permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project. Less than 
significant. (Class III). 

Response G-23 The commenter asserts that installation of the proposed steel pole at 8/45 
would result in the Mackintoshes’ driveway being out of compliance with 
State law regarding minimum clearance for emergency vehicle access. The 
commenter, however, goes on to clarify that the existing conditions at that 
switchback point on the Macintosh’s driveway currently do not meet State 
law, and that the Mackintoshes received an exception from the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection for that portion of the driveway. 
The commenter also asserts that PacifiCorp has indicated that they intend to 
install the steel pole slightly up hill from the location of the existing pole, the 
steel pole would be over four times larger than the existing pole with an even 
larger concrete foundation, and would therefore substantially encroach upon 
the switchback resulting in a potential life-threatening issue should an 
emergency vehicle ever need to access the Mackintoshes’ residence 

 First, there is no evidence in the record or statements in the DEIR that 
support the commenter’s assertion that the steel pole would be installed 
uphill and therefore closer to the road. Further, the commenter’s assertion 
that the steel pole would be more than four times larger than the existing pole 
is incorrect. The existing pole is approximately 18 inches in diameter at 
ground level compared to the steel pole which would be approximately 
44 inches in diameter at ground level (although, see Response G-9 which 
documents that the steel pole diameter may only be 36 inches). The 
difference, therefore, is a factor of 2.4. Moreover, with the new pole centered 
in the location of the existing pole, it would extend only 13 inches into the 
curve (half the difference in the diameter). And finally, the commenter’s 
implication that the concrete foundation would encroach into the driveway 
thereby rendering that encroachment unusable is also incorrect. The concrete 
foundation would be finished off at grade level so that it would not restrict 
any portion of the driveway access. 

 The commenter does not provide any details regarding the conditions, if any, 
contained in the Mackintoshes’ exception to State law for that portion of 
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their driveway. Therefore, it is not clear whether a 13-inch encroachment 
would violate that exception. However, to ensure that the Macintoshes’ 
exception is preserved, the following mitigation measure is added on 
page 4.10-6 of the DEIR: 

Mitigation Measure PS-PPWS-2b: To ensure that emergency vehicle 
access is not restricted on the private driveway switchback at Pole 
8/45, PacifiCorp shall coordinate with the landowner final placement 
of the steel pole so as to avoid any encroachment into the switchback 
that would violate the landowner’s existing exception for curve width 
as granted by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection. 

Response G-24 The commenter states that the analysis of the effects of the alternative routes 
on Rainbow Way is incorrect as described in the DEIR. Furthermore, the 
commenter notes confusion as to whether or not Rainbow Way is in fact 
crossed by the alternative alignments.  

 The Siskiyou County Department of Public Works, Road Department has 
confirmed that Rainbow Way is not a County Road. Accordingly, the setting 
of DEIR, Section 4.11, Transportation and Traffic, has been modified as 
follows:  

The alternatives would not cross any one local public roadways, 
Rainbow Way, near the location of Pole 13/48. Rainbow Way is a two-
lane County roadway with no shoulders. However, Tthe alternatives 
would also cross several private roads, including roads near Poles 1/48, 
Pole 5/48, and Pole 7/48.  

 Additionally, upon further review of the data, the confusion regarding the 
length of Rainbow Way lies in the fact that the location of Rainbow Way is 
identified correctly within the DEIR maps; however, it is collocated with an 
existing access road proposed to be used by PacifiCorp to access Pole 13/48. 
Rainbow Way does in fact end at the Goltz residence; however, PacifiCorp 
does use existing access from the Goltz residence to access Pole 13/48. Since 
the maps accurately depict the location of Rainbow Way and the existing 
access to Pole 13/48 they will not be revised; however the analysis of 
alternative routes in the DEIR Section 4.11, Transportation and Traffic, has 
been modified to reflect the fact that none of the alternative alignments 
would cross Rainbow Way.  
 
The text on page 4.11-11 has been revised as follows: 

Installation of the PacifiCorp Option 4 alternative would require 
overhead crossings of several private roadways and two one public 
roadways, including a transmission line crossing of Rainbow Way and 
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a span guy cable crossing over SR 97 from Pole 5/48 to a stub pole on 
the south side of the highway. 

 The text on page 4.11-15 has been revised as follows: 

Installation of the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative would 
require overhead crossings of several private roadways and two one 
public roadways, including a transmission line crossing of Rainbow 
Way and a span guy cable crossing over SR 97 from Pole 5/48 to a 
stub pole on the south side of the highway. 

 The text on page 4.11-19 has been revised as follows: 

Installation of the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B alternative would 
require overhead crossings of several private roadways and two one 
public roadways, including a transmission line crossing of Rainbow 
Way and a span guy cable crossing over SR 97 from Pole 5/48 to a 
stub pole on the south side of the highway. 

Response G-25 The commenter asserts that it has, in its foregoing comments, identified 
significant unavoidable impacts for Option 3 (the Proposed Project) which 
need to be evaluated and incorporated into the FEIR and which should be 
reflected in the evaluation of alternatives in Section 5. However, as described 
in Responses G-1 through G-24 above, none of the commenter’s assertions 
regarding understated or overlooked significant impacts are supported with 
substantial evidence and in fact many are either speculative in nature or are 
restatements of issues already fully analyzed in the DEIR. Accordingly, no 
changes to Table 5-1 or the comparison of alternatives in Section 5 of the 
DEIR are warranted. 

 The commenter also asserts that it believes the alternatives do not have any 
significant and unavoidable impacts. The commenter implies that by 
replacing two poles (Poles 17/47 and 5/48) with horizontal double circuit 
structures, significant unavoidable impact to the Highway 97 viewshed 
would be eliminated. As discussed in Response G-2 above, it is agreed that 
the structures at these two locations can be replaced with TF285 horizontal 
davit arm structures rather than the taller, vertically stacked structures 
initially proposed by the Applicant. However, the significant unavoidable 
impact along Highway 97 is not limited solely to the contribution of those 
two structures. So even with the commenter’s proposed change to Pole 17/47 
and 5/48 (which has been incorporated in the FEIR as described in 
Response G-2), the impact to a 0.5-mile segment of Highway 97 remains 
significant and unavoidable for each of the three route alternatives. 

 Finally, the commenter asserts that ability to accomplish project objectives is 
generally not a factor in identifying the environmentally superior alternative, 
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and cites the CEQA Guidelines (CCR Title 14) § 15126.6 (e)(2) as the basis 
for their comment. However, the cited section of the CEQA Guidelines 
discusses the “No Project” alternative and does not contain any guidance 
regarding the commenter’s claim. CEQA provides no strict guidance that the 
ability to meet project objectives should or should not be considered in 
selecting an environmentally superior alternative, and the DEIR finds that the 
differences in impacts between the Macintosh/ALJ Variation A and Variation 
B alternatives are subtle. Nonetheless, it is noted that commenter’s basic 
point here is that it believes the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative 
should be designated the environmentally superior alternative. As described 
in Response A-2, the Applicant has proposed a minor revision to the 
Macintosh/ALJ Variation A alternative which would remove the schedule 
constraint and need for an additional temporary transformer that were 
identified in the DEIR as the main drawbacks to that alternative. 
Consequently, the FEIR finds that the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A 
alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

Response G-26 The commenter states that the cumulative impacts chapter must evaluate the 
Proposed Project in conjunction with past, current and probable future 
projects and that the cumulative projects listed in the DEIR do not include 
any past or completed projects, only pending and approved projects. The 
commenter further states that any probable future projects of which the City 
or County are aware, but for which applications have not been submitted, 
must also be included. Moreover the commenter notes that the conclusion 
related to cumulative impacts as they pertain to visual resources is 
inconsistent with the analysis presented in the Executive Summary, 
Aesthetics Section and Comparison of Alternatives chapter. Lastly, the 
commenter notes a typographical error. 

 As the commenter notes, CEQA does require that when evaluating cumulative 
impacts, one must evaluate the Proposed Project in conjunction with past, 
present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts…(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(b)(1)). The lead agency should 
use reasonable efforts to discover, disclose, and discuss other related projects. 
For this DEIR, as discussed on page 3-33, a cumulative scenario was 
developed in consultation with Siskiyou County, the City of Weed, and 
Caltrans to include “closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects.” The commenter does not identify any past project 
that should have been included in this analysis but was not, hence no 
deficiency is noted. However, to resolve any confusion as to the scope of this 
cumulative analysis, the title of Table 3-12 has been corrected as follows: 

TABLE 3-12 
CUMULATIVE SCENARIO – APPROVED AND PENDING PROJECTS 
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 The conclusion of Section 6.3.1, Aesthetics, as related to cumulative impacts 
has been corrected to be consistent with the conclusions of the cumulative 
analysis in the DEIR: 

Therefore, the effects of the Proposed Project and Weed Segment on 
visual resources, in combination with other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable projects, would not be cumulatively 
considerable (Class II). 

 Additionally, the DEIR has been updated to reflect correction of the 
typographical error referring the incorrect table in Chapter 6, CEQA 
Statutory Sections, page 6-3, first paragraph:  

This section present the analysis of the potential for the Proposed 
Project and Weed Segment to create cumulative effects when the 
impacts of projects listed in Table 3-121 are considered together with 
the impacts of the Proposed Project and Weed Segment.  

Response G-27 The commenter states that Appendix C should include pole data for the 
Variation A and B alternative alignments. The commenter is referred to the 
bottom of page 3-5 for Variation A which states “The pole types and heights 
for this alternative would be essentially the same as those listed in Appendix C 
for the PacifiCorp Option 4 alternative”; and to the last full paragraph on 
page 3-20 for variation B which states “The pole types and heights for this 
alternative would be essentially the same as those listed in Appendix C for 
the PacifiCorp Option 4 alternative.” 

Response G-28 The commenter provides a summary of the conclusions related to the 
comments submitted and responded to above. This summary does not include 
any new comments or raise any new issues; therefore, comment noted. 

Response G-29  The commenter provides a follow up email to clarify Comment G-11; 
accordingly, refer to Response G-11. 
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Letter H – Linda Green 
Response H-1  The commenter is generally complaining about the noise impacts from the 

Weed Junction Substation located adjacent to her neighborhood, the Carrick 
subdivision.  Because there were no modifications to the facilities at the 
Weed Junction Substation included as part of the Proposed Project, this issue 
is outside the scope of this CEQA review. Therefore, comment noted. 

Response H-2  The commenter states her concern regarding the potential health effects of 
EMF from the Proposed Project. As stated in the DEIR Chapter 2, Project 
Description, on pages 2-35 to 2-36, impacts related to electric and magnetic 
fields (EMF) are not considered, in the context of CEQA analysis, as 
environmental impacts because there is no agreement among scientists that 
EMF creates a potential health risk and because CEQA does not define or 
adopt standards for defining any potential risk for EMF. However, additional 
information regarding EMF generated by power lines is included in the DEIR 
Appendix D for informational purposes. Appendix D (specifically page D-3) 
sets forth the guidelines for PacifiCorp’s implementation of no and low cost 
steps to reduce electric and magnetic field strengths.  

Response H-3 The commenter reiterates her concerns about the noise impacts from the 
Weed Junction Substation and demands a response from PacifiCorp 
regarding how the company will remedy this issue. Specifically, the 
commenter suggests that the Proposed Project include upgrades to the Weed 
Junction Substation to lessen the noise impacts. The commenter is also 
concerned that upgrading transmission lines as part of the Proposed Project 
will increase noise levels emitted from the Weed Junction Substation. As 
noted above in Response H-1, because the existing conditions at the Weed 
Junction Substation would not change and because there were no 
modifications to the Weed Junction Substation as part of the Proposed 
Project, this issue is outside the scope of this CEQA review. Therefore, 
comment noted. Further, the DEIR found that operation of the transmission 
lines would result in the generation of noise levels that would generally be 
below the ambient noise levels in the project vicinity (please see Chapter 4, 
Environmental Analysis, page 4.9-10). It is suggested that the commenter 
contact PacifiCorp or Pacific Power directly with her noise impact concerns 
related to the Weed Junction Substation. The general PacifiCorp customer 
service phone number is: (888) 221-7070. 
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PROCEEDINGS

MR. COVER: So the first commenter is Judy

Mackintosh.

MS. MACKINTOSH: How did I get so lucky?

I'm Judy Mackintosh as you just said. I didn't

read this, but I've been told by a couple people it was

stated in the EIR that the Mackintoshes are the only ones

fighting the proposed project. That is not true. The

Lewises, as well as the Papases, have protested

PacifiCorp's project through the CPUC and other residents

of Hoy Road, as well as people who know the area and know

the proposed project is wrong, have also participated in

the proceeding.

We have been accused of a lot of things. For

those of you who want to make us the bad guys, that's all

right. This is not about us. This is about the choices

PacifiCorp has made. And for those concerned about

expediting the project, if PacifiCorp had chosen to do

this upgrade the right way in the first place with

pole-for-pole replacement within the existing right of

way, this project would be complete. They own the right

of way. If the MND had evaluated the alternate routes the

ALJ ordered, the EIR would not have been necessary.

This is going to take me more than three minutes.
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Why anyone who choose to build a new

transmission line in a beautiful valley or anywhere else

in this country, unless it's absolutely necessary, it's

just wrong. And for this project it is not necessary.

The transmission corridor is already in place. Yes, the

transmission corridor traverses a Volcanic Legacy Scenic

Byway, but the line is already there obstructing the

view, just as it is already on our property obstructing

our view. It's already highly visible in the .5-mile

stretch at both substations and in the section going

over the hill to Lincoln Heights. It is already in the

view from California Street and is already seen by

motorists who travel Highway 97. It is already 80 feet

from the proposed Berean Church, and it is already on

the homeowners' property along the Highway 97 corridor.

The Volcanic Legacy Scenic Byway has many utility lines

along the route -- transmission, distribution, and

communication -- and line 14 actually crosses

Highway 97.

I have listened and read how the project will

impact others. I'm sorry if this transmission line is

crossing your property, as it is ours. Mr. Goltz stated

at the NOP meeting the line would cross his property no

matter which way it goes. That is true in our case, as

well. No matter which route is chosen, we will have ten
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taller poles. Four of those poles are in a surveyed

wetland and they will require concrete and steel

foundations. New temporary access roads will be

necessary, as well as GeoMats to prevent the heavy

equipment from sinking. The replacement of those four

poles will be very damaging to the wetlands. That will

happen no matter which way the project goes. But there's

one major difference. The proposed project would cross

our property three times. First, from north to south with

ten poles, 22 to 36-feet taller than the existing poles.

Second, from west to east, perpendicular to the existing

line with five new 56 to 70-foot poles. One of those

poles 8/45 will be 70-feet above ground. And third, with

the Weed segment, a new line will go from Weed substation

back to pole 8/45. The self-supporting steel pole at 8/45

would be 95 feet tall, 75 feet above ground, and four feet

in diameter at the base. It would require a concrete

foundation, six feet in diameter by 20 feet deep and will

be located 60 feet above our spring house, which is our

only drinking and domestic water supply. We have no

wells.

At its base, it's massive pole will be embedded

13 feet below the water level of our spring house, or

possibly more if the pole location has been moved again.

The proposed project will have a major impact to the
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views from our property, would damage our wetland,

destroy our property value. And worst of all, the

installation of the massive steel pole would put our

water supply at risk.

The EIR did not bother to classify the

cumulative impacts that the proposed project will have

on our property, stating that intervening vegetation

would generally screen the view from the new line from

the hillside residents. It will be visible from our new

home, just as the taller poles with existing lines will

be highly visible from the home that we reside in now,

as well as from the new home.

I'd like to point out a couple inaccuracies in

the DEIR and make a couple suggestions. Our comments on

this were not accepted in the DMND, stating that our

attorney covered everything we said. Please do not

disregard this again.

The description of what the Papases will see from

their home is inaccurate. From the Pappas residence, five

poles, 12 through 15 and 8/45 will be in their view. Not

two poles as shown in simulation figure 4.1-12B. And the

majority of the line will be in the skyline. The low

trees to the left of the backdrop are on a spring that

puts out 375 gallons a minute, and there are numerous

other springs that are located along the proposed route.
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In other words, it's very wet and boggy and trees will not

grow there. As you can see in figure 4.1-11B, there's

cattle grazing there, as well. Even if trees could

survive the wet soil, they would not survive the cattle.

Unless the EIR plans to change the ranching practices, the

mitigation measures are infeasible.

As you can see from the photo, there's nothing

in the meadow to screen 50-foot to 70-foot poles and the

connecting wires. Perhaps a certified arborist or

landscape architect should have been consulted to find

out if the mitigation measure is possible before the

impact was mitigated to less than significant. You

cannot plant trees and also preserve the landscape

features seen in the backdrop. Their house was situated

for the view from their residence. They have awesome

views and sunsets. That view will be forever altered.

I think the second thing I would like to point

out is the degree the simulations have been exaggerated

for the existing corridor along Highway 97 and minimized

for the proposed project. Much of the EIR relies heavily

on the visual simulations, many of which are misleading

and inaccurate. For example, visual simulation 4.1-11B

does not show the 75-foot pole that will replace pole

8/45, and it does not show the ten wires that will connect

to that pole. In fact, it does not show our spring house
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below, nor does it show the view of Mt. Shasta from that

location. Pole 8/45 is not shown accurately anywhere in

the DEIR.

If you look at any of the simulations and the

photos of the existing views for variations A and B

alternatives, the poles and conductors are highly

visible in the simulations. Yet in the existing views,

the conductors are very faint, even in the skyline. The

simulations are exaggerated.

Now if you look at all the simulations for the

proposed project, you can see the poles and wires are

faint to invisible, even when in the skyline. 4.1-7B is a

good example. In reality, from that location on Hoy Road,

you will see five poles with connecting wires in the

skyline. Not two. Also in figure 4.1-6B, the wires are

just barely visible, even though a portion of the view is

in the skyline. If the photo had been taken a little to

the left, the Pappas residence would be included and you

could easily see that all five poles would be highly

visible from their home.

My point again is, all the simulated poles and

wires for the proposed project are faint to invisible.

Whereas all the simulations of the poles and wires for

the variations are quite prevalent. In fact, they stick

out like a sore thumb misleading the viewer into
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thinking that taller poles on existing lines would

somehow be more intrusive than poles and wires where

none currently exist.

I have a question. If figure 4.1-14B, which is a

view of the existing line going over the hill from Weed

substation to Lincoln Heights, if that view can be

mitigated to less than significant, then why can't the

.5-mile portion where the line is visible from Highway 97?

They both have the same mountain vista, the same taller

poles, and the same Volcanic Legacy Byway. If it is an

incremental change for one, then the same is true for the

other.

Just have one more little comment. I believe

Mr. Messer commented at the NOP meeting something to the

effect we should have -- we should leave the land better

when we finished than it was when we started. If trees

and shrubs are planted to screen the poles that are

visible in the project area along Highway 97 corridor, it

would look better upon completion of the project than it

does now. PacifiCorp has the ability to make that happen.

All we have wanted from the beginning is for this project

to be done right. It affects our valley, our community,

and peoples' lives. Thank you.

MR. COVER: Thank you for your comments. Will

you be submitting those in writing, as well?
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MRS. MACKINTOSH: Yes.

MR. COVER: Thank you.

Next commenter is Don Mackintosh.

MR. MACKINTOSH: I'm a man of few words. I

won't take as long. We'll cover it later. But there

are some points I wanted to cover right off the bat.

The draft incorrectly described option 5. And

then based on this incorrect description, it was

eliminated from the study.

Now, the draft was officially filed and it's in

many places, it's all in evidence, and I was wondering if

you could comment on that.

MR. COVER: We're not going to comment on

comments. We'll take your question and respond to the

comment.

MR. MACKINTOSH: Well, you've answered it.

Okay, the next -- I have two photos for Doug and

Mike here. I'm Don Mackintosh incidentally.

Okay. Basically this is about 8/45. I won't

re-cover what Judy talked about. But this pole is what is

supposed to go into 8/45. It's a four-foot diameter and

it's -- then that next picture, you can visualize this

pole being put in this same position where 8/45 is. So

you can use your mind's eye to see how much sense this

makes.
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The thing here is that this has a steel --

requires a steel concrete foundation. And in this

location there is actually about eight feet of fill. So

to drill -- to put a hole in for this thing requires this

pole be -- have a hole of 30-feet down. So then when that

happens, you're actually -- this would put the water

level -- the bottom of the hole 18 -- possibly 18 feet

below the water level in the spring of our spring house.

Now, that spring house in that picture there,

you can see how close it is. It's 65 feet right at this

point. And that existing pole, at the base of the pole

at the dirt level is -- I surveyed it, and it was

surveyed. I didn't see any numbers on the official

survey. But it's 12 feet above the water. So this

means that -- then when you -- the draft says that if

they drill a hole, it's got to be two feet above the

water in the spring. It can't go below that. That

means that this cannot -- this pole cannot be placed

there. And that means that a standard pole that is

there now would just barely fit without going below and

putting the spring in damage, in risk.

So then that brings up the question why was

this -- why was it only classified as two? Why wouldn't

it have been a one? So then still it's possible they

could want to come back later and put a hole -- a line in
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there. And you don't want to comment, so that's what I'd

like to say there.

So now the next -- you have your drafts open? I

kind of wanted to make a comment on the -- incidentally,

figure 4.1-23B. And that's a picture of the half-mile

portion of this Highway 97. I know that the power line is

visible. That's 23B, 4.1-23B. You got that? Doug, you

have that?

MR. COVER: I have it firmly -- I know every

one of the pictures by heart.

MR. MACKINTOSH: You know where I'm going,

don't you?

Now, simulated a line in here by computer. And

this is of the double circuit line. It looks good, except

they have a tall pole here, vertical -- two-circuit

vertical pole, which is extremely tall and its kind of

obscene sitting there like that. And it's unnecessary.

There's no reason for it to be there.

This is pole 17/47. And there's two of these

situations in this stretch. So the idea, the pole that

could go there is simply the same pole that's on either

side. There's no reason for it. The line is straight

and it appears to be done -- I don't know why it's done.

Anyway, it's obtrusive in the appearance of it. And so

it's simulated.
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The other one is that -- that is figure 21B, and

basically -- 24B, excuse me. The next page. It's

4.1-24B. And this is the picture of the same section, a

little bit east.

Now, this -- you can see it's vertical

construction, vertical -- a two-circuit pole. And it

doesn't have to be this style here. It does have an

angle going to it, but there's another style that can go

in there. It's a TF-285. And it can also be a wood

pole construction with guy wires.

In other words, this thing is out of place, too.

And it could be the other horizontal configuration pole

can be -- look just like the rest of these and you

wouldn't have this offensive look to it. And plus the

steel one wouldn't require the guys that go across. They

have six guys that go across on this one. And it's right

on the edge of one of the driveways going in there.

Now, this kind of upsets the residents in this

area. And then they see my name on it, Mackintosh,

which we don't necessarily, you know, like this way.

Five is basically a better, more standard way of putting

this system together.

So basically -- oh, the main thing about putting

these poles in like this, they were put in simulated and

then they kind of classed it as class 1 impact. Now, that
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doesn't make sense. Because it's based -- they talk about

both of these poles being tall, and at 40-feet tall and

this one and 20 feet -- 40 feet taller on this pole here,

and this is 5/48, and in comparison with the rest of the

line. And then it's 20 feet taller on that other pole.

MR. COVER: Excuse me, Mr. Mackintosh, could

you wrap up?

MR. MACKINTOSH: Running out of time? Well, I

guess you're right.

Basically, we can cover this in writing. But

basically 5 shouldn't have been withdrawn from the table,

because 5 could have remedied all of this. And you

wouldn't -- they could save money on the steel poles. You

wouldn't have as many steel poles on 5. You'd have enough

extra money to pay for the added transformer in the Weed

substation, the 69 that Roseburg would need. And also --

lost my train of thought there.

This can be done very timely if done in the right

sequence. I mean, when I was working with PG&E, this was

a simple job here. And I did them every week, every

Sunday morning.

So thank you very much.

MR. COVER: Thank you for your comments.

MR. MACKINTOSH: Thank you. Hope I didn't

offend anybody. But it's been two years today on this
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deal. It could have been -- never had to happen either.

Thank you.

MR. COVER: Thank you.

Next commenter is Ken Shaffer.

MR. SHAFFER: Good evening, ladies and

gentlemen. My name is Ken Shaffer. I've lived in this

area over 60 years. As far as I'm concerned, this whole

project has been a waste of time of the CPUC and the

private sector, ourselves, because every time they go

through a project like this, they raise the rates on us.

If they keep raising the rates like this, there's an

unlimited checkbook out there. So we keep paying for

these adventures that we don't need. This is an

adventure we don't need in Siskiyou County.

As far as the Scenic Byway, the Old 97 Highway

used to run down California Street and used to be the

Old 97 Highway. They didn't take it into consideration

when they built 97, moved it over there. The poles were

already existing there when they moved 97 over there.

So they didn't take that into consideration when they

moved 97 at that point in time. All of a sudden we're

worrying about this .5 of a mile on the Scenic Byway.

If they would have just went ahead with the project

instead of trying to sneak it by the citizens here in

Siskiyou County, this project would have been done.
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I think the Mackintoshes have done a great job.

And what they've done, had it not been for them, they

would have slam-dunked us and shoved it down our

throats. There was comments made after the last meeting

from a certain party that we don't care about Weed,

we're still going to have power. That upset me and some

of the other people that I talked to out there that work

for these other -- these employees.

That's kind of threatening as far as on behalf

of this county. It already doesn't have a pay scale to

support what's going on here. So we don't need the

scare tactics in this county to scare the people you're

going to lose, going to lose your jobs. Let's get the

project done, get it over with, and go with existing

lines. Don't worry about all the other right of ways.

Because you're going to have more poles, and then going

to come back and they're going to upgrade the existing

ones already there, going to upgrade the substation out

there on 97. Eventually they'll do that.

Who is going to stop it? Nobody. We have to

stop this project and stop these things that's going on,

going on, going on. If we don't put a stop to it, it

will continue on. And I'm speaking for a lot of people

in this county and in the city. There should have been

a lot more here, but they're afraid to come because
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scared going to lose your job, this will happen if you

speak up. I don't particularly like that.

If you sit down here at the Hi-Lo Cafe and some

of the other places and you take a survey of these people

traveling through 97 and you ask them what are you looking

at when you come down 97? When we're coming from the

north to south, looking at Mt. Shasta. They're not

looking north at the poles. When heading south to north,

we're not looking it poles on the left-hand side, we're

looking at Mt. Shasta on the right-hand side.

So the poles are insignificant to this whole

project. It's just a scare tactic on PacifiCorp and

what's going on. Get with the project, replace what

they have, and Environmental Impact Report there would

be no problem. It would have been done. But don't

scare the people in this community. They're already

scared enough.

Thank you very much.

MR. COVER: Thank you for your comments.

Michael Rourke.

MR. ROURKE: No comments at this time.

MR. COVER: Earl Wilson.

THE WITNESS: Good evening. Name is Earl

Wilson, city administrator of Weed.

The Weed City Council has had the issue of the

Comment Letter PM

hkv
Text Box

PM-15 
cont.

hkv
Line

hkv
Line

hkv
Text Box

PM-16

hkv
Line

hkv
Text Box

PM-17




1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CRAIG WOOD REPORTING
Redding, California --- (530) 244-0789

Pacificorp Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade -- 8-28-07

17

upgrade brought before them some time ago. The City

Council has taken action that they do approve of

increasing the availability and improving the reliability

of the system of which this upgrade is supposed to be

doing. The City has received the Draft EIR, the staff has

done a brief review.

The City has not received any residential

comments on this Draft EIR. I know it has received some

publicity. But no comments on any of the alternates have

been received.

In looking at the environmentally superior

alternative from the staff view, it states that the

alternatives, that the superior one has more viewers but

of a shorter duration.

Did need to take into consideration the route

does go through a long-established neighborhood in the

community. These residents will have a permanent view.

So it's not of a short duration, but theirs would be

permanent.

What I'm suggesting tonight is that the residents

in the neighborhood of this alternative be given a copy of

the proposal as it affects them so they become aware of

what is being proposed rather than having a project start

and they see it going on and then they find out during

construction that there is something that they maybe could
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have been aware of earlier and had an opportunity to

comment.

I offer that suggestion for this evening. Thank

you.

MR. COVER: Thank you for your comments.

That's the last comment card that I have.

Anybody else that came in late that wants to submit a

card?

MR. GOLTZ: You want me to submit a card?

MR. COVER: Or you can come up and introduce

yourself. That will work. And see Jen afterwards.

MR. GOLTZ: I'm Carl Goltz, and I just had a

couple comments that I wanted to make. One is if

Mackintosh ALJ variation B is the environmentally

superior option, I was wondering how they considered

making two lines. So here we go along and drill and put

a temporary pole line through there, and then we string

it up, put our new line so we have to pull out the old

poles and put in all new poles, then swing the line off

the other one and tear all those poles out. That

doesn't seem like that would be quite as environmentally

sensitive as one where you just put the poles in one

place and not have a temporary line in there.

And then also if you put it 15 feet to the south,

that's really going to be in Seawell's yard. That's
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another thing I wanted to comment is that in your EIR you

have pictures where people are driving by, but you don't

have a picture from their residence. You do from Pappas

and from Lewis. But from Abbots and Seawell, it's right

in their yard. Didn't even take a picture of that. And

it's not passing, it's permanent. They'll be looking at

that all the time.

So that's basically the comments that I had to

make. Thank you.

MR. COVER: Any other individuals want to

comment?

Okay. Thank you very much. We appreciate your

participation. Again, if you had comments that you didn't

want to share in person tonight, please fill out a comment

card and you can fax or mail it in.

MRS. MACKINTOSH: Could I say one more thing?

MR. COVER: Sure. Shorter than the first.

MRS. MACKINTOSH: I just want everybody here to

know that the Mackintosh ALJ variation, that was

PacifiCorp ESA -- whose idea, I don't know. It has

nothing to do with us. They put our name on there, from

what I understand, because they took ideas from

option 5. But we do not appreciate having our name on

somebody else's electrical plan.

Thank you.
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MR. COVER: Okay. Thank you again for your

time this evening. We appreciate your comments.

MR. ROSAUER: Thank you all for coming. I have

an extra copy of the Draft EIR if anybody would like to

take one home with them. I brought an extra one up.

MR. COVER: And if anybody -- if you know of

anybody who wants to get a copy, there's still two weeks

left in the review period. We sent out a lot of copies

to all the -- basically all the individuals that

commented at the scoping meeting received a hard copy,

as well as other people that have expressed an interest.

If you know of someone that doesn't have a copy and you

think needs to have one, you can use the phone number in

the NOA or use the e-mail address and we can get a copy

right out to them right away.

Okay. Thank you. Good evening.

(Meeting concluded at 7:31 p.m.)

---oOo---

Comment Letter PM



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CRAIG WOOD REPORTING
Redding, California --- (530) 244-0789

Pacificorp Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade -- 8-28-07

21

CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

DECLARATION OF COURT REPORTER REGARDING CCP 237(a)(2)

I, CRAIG W. WOOD, a Certified Shorthand Reporter,
licensed by the State of California, License No. 9789,
being empowered to administer oaths and affirmations
pursuant to Section 2093(b) of the Code of Civil
Procedure, do hereby certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken in
stenographic shorthand before me at the time and place
herein stated, that said proceedings were taken before
me in shorthand writing, and were thereafter transcribed
under my direction by computer-aided transcription;

That the foregoing transcript constitutes a full,
true, and accurate record of the proceedings which took
place;

That I am not of counsel or attorney for any of the
parties hereto, or in any way interested in the event of
this cause, and that I am not related to any of the
parties hereto.

I further declare that pursuant to the provisions
of the Code of Civil Procedure section 237(a)(2) and to
the best of my ability, personal juror identifying
information has been redacted from those portions of the
reporter's transcript governed by CCP 237(a)(2).

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my
signature.

DATED: September 10, 2007

_______________________________

CRAIG W. WOOD, RPR, CSR 9789

Comment Letter PM

jxj
Stamp



2. Comments and Responses 
 

Yreka-Weed Transmission Line Upgrade Project, Southern Portion 2-114 ESA / 205439 
(A.05-12-011) Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2007 

Letter PM – Public Meeting Comments 
Response PM-1 Please see Response E-1. 

Response PM-2 Please see Response E-2. 

Response PM-3 Please see Response E-3.  

Response PM-4 Please see Response E-4. 

Response PM-5 Please see Response E-5. 

Response PM-6 Please see Response E-6. 

Response PM-7 Please see Response E-6. 

Response PM-8 Please see Response E-8.  

Response PM-9 The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly described Option 5 such that 
that alternative was eliminated from further analysis based on this incorrect 
description. The comment is a general statement and does not state a specific 
portion of Option 5 that was described incorrectly. Evidence in the record 
shows that the original description of Option 5 included using existing poles 
and hardware for its construction. As noted on page 3-27 and 3-28 of the 
DEIR, use of existing poles and hardware would result in that alternative 
failing to meet minimum technical requirements of CPUC General Order 95 
as well as failure to meet electrical code requirements of the National 
Electric Safety Code. Consequently, Option 5 was eliminated from further 
consideration because it did not meet the screening criteria for technical 
feasibility. Responses to more specific comments regarding Option 5 by the 
commenter are provided below, in responses PM-12 and PM-13. 

Response PM-10 The commenter fears that installation of Pole 8/45 would damage the springs 
on their property, impacting their domestic and irrigation water supply. The 
commenter believes that the DEIR has not adequately disclosed or mitigated 
the potential harm caused by installing Pole 8/45. Please see Response G-17.  

Response PM-11 The commenter believes that the double-circuit vertical poles proposed as 
part of Mackintosh/ALJ Variations A and B (Poles 16/47 and 17/47) could 
be replaced with double-circuit horizontal arm poles, which would achieve 
the same objectives as a vertical double-circuit pole, but would be 
substantially shorter, thus eliminating significant visual impacts. Please refer 
to Response G-2. 

Response PM-12 The commenter states that Pole 5/48 could be replaced with a self-supporting 
steel pole, which would also result in a reduction in the height of the pole and 
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eliminate the need for guy wires, thereby eliminating significant visual 
impacts. Please see Response G-2.  

 The commenter also states that the DEIR should not have included his last 
name, Mackintosh, as part of the names of the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A 
and Variation B alternatives. The commenter asserts that these alternatives 
propose visually prominent poles, such as Poles 16/47, 17/47, and 5/48, that 
were not part of the Option 5 alternative that the commenter proposed. 
Comment noted. Don and Judy Mackintosh have been involved throughout 
the public process for the Proposed Project. The Mackintosh Option 5 
alternative was suggested by property owners Don and Judy Mackintosh. 
While the Mackintosh Option 5 alternative was eliminated from study for 
reasons including technical infeasibility (further described in the DEIR on 
page 3-27 through 3-28), the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A and Variation B 
carried forward many of the Option 5 components, as well as components 
from the Option 4-ALJ3 alternative, but modified some of the technical and 
schedule constraints of the Mackintosh Option 5 and Option 4-ALJ3 
alternatives.  

Response PM-13 The commenter states that the Option 5 alternative should not have been 
eliminated from analysis in the DEIR. The commenter states that because the 
Option 5 alternative would not use as many steel poles as the proposed 
alternatives evaluated in the DEIR, PacifiCorp would be able to afford 
another transformer in the Weed Substation which would provide support at 
69 kV to Line 2. As described in the DEIR Chapter 3, Alternatives and 
Cumulative Project, Section 3.5.2, Mackintosh Option 5, page 3-27 to 3-28, 
the Mackintosh Option 5 alternative was eliminated because (1) this 
alternative does not meet the criteria for technical feasibility, (2) a substantial 
additional footprint would be required at the Weed Substation to 
accommodate the additional permanent transformer and hardware, which 
would require property to be purchases from adjacent landowners, and 
(3) the removal of the 69 kV line between the Weed Junction and Weed 
Substations would eliminate PacifiCorp’s ability to provide support at 69 kV 
to Line 2 at Weed Junction resulting in reduced system reliability and failure 
to meet project objectives.  

Response PM-14 Comment noted. Impacts related to increased rates from PacifiCorp are 
outside the scope of CEQA. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, 
economic and social effects of a project, even if demonstrated, shall not be 
treated as significant environmental effects. Economic or social effects may 
be considered only if demonstrated physical changes could result. Beyond 
speculation, the comment demonstrates no such physical changes.  
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Response PM-15 The commenter generally supports constructing the project in the existing 
right of way as the views from Highway 97 are already impacted. The 
commenter also states that citizens are being scared into thinking they will 
lose their jobs if they do not support the Proposed Project. Comment noted. 

Response PM-16 The commenter reiterates support for replacing the transmission line in the 
existing ROW. The commenter also declares that the visual impact along 
Highway 97 would be minimal because people generally look at Mount 
Shasta to the south rather than the transmission line paralleling Highway 97 
to the north. The commenter is referred to DEIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 
pages 4.1-17 through 4.1-36 for a detailed discussion regarding why the 
visual impact of the alternative routes along Highway 97 would be 
significant. 

Response PM-17 The commenter generally supports the proposal to upgrade the transmission 
line to supply power to the City of Weed. The commenter states that the City 
of Weed has not received any comments on the DEIR. The commenter raises 
concerns regarding the visual impact of the Weed Segment that would run 
through a long-established neighborhood and suggests giving the residents of 
this neighborhood copies of the DEIR before the project is constructed.  

 The public was given several notices with ample opportunities to review and 
comment on the Weed Segment: 

 On April 13, 2007, pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines (Sections 21080.4 
and 15082(a)), the CPUC mailed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 
Proposed Project to responsible and trustee agencies and to other interested 
parties, including surrounding properties within 1,500 feet of the Proposed 
Project, Weed Segment, and any of the proposed alternative routes. The NOP 
solicited both written and verbal comments on the EIR’s scope during a 
30-day comment period and provided information on a forthcoming public 
scoping meeting. The CPUC held one public and agency scoping meeting at 
the College of the Siskiyous Theatre Building, Weed, California on May 2, 
2007 from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. to solicit verbal comments on the scope of 
the EIR. In addition, the CPUC published the notice in the Mount Shasta 
Herald, Weed Press, and Dunsmuir News (newspapers with regional 
distribution in southern Siskiyou County) on Wednesday, April 25, 2007 and 
Wednesday, May 2, 2007. An electronic copy of the NOP was posted on the 
CPUC project website, www.yreka-weed.com as well.  

 On July 31, 2007, the Notice of Availability (NOA) of a DEIR was mailed to 
responsible and trustee agencies and to other interested parties, including 
surrounding properties within 1,500 feet of the Proposed Project, Weed 
Segment, and any of the proposed alternative routes. Copies of the complete 
DEIR were sent to the Weed and Yreka Branches of the Siskiyou County 
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Library. The NOA solicited both written and verbal comments on the DEIR 
during a 45-day comment period and provided information on forthcoming 
public comment meeting. The meeting was held in the same location as the 
scoping meeting on August 28, 2007 from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. In addition, 
the CPUC published the notice in the Mount Shasta Herald, Weed Press, and 
Dunsmuir News on Wednesday, August 15, 2007 and Wednesday, 
August 22, 2007. An electronic copy of the NOA was posted on the CPUC 
project website, www.yreka-weed.com as well. 

 The noticing and opportunity for public review and comment described 
above fully comply with CEQA requirements. Therefore, an additional 
public meeting is not warranted. 

Response PM-18 The commenter questions how the Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B could be 
more environmentally superior to the proposed project, as the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation B would construct two transmission lines over 
four months and the proposed project would construct one transmission line 
in the same time period. Please see Response F-3. 

 The commenter also questions since visual simulations were done from 
residential view points for the Proposed Project, why then were visual 
simulations were not prepared from the Seawell and Abbott’s private 
residences, as one of the proposed alternatives (Option 4) would permanently 
pass through their yards. 

 Visual simulations were prepared to disclose to the pubic and decision-
makers the visual impacts of the Proposed Project. In order to prepare the 
visual simulations, the visual resources analyst needed to select viewpoints 
which were representative of the area’s visual character and through which 
the Proposed Project would be constructed. Since the 1.2-mile new ROW of 
the Proposed Project would be visible from only a limited number of public 
vantage points, private vantage points were included in the analysis to 
provide the reader with appropriate visual context of the potential impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project. On the other hand, the three alternative 
alignments would generally parallel Highway 97 and several representative 
public vantage points were available from which to prepare visual 
simulations; therefore, private vantage points were not necessary to prepare 
the visual analysis of the alternative alignments. As presented, the visual 
simulations of the Proposed Project and alternative alignments provide the 
reader with balanced representation of the respective potential visual 
impacts. 

Response PM-19 The commenter disapproves of attaching her last name to the 
Mackintosh/ALJ Variation A and Variation B alternatives. Comment noted; 
please see Response PM-12. 




