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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Visual Resources 
PG-279 The comment states that the DEIR fails to assess the existing landscape according to the 

third CEQA criterion which asks whether a “…substantial degradation of the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings would occur.”  The comment also 
suggests that existing 60 kV transmission line is not properly accounted for.  The visual 
analysis presented in the DEIR relies on the establishment of a number of key viewpoints, 
which are specifically selected to be representative of a broader range of viewpoints.  At 
each viewpoint, the existing conditions of the landscape and viewing circumstances are 
described.  Visual quality is a specific component of the existing landscape that is included 
in the description.  Within the description of visual quality for each viewpoint, existing 
built structures (including the 60 kV transmission line) are noted which, combined with 
other contributing landscape features, contribute to an overall assessment of visual quality.  
The visual quality description for Key Viewpoint 1 (p. D.3-6) is an example: 

“Visual Quality: moderate-to-high.  Much of the landscape visible from the trail consists of 
foreground, open undeveloped rolling grass-covered hills punctuated by stands of 
eucalyptus and oak woodland, backdropped by middleground to background forested 
ridges.  However, the existing electric transmission line is a prominent feature in 
foreground views from the park’s trails and diminishes the scenic integrity of the park’s 
landscape, reducing what would otherwise be a high level of visual quality.” 

The comment also states that visual impact is not clearly defined in a way that enables a 
determination of whether a project will substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings.  In fact, the first paragraph of Section D.3.3 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project defines an 
adverse visual impact as occurring when: “…(1) an action perceptibly changes existing 
features of the physical environment so that they no longer appear to be characteristic of 
the subject locality or region; (2) an action introduces new features to the physical 
environment that are perceptibly uncharacteristic of the region and/or locale; or (3) 
aesthetic features of the landscape become less visible (e.g., partially or totally blocked 
from view) or are removed.”  Clearly, along portions of the route, the Proposed Project 
would introduce taller and more massive structures (new features) that would introduce 
more prominent industrial character and stronger visual contrast and block from view or 
obscure background landscape features (land, vegetation, sky). 

The comment also states that the combination of Overall Visual Sensitivity with Overall 
Visual Change leading to a conclusion on impact significance is not explained.  In general 
terms, an assessment of impact significance is always based on a comparison of project-
induced change to the pre-project existing conditions.  With respect to visual resources, the 
post-project viewing experience  is compared to the pre-project viewing experience.  
Overall Visual Sensitivity is a logical conclusion as to how sensitive the existing viewing 
experience is likely to be to the implementation of a specific project.  A thorough 
assessment of Visual Sensitivity must incorporate not only the existing landscape conditions 
(quality/character), but also public concern or interest in the landscape (viewer concern) 
and the conditions under which the landscape is observed (viewer exposure).  Overall Visual 
Change is a logical summation of the factors (visual contrast, project dominance, and view 
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blockage) that cause change in the viewing experience.  For each view location, the 
resulting overall visual change is evaluated within the context of the visual sensitivity of the 
existing landscape and viewing circumstances to arrive at a conclusion on impact 
significance.  Environmental settings with lower visual sensitivity are in essence, more 
tolerable of adverse visual change while higher sensitivity environmental settings are less 
tolerable of adverse visual change.  Section D.3.3.1 Significance Criteria (p. D.3-21) 
describes the general correlation of impact significance to combinations of visual change 
and visual sensitivity: “…lower visual sensitivity ratings paired with lower visual change 
ratings will generally correlate well with lower degrees of impact significance when viewed 
on-site [at the key viewpoint].  Conversely, higher visual sensitivity ratings paired with 
higher visual change ratings will tend to result in higher degrees of visual impact occurring 
at the site.”  

The comment also states that there is a question as to whether the assumptions built into 
Table D.3-1 have been validated by empirical research.  Table D.3-1 (p. D.3-20) is more a 
qualitative reflection of common sense than empirical research.  There should be little 
disagreement that low degrees of visual change applied to environmental settings that have 
low sensitivity to that change will typically result in visual impacts that are not significant.  
Similarly, it is logical to conclude that high degrees of visual change applied to 
environmental settings that are highly sensitive to that change will typically result in visual 
impacts that are significant.  Between those obvious extremes is a gradient of change vs. 
sensitivity.  Where the lines are drawn to define this “gray area” of potentially significant 
impact is a judgment call that relies on the experience of the analyst. 

The comment also states that “…according to Table D.3-1, a clear case of significant visual 
impact requires a rating of at least a ‘high’ rating of one and a ‘moderate to high’ rating of 
the other overall rankings.”  The comment then points out that, of the 13 significant visual 
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, none meet these criteria.  This is true.  But what the 
comment fails to point out is that Table D.3-1 also identifies six other combinations of 
visual change and sensitivity that result in “Adverse and Potentially Significant” impacts.  
As noted in Footnote #3 of the table, these impacts are perceived as negative and may be 
significant (as determined by the analyst) depending on project and site-specific 
circumstances.  All of the  significant visual impacts identified in the Draft EIR fall into this 
category.  It should also be pointed out that of the 21 visual impacts identified for the 
Proposed Project, 6 are considered significant and 15 are considered less than significant 
(Table ES-5, pp. ES-60 & 61). 

The comment also states that the DEIR fails to make a clear case that the existing landscape 
is of reasonably high quality and is relatively valued by viewers, and the perceived 
incompatibility of one or more Proposed Project elements or characteristics tends toward 
the high extreme, leading to a substantial reduction in visual quality. 

Can there be any question that much of the landscape along the State Scenic Route I-280 
corridor is of “reasonably high quality” (rated moderate, moderate-to-high, or high in 
terms of visual quality in the Draft EIR)?  Similarly, can there be any question that the 
existing landscapes within the corridor are “relatively valued by viewers” (including 
residents, travelers on roads, and recreationists—rated moderate, moderate-to-high, or high 
in terms of viewer concern in the Draft EIR)?   It is however, reasonable to assume that 
different people will arrive at different conclusions regarding the compatibility of Project 
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characteristics with the existing landscape.  Of the 18 key viewpoints established to evaluate 
the Proposed Project, it was concluded that one would experience a low degree of project-
induced visual change, three would experience low-to-moderate degrees of visual change, 
seven would experience moderate degrees of visual change, seven would experience 
moderate-to-high degrees of visual change, and no key viewpoints would experience high 
degrees of project-induced visual change.  For each key viewpoint, the discussion of visual 
change is broken down into its contributing factors of visual contrast, project dominance, 
and view blockage and presented in Section D.3.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures for the Proposed Project.  The results are also summarized in tabular form for 
easy reference in Appendix VR-1 and in many instances are supported by existing 
conditions photographs and visual simulations.  No additional analysis is deemed necessary 
to make a “clear case” for the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. 

The comment also states that a clear connection is not made between Table D.3-1 and the 
above statement.  As stated in the introductory paragraph to Table D.3-1 (p. D.3-20): 

“Table D.3-1 illustrates the general interrelationship between visual sensitivity and visual 
change and is used primarily as a consistency check between individual KVP evaluations.  
Actual parameter determinations (e.g. visual contrast, project dominance, and view 
blockage) are primarily based on analyst experience and site specific circumstances.” 

For each viewpoint, the analyst determines the overall visual sensitivity of the existing 
landscape and viewing circumstance and assesses the degree of visual change that would be 
caused by the project.  A conclusion as to the significance of the resulting visual impact is 
then reached, taking into account any pertinent project and site-specific circumstances.  
This is repeated for each key viewpoint.  At the quality control step, the results are 
compared to the D.3-1 Guidance table to insure that the methodology and decision process 
is consistently applied to each viewpoint.  Any deviation from the Guidance table would be 
further evaluated to verify the analytical conclusions. 

PG-280 The comment states that the Draft EIR visual analysis procedures are not well documented 
and are applied inconsistently.  The reader is referred to the response to Comment PG-279 
and its various subparts above as most of the points raised in this comment are addressed in 
that response.  In addition, a discussion of the visual analysis approach (which is also 
summarized in the Draft EIR) is presented below.  The table presented in Appendix VR-1 
organizes the various components of the existing visual setting and visual change in an easy 
to follow format that can be referred to while reading this discussion.  The process for 
executing the methodology is straight forward: 

1. A preliminary visual assessment is conducted. 

2. Visual simulations are then prepared. 

3. The visual simulations are then verified in the field. 

4. The visual assessment is then verified and revised as necessary with the aid of the 
visual simulations. 

5. The analytical conclusions are cross-checked for consistency using the guidance 
presented in Table D.3-1 
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At its core, the visual resources analytical approach utilized for the Jefferson-Martin project 
is grounded in commonsense understandings of the environment we live in, how the 
environment is changed by our actions, and how we perceive those changes.  These are 
understandings which are routinely articulated by the public in one form or another in 
project workshops, public scoping meetings, public hearings, and comment letters, and can 
be characterized by such intuitive notions as: 

• Most people would prefer not to see industrial features introduced into landscapes that 
are either perceived as scenic or are predominantly natural in character. 

• People tend to be very sensitive about views that can be seen from their homes. 

• People who recreate in or travel through predominantly natural landscapes tend to 
appreciate, and are sensitive about, the natural character of their surroundings. 

• People will form an opinion about a landscape based on what they can or can’t see, 
how long they can see it, and from what vantage point. 

• If a person cannot see an anticipated change or that change has limited visibility, they 
are likely to be less concerned about the change than if it is prominently visible in 
landscapes they frequently view. 

• Most people would say they know when a particular feature is out of place when they 
see it (typically resulting from incompatible forms, lines, colors or textures, or 
excessive structural prominence). 

• Most people would agree that industrial structures that extend above the horizon into 
the sky are more noticeable and less desirable than structures that remain below the 
horizon. 

The visual resources methodology merely provides a framework around which to organize 
these understandings in a methodical way.  Specifically, a project is typically evaluated by 
establishing key viewpoints that are representative of (a) the various viewing populations, 
(b) the types of landscapes viewed, and (c) the impacts experienced.  At each viewpoint, 
the existing visual setting and anticipated change are thoroughly described by the logical 
components that comprise the viewing experience.  These components (visual quality, 
viewer concern, viewer exposure, overall visual sensitivity, visual contrast, project 
dominance, view blockage, and overall visual change) are defined on pages D.3-1 and 2 of 
the Draft EIR. 

When a landscape is viewed an impression is formed as to the quality or character of that 
landscape based on the features observed in the landscape and the intactness of those 
features.  The visual resources methodology looks at the various landscape attributes (e.g. 
variety, vividness, coherence, uniqueness, harmony, and pattern) that, while most people 
don’t consciously think of the landscape in those terms, are the building blocks of the 
impressions we form.  The visual quality for each viewpoint is then recorded in the field. 

Each member of the viewing public brings to their observations of the landscape their 
personal expectations for the landscape and any invested feelings as to whether or not the 
landscape should be improved, preserved as is, or allowed to be changed.  This “viewer 
concern” is often reflected in public policy documents that identify landscapes of special 
concern or roadways with special scenic status.  While it is impractical for most projects to 
conduct viewer concern surveys, it is reasonable to make some generalizations regarding 
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viewer concern based on intuitive notions that (a) most residents tend to have relatively high 
concern regarding the views they have from their homes and yards, (b) most recreationists 
on trails and at recreation facilities in predominantly natural settings (parks, campgrounds, 
golf courses) also tend to have relatively high concern regarding the views they experience 
during those activities, and (c) travelers on scenic roads accustomed to viewing relatively 
high quality landscapes tend to have relatively high concern for the landscapes they 
perceive.  The predicted viewer concern is the second factor contributing to a landscape’s 
overall visual sensitivity. 

Viewer exposure is the third contributing factor to a landscape’s overall visual sensitivity.  
Put simply, because visual impact is predicated on human exposure, if a landscape change 
cannot be seen by people, then a visual impact does not  occur.  Therefore, landscapes that 
have very low viewer exposure (based on landscape visibility, the distance between the 
landscape and the viewer, the number of viewers that view the landscape, and the duration 
in time that the landscape can be viewed) will tend to be less sensitive to overall visual 
change (in the context of human experience of visual impacts).  Landscapes with higher 
viewer exposure will tend to be more sensitive to overall visual changes.  This is 
particularly true for landscapes lacking specific public policy protections.  The backcountry 
landscapes of national parks, wilderness areas, and state parks (to name a few examples) 
would have high visual sensitivity regardless of the viewer exposure because of the special 
status protections afforded those unique areas in the governing statutes. 

Once the overall viewer exposure is recorded for a viewpoint, it is given equal 
consideration along with the landscape’s visual quality and viewer concern.  The analyst 
then makes a professional judgment as to the viewpoint’s overall visual sensitivity to the 
particular anticipated change. 

Once the existing visual setting has been described by all its contributing factors, project-
induced visual change is assessed according to the key factors that characterize the change.  
The form, line, color, and texture of the anticipated change (larger transmission structures 
in this case) are compared to the characteristic and predominant forms, lines, colors, and 
textures inherent in the existing landscape to determine the degree to which the proposed 
change would visually contrast with the existing landscape.  In some circumstances, if a 
new structure is substantially larger than the structure it is replacing (as in the present case) 
the structural characteristics (form, line, color, and texture) can become substantially more 
noticeable than the characteristics of the original structure, causing increased visual contrast 
with other landscape features. 

Project dominance is the second aspect that is noted with respect to visual change.  This 
factor is a measure of a particular feature’s (transmission structure in this case) apparent 
size relative to other visible landscape features and the total field of view from the 
viewpoint.  A particular feature’s dominance is affected by its relative location in the field 
of view and its distance to the viewer.  Features that are closer to the viewer are more 
prominent than features that are more distant from the viewer. 

View blockage is the third and final factor contributing to visual change and describes the 
extent to which any previously visible landscape features are blocked from view as a result 
of a project component’s scale (size) and/or position.  The blockage (complete or partial) or 
otherwise impairment of higher quality landscape features (such as landforms, water 
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bodies, vegetations, and open sky) by lower quality project features (complex forms with 
industrial character) is considered an adverse visual change.  Also, it should be noted that 
anytime a structure is visible above the horizon line (blocking sky), it becomes more 
noticeable and its structural prominence increases.  Once the anticipated view blockage is 
recorded for a viewpoint, it is given equal consideration along with the anticipated visual 
contrast and project dominance.  The analyst then makes a professional judgment as to the 
overall visual change that would be experienced at that particular viewpoint.  This 
concludes the preliminary visual assessment. 

With completion of the preliminary visual assessment, visual simulations are then prepared.  
Concern has been expressed in the Applicant’s comments regarding the type of camera and 
lens that was used and the procedures employed to verify the accuracy of the simulation 
images.  An underlying premise in the preparation of the Jefferson-Martin simulations for 
the Draft EIR is that they convey a “reasonable representation” of the view that would be 
experienced from a given viewpoint.  To this end, the type of camera and lens used to 
photograph the landscape are essentially irrelevant.  What is important is that the image 
presented on the printed page replicates life-size scale when held at a standard 
reading/viewing distance.  The standard reading/viewing distance for the Jefferson-Martin 
Draft EIR images is approximately 18 inches.  The appropriate page size for this type of 
simulation is considered to be 11 inches x 17 inches.  As a result, when the simulation is 
held at approximately 18 inches from the eye, the image features will appear approximately 
the same size as they would appear if the viewer was standing at the viewpoint in the field.  
This is the best approach to convey a realistic viewing experience to a reader that may not 
be able to view the landscape in the field. 

It was also determined that the most realistic simulations would be achieved by placing 
images of existing towers that are the same as those proposed for the project into the 
existing landscape images.  This was a relatively straight forward process because the 
existing 60 kV towers provided accurate scale and location markers to guide scaling and 
placement of the introduced structures. 

Elsewhere in the Applicant’s comments, questions have been raised as to why the PEA 
simulations were replaced in favor of new simulations.  The PEA simulations were very 
useful in gaining a conceptual understanding of the Proposed Project.  However, the 
presentation format of the simulations and existing conditions photos, two per 8 1/2”x11” 
page, results in images that are at a scale substantially smaller than life-size and show a 
very restricted field of view.  As stated above, the most effective way to communicate a 
realistic viewing experience is to present simulation and existing conditions imagery at a 
life-size scale when viewed at a reasonable reading/viewing distance.  Images smaller than 
life-size scale do not convey the sense of magnitude that is readily apparent when standing 
at a given viewpoint.  For those reasons, the simulations were not considered appropriate 
for use in the Draft EIR. 

Another question raised in the Applicant’s comment is: “Does the Draft EIR presume that a 
specific degree of size increase represents a threshold for acceptable visual change? “  The 
short answer is no.  Each tower is evaluated on a case by case basis in the context of the 
existing landscape characteristics and viewing circumstances.  Three key variables that are 
particularly important in determining the importance of a specific tower’s size include: (a) 
structure visibility (Is the increase in tower size readily apparent or is it obscured to the  
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extent that the significance of the size increase is reduced?), (b) proximity to the viewer (Is 
the structure close enough to the viewer such that the apparent size increase results in a 
substantial increase in visual contrast or structural prominence?), and (c) structure skylining 
(Does the increase in size result in new structure skylining where none existed before and to 
what extent?). 

The comment further questions the rationale for allowing an additional 30% increase in 
height under certain mitigation measures that recommend tower elimination when the 
increase in height proposed for some structures is less than 30% to begin with.  First of all, 
it is important to remember that 30% is considered the upper limit.  As the Applicant’s own 
calculations show elsewhere in these comments, some of the increases in structure height 
necessary to accommodate tower eliminations are substantially less than 30%.  However, 
the 30% limit is somewhat arbitrary which is best explained with the following example.  
Let us assume that we have three towers of equal height, of which the middle one is to be 
eliminated.  If the two retained towers increase in size by 50% in order to eliminate the 
middle tower, the end result is zero net reduction in structural mass between the three 
towers.  If the allowable structure size increases are limited to 40%, the end result is a 20% 
reduction in structural mass between the three towers.  The 20% reduction was not 
considered a sufficient offset for the increased tower heights and potential visibility.  
However, a 30% allowable increase in size limit for the two retained towers produces a 
40% reduction in structural mass between the three towers.  As a matter of professional 
judgment, the complete elimination of one tower location with an accompanying 40% net 
reduction in structural mass was considered a beneficial trade-off against the increased 
structure size and potential for increased visibility.  To the extent that structure sizes 
increase by amounts less than 30% in the tower elimination scenarios recommended, the 
reductions in net structural mass become even more dramatic. 

PG-281 The comment states that the methods and techniques employed to produce the Draft EIR 
visual simulations are not documented.  Please see Response to PG-280. 

PG-282 The comment states that the Draft EIR visual simulations are inaccurate and misleading and 
points out a shift in image color between Figures D.3-3A, D.3-3B, and D.3-3C.  With 
regards to the apparent variation in landscape color, the background landscape images are 
identical.  The variation in color is merely an artifact of the commercial print production 
process when color management is not adequately maintained.  However, in this case, the 
variation in the color tint of the final print images has no bearing on the analysis or 
conclusions.  It is for this reason that a set of color-controlled originals are provided to the 
Lead Agency Project Manager, the EIR Project Manager, and the commercial print shop.  
It may be worth noting that a somewhat similar lack of color control is apparent in the 
Applicant’s Attachments R and S to these comments (unless of course Cañada Road actually 
has been painted pink and mauve since the Draft EIR was prepared!). 

The comment also states that the location and scale of the San Bruno Avenue Transition 
Station shown in Figure D.3-19B are shown incorrectly and that the net effect of these 
inaccuracies is a simulation that overemphasizes the proposed transition station’s size and 
its visibility.  The comment has correctly identified an error in the scaling of the electric 
facilities resulting from the composition of images of differing resolutions.  The simulation 
has been revised and is presented as Visual Resources Figure D.3-19B(REV).  Also, story 
poles were erected on site to better tie in the corners of the masonry wall and placement of 
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the electric facilities on site.  This has resulted in an adjustment to the placement of the 
wall.  Much of what is shown of the electric facilities in the simulation are taken from an 
actual photograph of a 230 kV transition station recently constructed for PG&E’s Tri-
Valley Project.  PG&E identified the Tri-Valley transition station as an example of what 
was to be constructed for the Jefferson-Martin Project with the exception that the Tri-Valley 
transition station was a double-circuit 230 kV facility and Jefferson-Martin would be a 
single-circuit 230 kV facility.  Therefore, the station was altered to more closely resemble a 
single-circuit facility.  The approach of inserting images of existing facilities into the San 
Bruno Avenue landscape was selected in order to more effectively capture the realism of 
the structural complexity and detail that creates the industrial character of the facility. 

What is clear from the revised simulation is that the transition station would introduce a 
moderate-to-high degree of visual change into the existing landscape with the resulting 
visual impact being significant and unmitigable.  This finding is consistent with the 
conclusions presented in the DEIR and no additional changes to the text have been made.  
The Applicant’s simulations presented as Attachments L and M to this comment also 
effectively illustrate the prominence of the station’s industrial character and the magnitude 
of the visual impact that would be caused though the station infrastructure has been 
simplified and the image has been presented at a scale that is approximately 40 percent 
smaller than life-size.  What this under-scaling means is that the features in the printed 
simulation (both existing and simulated) appear substantially smaller than they would 
appear if the viewer were to stand at the actual viewpoint.  In this circumstance, landscape 
features appear noticeably more prominent “in the field” than they appear on the printed 
page. 

The Applicant’s Attachment M to this comment provides a simulation of the proposed 
landscaping for the transition station.  The landscaping is shown at maturity, which is 
expected to take up to 10 years to reach.  What is apparent in the simulation is that, while 
the landscaping will screen the majority of the lower electrical components, it will not be 
effective in screening the upper portion of the H-frame transition structure.  Furthermore, 
given that the landscaping would take up to 10 years to reach maturity (the PEA [p. 8-105] 
states that it would take 8 to 10 years), the lower electrical components would still cause a 
long-term visual impact before they would be effectively screened. 

The simulation of the transition station presented in the DEIR only shows gravel around the 
perimeter of the facility and does not show the proposed landscaping – (a) in order to 
clearly illustrate the magnitude of the visual impact that would be readily apparent at the 
end of construction, and for a substantial time thereafter, and (b) because the landscaping 
plan would not be effective as shown, is only conceptual, and would be augmented in some 
fashion (to be determined at a later time) by Applicant Proposed Measure 8-13. 

PG-283 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the project with the incorporation of 
visual mitigation measures that are proposed as part of the project including: (a) the 
selective plantings of vegetation along trails in Edgewood County Park and Watershed lands 
and in residential areas, (b) landscaping along Skyline Boulevard, (c) landscaping around 
the San Bruno Avenue transition station, and the use of non-reflective, non-glare finish on 
poles in Segment 1. 
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As stated in Section D.3.3.2 Applicant Proposed Measures of the Draft EIR (p. D.3-21, the 
implementation of all of the Applicant’s proposed measures were assumed in the visual 
analysis.  With the exception of the San Bruno Transition Station as discussed in the 
previous response, the visual simulations do not show implementation of the selective 
plantings and landscaping because no planting or landscaping plans have been provided.  
Indeed, the Applicant’s own simulations do not show implementation of these measures.  
Further, some of the measures were not considered sufficiently effective in mitigating the 
resulting visual impacts.  For example in Edgewood County Park, it is difficult to imagine 
the wall of vegetation that would be necessary to effectively screen the project from the 
south loop of the Serpentine Trail, particularly for those portions of the trail that actually 
pass parallel and beneath the transmission line.  With the exception of the transition station 
as discussed and the in the previous response, no substantive information has been provided 
regarding the applicant’s proposed measures.  Vague descriptions of good intentions are not 
adequate substitutes for realistic proposals with detailed specifications and clear articulation 
of mitigation objectives and effectiveness criteria, backed up with adequate specification 
and documentation. 

PG-284 The comment implies that contrary to CEQA, the Draft EIR visual analysis imposes visual 
mitigation measures for effects that it finds to be “less than significant” including 
Mitigation Measures V-6a (tower painting), V-8a (tower reroute), V-10a (tower 
elimination), and V-19a (tower elimination).  While CEQA does not require mitigation for 
impacts that are less than significant, it is up to each lead agency to decide whether or not 
to adopt mitigation that would further reduce impacts that are less than significant.  In other 
recent PG&E projects (Tri-Valley and Northeast San Jose), the CPUC has adopted 
mitigation for “Class III” impacts (those that are less than significant).  As a further point 
of clarification Mitigation Measure V-6a is proposed for a less than significant visual 
impact.  However, Mitigation Measures V-8a, V-10a, and V-19a are proposed for 
significant visual impacts. 

With regard to the feasibility of the recommended reroutes and tower eliminations, the 
reroutes were evaluated prior to publication of the Draft EIR based on site visits and 
informal alternative segment screening for potential impacts and for any factors that might 
indicate that they would not be feasible.  The primary concern in siting was avoidance of 
sensitive biological resources; the description of these survey results has been expanded in 
the Final EIR (e.g., Section D.4.4.2). 

PG-285 The comment states that it is difficult to evaluate the Partial Underground Alternative 
because, among other things, no data is presented on the tower heights for the various 
reroutes.  In general, the tower heights were assumed to be comparable to those of the 
Proposed Project. With regard to potential conflict with the watershed Scenic and 
Recreation Easements, see Responses to Comment Set N (National Park Service). 

The comment also states that the vegetation clearing and access roads that would be 
required for the reroutes could have substantial implications for this alternative’s visual 
effects.  The Draft EIR (pp. D.3-160-163) indicates that a portion of the reroute along 
Cañada Road (three towers) would result in significant Class I visual impacts.  However the 
first five towers of the reroute would be located adjacent to Cañada Road and would result 
in minimal access road visual impacts.  There would be the removal of some eucalyptus 
trees as the route passes through a stand west of I-280.  This vegetation removal has been 
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considered in the determination of the Class I significant visual impact.  No additional 
detail or simulations would change the conclusion that a portion of this reroute (Towers 
1/3, 1/4, and 1/5) would result in significant visual impacts that could not be avoided.  The 
Applicant’s simulations provided as Attachments P, Q, R, and S to this comment are 
reasonable conceptualizations of the reroute along Cañada Road except that the 1/3, 1/4, 
and 1/5 towers adjacent to Cañada Road would be tubular structures and would be located 
closer to Cañada Road (see Mitigation Measure B-1m). A new simulation has been 
provided to illustrate this portion of the Partial Underground Alternative; see Figure 
D.3-20c and D.3-20d. 

Towers 1/1 and 1/2 of this route segment would not result in significant visual impacts.  
The Applicant’s simulation of Tower 1/2 (Applicant’s Attachment P to this comment) 
illustrates how the tower would be substantially backdropped by vegetation.  Painting the 
tower with a neutral green color would reduce the structure’s color contrast with the 
background vegetation.  What is not apparent from the simulation is that the view of the 
tower from northbound I-280 is very brief as motorists at high speed round the curve at this 
location.  In addition this brief structural view would be significantly more than offset by 
the removal of all seven towers stretching across Edgewood County Park and the ridgeline 
immediately east of I-280 and the elimination of the long duration views of the structures 
from I-280 as illustrated in Draft EIR Figure D.3-3C. 

PG-286 The comment states that “The single simulation of the PUA presented [Visual Resources 
Figure D.3-3C] was taken from a location and viewpoint angle that ensure that the new 
towers are not visible in the simulation.”  Actually, the viewpoint was selected to illustrate 
the changed visual condition viewed from southbound I-280.  It is true however, that the 
Segment 1 reroute would have very limited visibility from I-280, which was precisely the 
point of the reroute.  While three new towers of the reroute along Segment 1 would result 
in a significant visual impact, this impact would be apparent to a substantially smaller 
viewing population (along Cañada Road and Edgewood Road) than the large viewing 
population along I-280.  The Draft EIR presents the reasonable conclusion that the 
elimination of the significant visual impacts on I-280, Edgewood County Park, and the 
Pulgas Ridge Open Space due to the removal of the seven proposed (and existing) tower 
locations on the east side of I-280, more than offsets the significant visual impact of three 
towers on a substantially smaller viewing population. 

The comment also challenges the appropriateness of making the trade-offs in impacts that 
would be achieved with the four transition stations (structures are proposed), new crossing 
of I-280 at Tower 8/50, and reroute from Towers 9/63 to 10/68.  The benefit and 
appropriateness of these trade-offs is quite clear.  The four new transition structures would 
eliminate 23 towers along residential areas, a number of which cause significant visual 
impacts to I-280, local roads, and the Junipero Serra Overlook at the Crystal Springs Rest 
Area as well.  The Draft EIR does identify the proposed I-280 crossing at Tower 8/50 as a 
Class I visual impact on I-280 and the golf course.  It should be noted however, that the 
mitigation proposed for the Proposed Project would also be included for this alternative, 
thus the tower eliminations proposed within the northern portion of the golf course (Visual 
Resources Mitigation Measure V-14A) would partially offset the impact of the new crossing 
on the southern portion of the golf course.  The proposed reroute between Towers 9/63 and 
10/68 would eliminate five towers from views from residential areas along Loma Vista 
Drive and Skyview Drive as well as I-280.  The new towers would be placed west of I-280 
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in an area with no public access.  In conclusion, the rational for the impact trade-offs is to 
achieve a significant net reduction in visual impacts on a broad spectrum of viewers. 

PG-287 The comment questions whether the proposed tower eliminations and reroutes were 
subjected to engineering and environmental analysis to determine feasibility.  
Environmental analysis for the biological impacts of these reroutes was completed in order 
to ensure that towers were not recommended for areas in sensitive habitats.  No detailed 
engineering was completed, but no factors were identified that indicated feasibility 
problems.  See below and in subsequent responses regarding increased tower heights that 
would result from tower eliminations. 

The comment also refers to tower height calculations that the Applicant has prepared to 
compare the new and relocated transmission towers with those proposed in the project 
application.  The Applicant’s calculations indicate that the proposed tower eliminations 
presented in the Draft EIR would require changes in heights of the retained structures 
ranging from –14% to +197%.  However, in 17 of 51 tower calculations, the Applicant 
has inappropriately used the heights of the existing 60 kV towers as the baseline for 
comparison and not the towers proposed in the project application.  When the correct tower 
heights are incorporated into the calculations, the required changes in height would range 
from –21% to +124%.  The Applicant’s calculations demonstrate the following: 

 

Applicant Calculated Increases In Tower Height 

% Increase in Height 
Number of 

Towers % of Towers 
≤ 0 8 16% 
1-10 11 21% 
11-20 12 23% 
21-30 3 6% 
31-40 5 10% 
41-50 4 8% 
51-60 1 2% 
61-70 4 8% 
71-80 1 2% 
91-100 1 2% 
121-130 1 2% 

The above analysis clearly illustrates that without any additional adjustments in the locations 
of either proposed or necessitated tower relocations, approximately two-thirds of the towers 
affected by the proposed mitigation would meet the 30% limitation imposed by the 
mitigation measures.  The mitigation measures requiring tower elimination have been 
modified (see Section D.3) to reduce tower height and to require consultation with a visual 
resources specialist during final tower design and location.  As a result, fine-tuning of the 
tower locations would occur and as a result, it is anticipated that even more of the towers 
would meet the 30% height increase limitation.  Note that several mitigation measures have 
been modified as explained in Responses to Comments PG-292 to PG-304 below.  

PG-288 The comment questions the applicability of Mitigation Measure V-1a (requiring the 
screening of construction sites) to the individual towers.  The measure was intended to 
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apply only to substations, transition stations, and staging and material and equipment 
storage areas.  The mitigation measure has been revised to make clear this intent. 

PG-289 The comment states that the Draft EIR discussion of visual impacts on Pulgas Ridge Open 
Space is incorrect because most of the trails are situated in the eastern portion of the 
Preserve.  While it is acknowledged that the majority of the Pulgas Ridge Open Space trails 
are located in the eastern portion of the Preserve with limited or no visual access to the 
Proposed Project (just as there are trails in the eastern portion of Edgewood County Park 
with no views of the project), the Draft EIR discussion of visual impacts on Pulgas Ridge 
Open Space refers to the western portion of the Preserve with views of the transmission 
line.  Specifically, the analysis would apply to the Hassler Trail which has unobstructed, 
panoramic views of the Proposed Project and surrounding landscape.  Towers 1/7 and 1/8 
are particularly prominent in views from the Hassler Trail.  Furthermore, the proposed 
increased heights for 1/7 and 1/8 (22% and 17% respectively) would result in new 
skylining from some portions of the trail and increased skylining along other portions of the 
trail.  Therefore, the Draft EIR discussion is correct with respect to its discussion of visual 
impacts on the Preserve. 

PG-290 The comment states that [Key Viewpoint 2] on southbound I-280 was selected to show the 
significance of the impact of the Proposed Project, and underestimates the impact  of the 
Partial Underground Alternative.  The comment further states that a viewpoint taken from 
farther to the north would allow clearer views of the towers along Cañada Road.  The 
comment is partially correct but misses the point of this location.  The viewpoint was 
selected because it effectively captures both the impact of the Proposed Project and the 
benefits of the Partial Underground Alternative on the landscapes to the east of I-280, 
which is the point of the discussion.  A viewpoint further north on I-280 could capture 
more of the Partial Underground Alternative, specifically one or two towers along Cañada 
Road but the structures would be only briefly at the edge of the primary cone of vision of 
travelers on I-280 and generally beyond the primary cone of vision.  Therefore, the visual 
impact on I-280 would still be as characterized in the Draft EIR. 

PG-291 The comment is concerned with the location of Key Viewpoint 3 in that it doesn’t show the 
crossing of the Partial Underground Alternative, which occurs behind the view presented in 
Visual Resources Figures D.3-4A and 4B.  Again, the comment misses the point that 
KVP 3 was selected to evaluate the Proposed Project and not the Partial Underground 
Alternative.  Therefore, the viewpoint location is appropriate.  Furthermore, as the 
Applicant’s simulation shows in Attachment P to this comment, Tower 1/2 would be 
substantially backdropped by vegetation which would reduce its structural prominence.  
Painting the tower with a neutral green color would further reduce the structure’s color 
contrast with the background vegetation.  Also, what is not apparent from the simulation is 
that the view of the tower from northbound I-280 is very brief as motorists at high speed 
round the curve at this location. 

PG-292 The comment addresses the proposed elimination of Tower 2/13 in Mitigation Measure 
V-5a and states that Towers 1/12 and 2/14 would need to be 207 feet tall and 175 feet tall 
respectively in order to achieve removal of Tower 2/13.  The table provided in this 
comment incorrectly calculates percent increase in tower heights for 1/12 and 2/14 as 102% 
and 136% respectively.  The error in the calculation stems from the use of the existing 60 
kV towers as the existing height instead of the heights proposed in the Application.  The 
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correct percentage increases would be 72% and 44% for 1/12 and 2/14.  However, the 
comment is correct in that these percentage increases exceed the limitation of 30% 
recommended in the Draft EIR. 

The comment also suggests relocating Tower 2/13 upslope between 1/12 and 2/14 rather 
than eliminating the tower.  In doing so, the Applicant has calculated that this approach 
would result in tower heights of 131 feet for 1/12 (a 9% increase), 75 feet for 2/13 (a 53% 
reduction), and 125 feet for 2/14 (approximately the same).  This approach would be 
acceptable in that it would eliminate the Class II significant visual impact caused by the 
currently proposed Tower 2/13 by substantially reducing its height and moving it out of the 
primary cone of vision of travelers on Cañada Road.  Mitigation Measure V-5a has been 
revised to accommodate this option.   

PG-293 The comment states that taller structures would be required to accommodate the reroute recom-
mended in Mitigation Measure V-8a (exceeding the 30% height increase limitation in three 
cases).  It also states that there is no visual simulation to support the Draft EIR conclusion 
that visual impacts on northbound Cañada Road would be less than with the Proposed 
Project and visual impacts on southbound Cañada Road would be similar or less than with 
the Proposed Project. The table provided in this comment incorrectly calculates percent 
increase in tower heights for Towers 3/18 through 4/26.  The calculation error stems from 
the use of the existing 60 kV towers as the existing height instead of the heights proposed in 
the Application.  Instead of height increases ranging from -7% to 60%, the correct 
percentage changes would range from -21% to +20%, well within the recommended 30% 
height increase limitation.  Although there is no simulation illustrating the impacts on 
Cañada Road, the route map presented as Visual Resources Figure D.3-8C effectively 
depicts the reroute’s benefits to Cañada Road.  As shown in the figure, compared to the 
centrally positioned and highly exposed proposed Tower 3/22 (see Visual Resources Figure 
D.3-7B), Towers 3/21 and 3/22 would either appear backdropped or screened by trees 
depending the direction of travel on Cañada Road.  New Tower 4/23 would be partially 
screened by vegetation compared to the highly exposed proposed Tower 4/23, and new 
Tower 4/24 would be substantially less visible to southbound travelers on Cañada Road 
compared to the highly visible and prominent proposed Tower 4/24 location. 

PG-294 The comment states that the painting of tower surfaces different colors as recommended in 
Mitigation Measure V-6a would have to be done after installation and would likely flake.  If 
it is independently confirmed that painting structures multiple colors is not feasible, then the 
structures should be painted an appropriate non-reflective color to  blend the structure with 
the background as viewed from the most sensitive viewpoint for that tower position. 

The comment also states that the dark green paint simulated in Measure V-6a would be 
potentially more noticeable when background grasses and shrubs have turned yellow and 
brown.  It should be noted that the structures visible from Key Viewpoint 5 at the 
southbound I-280 Vista Point are predominantly backdropped by trees and shrubbery that 
are of varying shades of green throughout most of the year.  In those cases where the 
background vegetation is predominantly characterized by shades of green during most of 
the year, the towers should be painted a neutral, non-reflective green to better blend the 
structure with the background. 



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final EIR 850 October 2003 

PG-295 The comment states that the Draft EIR’s claim that the analysis of the visual impact at Key 
Viewpoint 8 is applicable to other residential areas (p. D.3-73) is somewhat misleading, 
since the tower selected for the visual analysis represents one of the more visible towers 
from Lexington Avenue.  As always, the task of the EIR is to evaluate reasonable worst-
case scenarios.  Tower 29 is one of the towers that represent the reasonable worst-case 
visual impacts along Lexington Avenue.  As such, its accompanying visual analysis can be 
applied to other residential areas as representational of the reasonable worst-case impact 
analysis for similar viewing experiences in those areas.  There are many areas with similar 
views of other towers behind residential areas along the existing ROW. 

The comment also states that “extremely tall” structures would be required to accommodate 
the tower eliminations recommended in Mitigation Measure V-9a (exceeding the 30% 
height increase limitation in all three cases) and appears to be inappropriate in addition to 
being technically undesirable.  The table provided in this comment incorrectly calculates 
percent increase in tower heights for Towers 5/28, 5/30, and 5/32.  The calculation error 
stems from the use of the existing 60 kV towers as the existing height instead of the heights 
proposed in the Application.  Instead of height increases ranging from 36% to 197%, the 
correct percentage increases would 9% for Tower 5/28, 95% for Tower 5/30, and 124% 
for Tower 32.  According to the Applicant’s calculations, two of the tower heights would 
substantially exceed the recommended 30% height increase limitation.  Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure V-9a has been revised to include the following: If the tower 
eliminations cannot be accomplished as described above without exceeding the 30% height 
increase threshold, then Tower 5/29 shall be eliminated, Towers 5/31 and 5/33 shall be 
retained, and the visibility of Towers 5/30 and 5/31 shall be reduced, all to be 
accomplished by taking the following steps: (a) Move Tower 5/28 northward (still staying 
adjacent to the trees) but no further than the revised location shown in Visual Resources 
Figure D.3-9c (Rev); (b) Increase the height of Tower 5/28 as necessary but not exceeding 
the 30% height increase threshold; (c) Move Tower 5/31 slightly south as shown in Visual 
Resources Figure D.3-9c (Rev) to increase structural screening by the adjacent trees; and 
(d) Increase the height of Tower 5/31 the minimum extent necessary to facilitate the span to 
Tower 5/32 without exceeding the 30% height increase limitation. During the preparation 
of final construction plans, PG&E shall consult with the visual specialist to insure that the 
objectives of this measure are achieved.   

PG-296 Please refer to Response to Comment PG-295.   

PG-297 The comment states that in order to eliminate Tower 7/40 as recommended in Mitigation 
Measure V-10a, the height of Tower 6/38 would need to be increased by 19% (20 feet), 
Tower 7/39 would need to be increased 14%, and Tower 7/41 would need to be increased 
68%.  While the increase in height of Tower 7/39 is acceptable, the height increase for 
Tower 6/38 may not be because of its unique location.  Presently, the top of Tower 6/38 is 
just at the grade of I-280 as the freeway spans San Mateo Creek.  Increasing Tower 6/38 by 
20 feet may be sufficient to raise the structure into a prominent viewing position for 
travelers on I-280.  For this reason, the raising of Tower 6/38 is not recommended.  Also, 
Tower 7/41 would exceed the 30% limitation for height increases.  Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure V-10a has been revised to incorporate the following steps to enable the elimination 
of Tower 7/40:  (a) Move Tower 7/39 slightly north as shown in Visual Resources Figure 
D.3-10c (Rev); (b) Increase the height of Tower 7/39 the minimum amount necessary and 
not exceeding an additional 30%; (c) Move Tower 7/41 slightly to the south as shown in 
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Visual Resources Figure D.3-10c (Rev); (d) If necessary to further reduce the height of 
Tower 7/41, increase the height of Tower 7/43 (Tower 7/42 will also be eliminated); and 
(e) If necessary to further reduce the height of Tower 7/41, shift Tower 7/43 slightly to the 
south to reduce the span distance between Towers 7/43 and 7/41.  Also, if necessary to 
facilitate the relocation of Tower 7/39 slightly to the north, the height of Tower 6/38 can be 
increased a maximum of 10%.  During the preparation of final construction plans, PG&E 
shall consult with the visual specialist to insure that the objectives of this measure are 
achieved.   

PG-298 The comment states that in order to eliminate Towers 7/42, 7/45, and 8/47 as 
recommended in Mitigation Measure V-12a, the heights of Tower 7/43 would need to be 
increased by 47%, Tower 7/44 would need to be increased 40%, Tower 7/46 would need to 
be increased by 32%, and Tower 8/48 would need to be increased by 28%.  However, the 
increased height percentages are incorrectly calculated because the 60 kV transmission 
tower heights are used as the existing height instead of the heights proposed in the 
Application.  The correct height increases are as follows: Tower 7/43 would increase by 
14%, Tower 7/44 would increase by 20%, Tower 7/46 would increase by 32%, and Tower 
8/48 would increase by 8%.  Three of the towers would meet the 30% height increase 
limitation and Tower 7/46 is close to meeting the threshold.  In order to remain below the 
30% height increase limitation, Mitigation Measure V-12a has been revised to include the 
following steps: (a) Increase the height of Tower 7/43 slightly to offset the tower’s shift in 
location to the south as described in Mitigation Measure V-10a; (b) Increase the height of 
Tower 7/44 slightly to enable the reduction in height of Tower 7/46 (and to further 
facilitate the slight relocation of Tower 7/43 to the south as described in Mitigation 
Measure V-10a); and (c) If necessary, Increase the height of Tower 8/48 slightly to further 
reduce the height of tower 7/46.  During the preparation of final construction plans, PG&E 
shall consult with the visual specialist to insure that the objectives of this measure are 
achieved.   

PG-299 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not present any simulations that would allow 
the reader to conclude that tower elimination in exchange for towers up to 30% taller would 
be an appropriate mitigation measure and that the simulation presented in Figure D.3-18C 
does not show increased tower height.  See Response to Comment PG-280 regarding the 
rationale behind the selection of 30% as a maximum height threshold.  Figure D.3-18C 
does not show increased tower heights because the necessity for increased structure heights 
had not been determined at that time.  However, the 30% height increase limitation was 
tested on Key Viewpoint 17 (Towers 14/90 and 14/93) and was determined to be acceptable 
and still effective in reducing the visual impact of shorter yet more numerous structures 
under the Proposed Project. 

The comment also states that in order to eliminate Towers 10/64 and 10/66 as 
recommended in Mitigation Measure V-13a, the heights of Tower 10/63 would need to be 
increased by 9%, Tower 10/65 would need to be increased 47%, and  Tower 10/67 would 
need to be increased by 33%.  According to the Applicant’s calculations, Tower 10/63 
would meet the 30% height increase limitation and Tower 10/67 is very close to meeting 
the threshold.  However, Tower 10/65 would substantially exceed the threshold.  In order 
to remain below the 30% height increase limitation, Mitigation Measure V-13a has been 
revised to include the following steps: (a) Increase the height of Tower 10/63 (not to exceed 
the 30% threshold) to enable a reduction in the height of Tower 10/65; (b) If necessary, 
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shift the location of Tower 10/67 slightly to the south as shown on Figure D.3-12d (Rev) in 
order to reduce the height of Tower 10/65; and (c) If necessary, a 35% increase in height 
of Tower 10/67 (5% over the 30% height increase limitation) would be acceptable to meet 
the objectives of this measure.   During the preparation of final construction plans, PG&E 
shall consult with the visual specialist to insure that the objectives of this measure are 
achieved.   

The comment also states that in order to eliminate Towers 9/56, 9/58, and 9/60 as 
recommended in Mitigation Measure V-14a, the heights of Tower 9/55 would need to be 
increased by 25%, Tower 9/57 would need to be increased 32%, Tower 9/59 would need to 
be increased by 25%, and Tower 9/61 would need to be increased by 15%.  According to 
the Applicant’s calculations, three of the four towers would meet the 30% height increase 
limitation and Tower 9/57 would need to be reduced by only two feet to meet the threshold. 
In order to remain below the 30% height increase limitation, Mitigation Measure V-14a has 
been revised to include the following steps: (a) Increase the height of Tower 9/59 slightly to 
enable a reduction in the height of Tower 9/57, and (b) If necessary, increase the height of 
Tower 9/55 slightly to enable the reduction in height of Tower 9/57.  During the 
preparation of final construction plans, PG&E shall consult with the visual specialist to 
insure that the objectives of this measure are achieved.  

PG-300 The comment states that the proposed relocation of Tower 11/75 and the elimination of 
Tower 12/76 as recommended in Mitigation Measure V-16a, would require that the height 
of Tower 11/74 be increased by 9% and the height of Tower 12/77 be increased by 59%.  
According to the Applicant’s calculations, while two of the affected towers 11/74 and 11/75 
would be well within the 30% limit for height increases, Tower 12/77 would substantially 
exceed the limit. In order to remain below the 30% height increase limitation, Mitigation 
Measure V-16a has been revised to include the following steps:  (a) Tower 11/74 is to be 
moved to the east side of the current 60 kV Tower location rather than the west side as 
currently proposed (the purpose of this move is to reposition the tower to a slightly less 
prominent position when viewed from the San Andreas Lake Dam); (b) Tower 11/75 is to 
be relocated to a position south of the presently proposed location shown in Visual 
Resources Figure D.3-15C (the purposed of this move is to shorten the span distance 
between Towers 11/74 and 11/75 in order to enable a reduction in height of Tower 11/74); 
(c) Retain Tower 11/76 rather than eliminate it in order to eliminate the height increase for 
Table 12/77.  With these adjustments, the prominence of the Proposed Project would be 
substantially reduced when viewed from the Sawyer Trail in the vicinity of the San Andreas 
Lake Dam.   During the preparation of final construction plans, PG&E shall consult with 
the visual specialist to insure that the objectives of this measure are achieved. 

PG-301 The comment states that the relocation of Tower 13/84 [recommended in Mitigation 
Measure V-17a] would require “significantly increasing” the heights of the adjacent towers 
to maintain electrical clearance to ground.  However, the Applicant’s calculations do not 
substantiate that claim.  The Applicant’s calculations show that Tower 13/83 would 
decrease in height by 10%, Tower 13/84 would increase in height by 12%, and Tower 
13/85 would increase in height by 17%.  The two tower height increases would be well 
below the 30% limitation recommended in the Draft EIR and the result would be the 
elimination of a very significant visual impact. 
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The comment also states that the removal of Towers 12/80 and 12/82 would result in 
substantial increases in the heights of Towers 12/79 (a 48% increase) and 12/81 (a 67% 
increase).  In order to remain below the 30% height increase limitation, Mitigation Measure 
V-17b has been revised to include the following steps: (a) Retain Tower 12/80, thereby 
eliminating the need to increase the height of Tower 12/79 and reducing the height increase 
of Tower 12/81; and (b)  If necessary, increase the height of Tower 13/83 to facilitate the 
reduction in heights of both Towers 12/81 and 13/84.  PG&E shall consult with the visual 
specialist to insure that the objectives of this measure are achieved.    

PG-302 The comment states that the removal of Towers 13/89, 14/91, 14/92, and 14/94 [as 
recommenced in Mitigation Measure 19a] would result in substantial increase in Towers 
13/88 (a 7% increase), 14/90 (a 50% increase), 14/93 (a 61% increase), and 14/95 (a 22% 
increase).  In order to remain below the 30% height increase limitation, Mitigation Measure 
V-19a has been revised to include the following steps: (a) Retain Tower 14/92, thereby 
substantially reducing the necessary height increases of Towers 14/90 and 14/93; and (b) 
Re-position Tower 14/92 to even the span distances between Towers 14/90 and 14/93 and 
to reduce the necessary height increases of Towers 14/90 and 14/93.  PG&E shall consult 
with the visual specialist to insure that the objectives of this measure are achieved.   

PG-303 The comment states that Mitigation Measure V-19a did not address the potential need to 
add one or two structures to enable connection to the alternative West of Skyline Transition 
Station.  Mitigation Measure V-19a only addresses the Proposed Project, which includes 
the proposed San Bruno Avenue Transition Station.  It is understood that if the West of 
Skyline Transition Station were to be selected, an additional structure or two would be 
needed to facilitate the connection to the transition station.  This visual impact of the new 
structure (or two) would be offset by the elimination of the towers in Mitigation Measure 
V-19a (if accomplished) and the elimination of Tower 14/95. 

PG-304 The comment states that the relocation of the I-280 crossing between Towers 10/68 and 
10/69 would result in the following changes in structure heights: Tower 10/67 would 
increase by 14%, Tower 10/68 would increase by 7%, Tower 10/69 would be reduced by 
14%, and Tower 11/70 would increase by 35%.   According to the Applicant’s 
calculations, three of the four remaining towers would be below the 30% height increase 
limitation recommended in the Draft EIR and Tower 11/70 only slightly exceeds it by 5%.  
In order to remain below the 30% height increase limitation, Mitigation Measure V-15a has 
been revised to include the following steps: (a) Relocate Tower 10/68 slightly to the north 
as shown in Visual Resources Figure D.3-14c (Rev) to avoid spanning private property; (b) 
Increase the height of Tower 10/69 slightly if necessary to reduce the height of Tower 
11/70; and (c) If necessary adjust the location of Tower 11/71 slightly to the southeast to 
reduce the span between Towers 11/70 and 11/71 and the height of Tower 11/70. During 
the preparation of final construction plans, PG&E shall consult with the visual specialist to 
insure that the objectives of this measure are achieved.   

PG-305 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to accurately depict the proposed transition 
station and overestimates its visual impact.  Please see Response to Comment PG-282. 

PG-306 The comment concurs with the Draft EIR’s finding that Alternative 1B would result in 
fewer visual impacts than the Proposed Project.  However, as a point of clarification, the 
comment incorrectly refers to “…a non-overhead method of crossing Crystal Springs Dam” 
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in the referenced text under Comparison to Proposed Route Segment on page D.3-160.  The 
passage refers to an “…underwater cable around the dam.”  However, a significant visual 
impact would be avoided by either an underwater cable, a cable attached to the dam, or the 
option described in Comment PG-7 above. 

PG-307 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide any justification as to why a Class I 
impact should be created in a new corridor along Cañada Road and fails to demonstrate that 
the towers are visible from existing public trails within the Pulgas Ridge Open Space.  
Please see Responses to Comments PG-283, PG-285, PG-286, PG-289, and PG-293. 

PG-308 The comment states that the DEIR’s contention that the following statement is misleading: 
“Compared to the Proposed Project, the Partial Underground Alternative between Jefferson 
Substation and Tower 2/12 would be substantially less visually impacting on views from 
I-280, Edgewood County Park and Pulgas Ridge Open Space because of the elimination of 
towers along the east side of I-280.”  The comment also states that “No rationale is 
presented for why removal of existing towers in an existing utility corridor should be 
considered to offset the Class I impacts of new towers in a separate, new utility corridor.  
Please see Responses to Comments PG-283, PG-285, PG-286, PG-289, and PG-293. 

PG-309 The comment states that the simulation of the proposed San Bruno Transition Station is 
inaccurate and that it has not been adequately demonstrated that the alternative transition 
stations proposed would necessarily have less visual impact than the Proposed Project.  
Please see Response to Comment PG-282. 

 
 



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
October 2003 855 Final EIR 

Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 

 

PG-310

PG-311



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final EIR 856 October 2003 

Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 

 

PG-311



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
October 2003 857 Final EIR 

Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Noise and Vibration 
PG-310 The Applicant Proposed Measure (APM 15.1) shown in Table D.11-5 and Table D.11-7 of 

the Draft EIR includes all of the measures proposed by PG&E in the PEA and the Response 
of PG&E to CPUC Data Request No. 1, February 18, 2003.  Although it is not clear from 
the discussion of pile driving noise in the PEA (p. 15-10) whether the project would include 
any sound barriers, PG&E committed to using noise shields for pile driving, when 
practicable, in the Response to Data Request 15.1.  In that response, PG&E also committed 
to manage equipment idling using a common sense approach.  The CPUC believes that 
these measures would be feasible and that they would help to avoid unnecessary 
construction noise, and that the measures should, therefore, continue to be included as part 
of the project (Draft EIR, Table D.11-7).   

To more accurately portray PG&E’s proposal in the Response to Data Request 15.1, this 
Final EIR includes the following revision to Tables D.11-5 and D.11-7: 

• Install sound barriers for pile driving activity, where practicable (e.g., use an 
acoustic curtain or blanket around the point of impact). 

Under Table D.11-5, the following reference source is added in the Final EIR:  

PG&E Response to Data Request 15.1, 2003.   

PG-311 The statement in the Draft EIR (p. D.11-17) that notes that the new transformers could 
violate local noise ordinances is an introductory statement illustrating that careful analysis 
of the significance of Impact N-5 is necessary.  The full analysis considers the elevated 
background noise conditions and concludes by ultimately characterizing the impact as less 
than significant (Class III).  The conclusion of the impact discussion is not inconsistent with 
the introductory statement because the conclusion depends on the unique site-specific 
background conditions.  No revisions are necessary. 
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Socioeconomics 
PG-312 El Camino Real, as a major traffic thoroughfare as well as a major utility corridor, is 

frequently the subject of maintenance and repair work.  With the high volume of traffic that 
utilizes El Camino Real and the transportation management plan required for the project in 
Mitigation Measure T-1a, it is not anticipated that project construction would discourage 
shoppers from traveling to the area.  Under existing traffic conditions, shoppers traveling to 
businesses along El Camino Real are accustomed to traffic congestion.  Additionally, the 
majority of parking for El Camino Real businesses is either off the street or set back from 
El Camino Real separated from the street by a curb or barrier.  Little street parking is 
available on El Camino Real so construction activities would have little affect on deterring 
shoppers due to displaced parking.  As such, a fuller analysis of the economic impacts on 
El Camino Real is not warranted. 

PG-313 Text in Section D.13.5.4 (PG&E’s Route Option 4B – East Market Street) of the DEIR has 
been revised to state that because Route Option 4B would be shorter by 0.2 miles than the 
Proposed Project, “impacts would be similar, but could be slightly less of a socioeconomic 
impact.”  This change from “but slightly less” to “but could be slightly less” indicates a 
level of probability in the assumption, as pointed out by the commenter, that a shorter 
distance would require less labor.  There is no guarantee that this is necessarily the case, 
particularly for a distance of only 0.2 miles.  However, the discussion in the DEIR does 
continue by stating that the difference in the amount of construction labor for the Route 
Option 4B would likely be negligible compared to the Proposed Project.  A negligible 
difference between the two denotes that there would likely be no significant difference 
between the Proposed Project and the alternative.  The socioeconomic analysis of Route 
Option 4B concludes by stating, “Differences in the socioeconomic impacts of PG&E’s 
Route Option 4B – East Market Street alternative would be minimal compared with any 
impacts resulting from construction or operation of the Proposed Project underground route 
segment.”  No other changes to this discussion are necessary. 
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