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7 INTRODUCTION TO RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This chapter (Chapter 7), in conjunction with the previous chapters that contain the revisions to 
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), constitutes the Final IS/MND 
for the proposed Lassen Substation Project (project). 

This chapter of the Final IS/MND contains all of the comments received on the Draft IS/MND 
during the public review and comment period, and responses thereto. It is organized as follows: 

7  Introduction 

7.1 Common Responses to Recurring Comments 

7.2 Comment Letters Received/Responses to Comments 

7.3 References 

The focus of the responses to comments in this chapter is on the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised in the comments. Under Section 15074(b) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, written responses to comments made about an 
IS/MND are not required. It is, however, the practice of the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) to follow guidance specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines and to provide 
responses to comments for an IS/MND. Detailed responses are not provided to comments on the 
merits of the proposed project or alternatives. When a comment is not directed to a significant 
environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment has been noted and no further 
response is necessary. 

A number of comments received on the Draft IS/MND were similar and expressed similar 
environmental concerns. Rather than repeat responses, the themes of recurring comments have 
been summarized, and common responses on these topics are provided in Section 7.1, Common 
Responses to Recurring Comments. Cross-references to these common responses are provided in 
responses to specific comments contained within Section 7.2, which provides responses to all 
comments received during the public review period. 

List of Commenters and Responses 

During the public review period, 60 comment letters were received on the Draft IS/MND. These 
comment letters and their corresponding responses are organized in the following categories: 

A. Federal and state agencies and officials 

B. Community groups, non-profit organizations, and private organizations 

C. Individuals 
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Each comment letter has been assigned a unique letter-number designation based on the 
category and chronology. Comment letters received and the unique letter-number designators 
for each are listed in Table 7-1. Individual comments within each letter are bracketed and 
numbered in the right-hand margin; the numbers correspond to the responses of the same 
letter-number designation. 

Table 7-1 
Comment Letter Designations and Response Index 

Comment Letter Letter Date From 
A1 12/27/2016 CDFW – Curt Babcock 

B1 12/21/2016 GNA – Raven Stevens 

B2 12/22/2016 WATER – Bruce Hillman 

B3 12/23/2016 Water Flows Free  – Vicki Gold 

B4 12/23/2016 Water Flows Free – Vicki Gold 

B5 12/23/2016 Mount Shasta Tomorrow – Dale La Forest 

B6 12/23/2016 Market Place Insurance Service – Richard Lucas 

B7 12/12/2016 Siskiyou Economic Development – Tonya Dowse 

C1 12/7/2016 Larry Stock 

C2 12/8/2016 Ted Marconi 

C3 12/13/2016 Nancy J. Gandrau 

C4 12/20/2016 Kathy Zavada 

C5 12/21/2016 Dave Casebeer 

C6 12/21/2016 Mark Greenberg 

C7 12/21/2016 Francis Mangels 

C8 12/22/2016 Todd Cory 

C9 12/22/2016 Joel Goodman 

C10 12/22/2016 Bobby J. Henson 

C11 12/22/2016 Marilyn Lemmon 

C12 12/22/2016 Dan Rice 

C13 12/22/2016 Mary Saint-Marie 

C14 12/22/2016 Marilyn Taylor 

C15 12/22/2016 Marsha Yates 

C16 12/23/2016 John Adamson 

C17 12/23/2016 Daniel Axelrod 

C18 12/23/2016 Laura Berryhill 

C19 12/23/2016 Molly Brown 

C20 12/23/2016 Angelina Cook 

C21 12/23/2016 Shanta Gabriel 

C22 12/23/2016 Beverly Jean Harlan 

C23 12/23/2016 Rhea Harlow 

C24 12/23/2016 Tom Hesseldenz 
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Table 7-1 
Comment Letter Designations and Response Index 

Comment Letter Letter Date From 
C25 12/23/2016 Ana Holub 

C26 12/23/2016 Joa Janakoayas 

C27 12/23/2016 Carol Jenkins 

C28 12/23/2016 Bill Korbel 

C29 12/23/2016 Kate Korbel 

C30 12/23/2016 Victoria Lee 

C31 12/23/2016 Tracie Lin 

C32 12/23/2016 Gayin Linx 

C33 12/23/2016 Dori Mondon 

C34 12/23/2016 Betsy Phair 

C35 12/23/2016 David Moss 

C36 12/23/2016 Jeannine Michaelson 

C37 12/23/2016 Catherine Preus 

C38 12/23/2016 Carolyn Real 

C39 12/23/2016 John Sanguinetti 

C40 12/23/2016 Touson Saryon 

C41 12/23/2016 Bruce Shoemaker 

C42 12/23/2016 Brian Stewart 

C43 12/23/2016 Ray Strack 

C44 12/23/2016 Frank Toriello 

C45 12/23/2016 Jack Trout 

C46 12/23/2016 Jack Trout 

C47 12/23/2016 Cecil Wilkerson 

C48 12/26/2016 Monte Bloomer 

C49 12/26/2016 Suzanne Frost 

C50 12/27/2016 Dorian Aiello 

C51 12/23/2016 Jim Cody 

C52 12/7/2016 Francis Mangels 

C53 12/8/2016 Russ Porterfield 

C54 12/12/2016 John E Kennedy Sr. 

 

7.1 Common Responses to Recurring Comments 

A number of the comments received on the Draft IS/MND addressed the same or similar issues 
and environmental concerns (see Section 7.1.1, Summary of Issues Raised). Rather than repeat 
responses to recurring comments in each letter, common responses were prepared (see Section 
7.1.2, Common Responses).  
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7.1.1 Summary of Issues Raised 

Table 7-2 provides a list of recurring comments related to the Draft IS/MND. 

Table 7-2  
Common Issues and Responses 

Response No. Common Issue Origin of Comment 
GEN1 The whole of the action and piece-mealing; the linkage 

between the proposed project and the Crystal Geyser 
bottling plant project 

C6-1, C17-1 and -4, C18-3, C-20-4, C31-1, C42-2, 
C44-1, C49-1, C52-1 

GEN2 Alternatives – Undergrounding of transmission lines C7-1, C15-1, C19-1, C23-1, C40-1, C47-1, C48-1, 
C49-1 

GEN3 Aesthetic impacts C5-1, C8-3, C10-1, C11-2, C20-2, C25-1, C27-1, 
C39-1, C40-2, C41-1, C42-2, C44-2, C47-1, C48-1, 
C49-1 

GEN4 Undergrounding requirements of local ordinances C6-2, C10-2, C11-1, C14-1, C15-4, C18-4, C20 -2, 
C44-2 

 

7.1.2 Common Responses 

GEN1: Determining the Whole of the Action 

Several commenters highlighted the link between the proposed project and the Crystal Geyser 
Water Company bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project). The proposed project is 
considered by the CPUC to be an independent project that has utility independent of the Crystal 
Geyser project. Consequently, the CPUC does not consider the proposed project to be part of the 
Crystal Geyser project, which is currently under review by the County of Siskiyou (County).  

As established in Del Mar Terrance Conservancy Inc. v. City Council of San Diego 1992 CA 4th 
712, 736, and supported in subsequent cases,1 a proposed project (in this case the Lassen 
Substation Project) need not include a potentially related project (in this case the Crystal Geyser 
project) where it can be demonstrated that the related project is not necessary for the proposed 
project to proceed and where the proposed project has independent utility. 

In this case, the CPUC has determined that there is a need for the proposed project independent 
of the Crystal Geyser project. As stated in the project objectives in Section 4.2 of the IS/MND, 
the proposed project has three objectives:  

                                                 
1  Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 CA4th 70; Planning and Conservation 

League v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2009) 180 CA4th 210, 237; Sierra Club v. West Side Irrigation District 
(2005) 128 CA4th 690. 
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 Ensure that all equipment and structures comply with current company, state, and federal 
standards,2 including the replacement of aging and non-standard equipment and the 
removal of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) distribution breakers. 

 Ensure a reliable ongoing electricity supply to the area currently served by the Mount 
Shasta Substation. 

 Facilitate regional bulk transmission voltage stability and improve bulk power transfer 
across the region. 

Although comments contend that the project’s goal is to support the proposed Crystal Geyser 
bottling plant and consequently should be analyzed as part of the Crystal Geyser project, the 
comments do not give weight to the other objectives of the proposed project. To demonstrate that 
the proposed project is part of the Crystal Geyser project, the commenters would have to 
demonstrate that the proposed Lassen Substation serves no other purpose than to serve the 
Crystal Geyser project. Given the age and condition of the current substation, and an objective of 
the proposed project to provide a reliable ongoing electricity supply to the area currently served 
by the Mount Shasta Substation, there is substantial evidence in light of the whole of the record 
(including in the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment and subsequent data requests) to 
support the need for a replacement substation regardless of the fate of the Crystal Geyser bottling 
plant. Further, to function as described in the project description, the proposed project would not 
require the construction and operation of the Crystal Geyser bottling plant. Finally, a CPUC 
decision does not pre-judge the decision from the County to permit the Crystal Geyser bottling 
plant (i.e., the County could still reject the Crystal Geyser project and the CPUC could still 
determine that there is a need for the substation). 

GEN2: Identifying Alternatives – Undergrounding of Transmission Lines 

Many commenters stated that the proposed project’s transmission lines should be 
undergrounded, either because of aesthetic impacts or because of local plans and ordinances. 
CEQA requires the environmental review to address the proposed project, and requires the 
development of alternatives only to mitigate significant impacts to environmental resources; 
CEQA does not require alternatives for environmental resources that have no significant impact. 
Since the overhead lines are part of the existing environment and the analysis determined that 
there would be no significant impacts associated with the proposed upgrades to the existing 
overhead lines, there are no requirements to develop or assess undergrounding alternatives. 

                                                 
2 PacifiCorp 2016, DR 2.0 – Response 2.0a. 
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GEN3: Aesthetic Impacts 

Commenters indicated that proposed upgrading of the overhead transmission line would increase 
pole height and thickness, resulting in a significant impact to aesthetics. Components of the 
proposed project, including upgrading the transmission line and installing replacement poles, are 
evaluated in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the IS/MND for potential impacts to aesthetic resources 
(i.e., scenic vistas, scenic resources within a state scenic highway, existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings, and day- and nighttime views due to the introduction of 
new sources of substantial light or glare). The analysis presented in Section 5.1 concludes that the 
proposed upgrades to the existing transmission lines would have a less than significant impact to 
aesthetics. Although the observations submitted by the commenters are noted, they generally 
present the opinions of the individual and do not provide methodological or factual criticism of the 
IS/MND; therefore, no changes to the IS/MND have been made relating to this issue. 

GEN4: Undergrounding Requirements of Local Ordinances 

Several commenters highlighted County of Siskiyou and City of Mount Shasta General Plan 
policies and ordinances that promote the undergrounding of utilities. To restate the analysis in 
Section 5.10, Land Use, of the Draft IS/MND:  

Pursuant to Public Utilities Code 1001, as implemented in General Order 131-D, 
the CPUC has sole and exclusive jurisdiction over the siting and design of the 
proposed project. It authorizes the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
PacifiCorp transmission facilities in California. The proposed project is therefore 
exempt from local land use zoning regulations and discretionary permitting.  

Prior to the issuance of a permit, the CPUC is required to consider community values, 
recreational and park areas, historical and aesthetic values, and influence on environment 
(California Public Utilities Code, Section 1002). To this end, consistency with local 
jurisdictional land use policies is presented as part of the CEQA disclosure process as 
information for the public and decision makers during their deliberations. 

In response to the comments that the project is inconsistent with local plans and ordinances, 
Table 5.10-3 was added to Section 5.10, Land Use, of the IS/MND to clarify the consistency 
between the proposed project and policies specific to transmission and energy, including local 
undergrounding ordinances. The table is reproduced in this section as Table 7-3 for convenience. 
As demonstrated in Table 7-3, the overhead portion of the proposed project would be consistent 
with applicable plans, policies, and regulations relevant to the project area. 
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Table 7-3 
Consistency with Energy/Transmission-Specific County and City General Plan Policies 

General Plan Regulations Proposed Project 
Siskiyou County General Plan Energy Element 

31. Energy facilities shall only be approved if in compliance with all 
applicable provisions of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance; and 
construction shall start only after all applicable federal, state, and local 
permits have been obtained and permit conditions satisfied. 

Not applicable – The County of Siskiyou has no 
jurisdiction over the proposed project; there is 
therefore no approval to give. 

32. In the absence of compelling or contravening considerations, energy 
facilities should not be sited in sensitive natural resources areas, including: 
unstable geologic or soil areas; floodplains; wetlands; habitat of fish or 
wildlife species of rare, threatened, endangered, or special concern status; 
known paleontological, archaeological, ethnographic, or historical sites; or 
designated scenic areas. If siting in such areas is unavoidable, it shall be 
limited to the smallest possible portion of the energy facility in question, and 
shall be mitigated in accordance with CEQA. 

Consistent – The substation and transmission 
upgrades are sited outside of sensitive resource 
areas to the extent feasible and impacts will be 
fully mitigated. 

33. Wherever 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 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 (Siskiyou 
County Planning Department 1993, Energy Facilities, Policies). 

Consistent – The proposed project would 
rebuild and upgrade existing transmission 
facilities within existing rights-of-way. The new 
substation is sited on already-disturbed parcels 
adjacent to the existing substation, thus 
minimizing unnecessary spread of transmission 
facilities. 

K.3. The siting of transmission lines shall avoid interfering with scenic views, 
and shall be visually integrated with the surrounding setting to the 
greatest extent possible. Applicable visual mitigations include, but are 
not limited to avoiding ridgelines or other visually prominent features, 
and using non-glare towers and non-specular lines which more readily 
blend into the natural landscape (Siskiyou County Planning Department 
1993, Zoning Ordinance, Implementation Measures). 

Consistent – As discussed in Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics, the proposed project would not 
significantly interfere with a scenic vista. The 
rebuilding of the 69-kilovolt transmission line 
represents an incremental change to the existing 
baseline conditions. The replacement line is 
framed against the forest to the west of the line 
and is partially screened by roadside shrubs and 
trees along Interstate 5. 

Siskiyou County General Plan Scenic Highways Element 

To protect the visual quality along scenic route corridors, the County 
adopted the following principles, which are applicable to the proposed 
project:  

1. Provide for normal use of the land and protect against unsightly 
features. 

2. Locate transmission lines and towers outside of Scenic Corridors when 
feasible. 

3. Establish architectural and site design review by the appropriate local 
jurisdiction. 

4. Use landscaping to increase scenic qualities (Siskiyou County Planning 
Department 1974, Principle C: The Scenic Route Corridor). 

Consistent – The proposed project would not 
introduce new facilities into a scenic route 
corridor. Facilities already exist and are being 
upgraded.  
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Table 7-3 
Consistency with Energy/Transmission-Specific County and City General Plan Policies 

General Plan Regulations Proposed Project 
City of Mount Shasta General Plan Open Space/Conservation Element 

OC-7.1(d):  Require undergrounding of all new utilities wherever 
practical. Encourage other agencies and entities to 
underground their facilities. Where undergrounding is 
impractical, aboveground lines shall be located to minimize 
impacts on sensitive scenic areas (City of Mt. Shasta 
Planning Department 2007, Scenic Resources).  

Consistent – The proposed project is not a new 
facility but an upgrade to existing facilities; 
Therefore, the policy does not apply to the 
proposed project.  

 

7.2 Comment Letters Received/Response to Comments 

Table 7-1 provides a list of all agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments 
during the established public review period on the accuracy and sufficiency of the Draft 
IS/MND. The comments and the responses to environmental issues raised in these comments are 
presented below. Comment letters are organized under the following categories: (A) Agencies, 
(B) Organizations, and (C) Individuals. 
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A. Agencies 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Curt Babcock 

December 27, 2016 

A1-1 The commenter requests that focused surveys for special-status plants be conducted at 
the appropriate time of year prior to finalization of project design so that avoidance of 
special-status plants can be incorporated into final designs where feasible. The 
commenter notes that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
generally considers translocation of rare plants as an inappropriate mitigation measure 
to compensate for permanent impacts to rare plants, and that protection of existing 
rare plant populations is preferable. The commenter also states that the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) contains no information on what 
would be included in the translocation plan if translocation were to occur, and that a 
mitigation plan would need to be developed, reviewed, and approved by CDFW prior 
to project implementation. 

As stated in Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) BIO-1, pre-construction surveys for 
special-status plant species “shall be conducted in appropriate habitat according to 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) protocols.” Such protocols require that botanical surveys be 
conducted during the appropriate blooming period for the species subject to surveys. 
For example, CDFW’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities states that surveys should 
be conducted “at the time of year when species are both evident and identifiable. 
Usually this is during flowering or fruiting” (CDFG 2009). Nevertheless, APM-
BIO-1 has been revised to clarify that pre-construction surveys will be conducted 
during the appropriate blooming/fruiting period for special-status plants potentially 
occurring within construction areas.  

As noted in Appendix B (Biological Resources Technical Report, Section 3.2; Power 
Engineers 2015) of the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA), no state- or 
federally listed threatened or endangered species are expected to occur within any of the 
construction sites due to lack of suitable habitat or because the sites are not within the 
range of such species. Avoidance of special-status plants is the first priority if special-
status plants are found prior to project construction. Pursuant to APM-BIO-1, if special-
status plant species are found during focused surveys within the project site, avoidance 
modifications for the placement of transmission towers, access and spur roads, and/or 
marshalling and staging areas will be made in accordance with the final project design.  
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Therefore, and as noted in APM-BIO-1, translocation of special-status plants would 
only be conducted if, after consideration of pole siting modifications and other 
measures, avoidance of such plant species is determined to not be feasible. Regarding 
the commenter’s statement that the IS/MND contains no information on what would 
be included in the translocation plan if translocation were to occur, the commenter is 
directed to MM-BIO-1 in Section 5.4.4 of the Draft IS/MND, which focuses on the 
kind of information that would be included in the translocation plan and states that 
such a plan would need to be reviewed/approved by CDFW. 

A1-2 In reference to APM-BIO-3, the commenter states that any revegetation plan should 
be developed and reviewed by CDFW prior to project implementation. 

APM-BIO-3 has been revised to include that any revegetation plan developed would 
need to be reviewed by CDFW prior to construction in the area of potential temporary 
impact. The APM has also been revised to include a brief discussion of the primary 
components of the revegetation plan, and states that the plan would be developed by a 
qualified botanist or revegetation specialist. 

A1-3 CDFW recommends that any Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement that may be 
required in association with the project be obtained prior to the start of construction to 
avoid delays. APM-BIO-4 has been revised to note that a Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, if needed, will be prepared and submitted to CDFW for 
review/approval prior to construction in the affected area. 

A1-4 For bat surveys and any mitigation that may be necessary, the commenter 
recommends that APM-BIO-1 be revised to include information on the type of 
surveys to be conducted and by whom (the commenter recommends that all surveys 
be conducted by a qualified biologist), and that appropriate avoidance/minimization 
measures be developed if a particular species could be impacted. The commenter also 
states that any avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures should be 
developed in consultation with the qualified bat biologist and CDFW prior to project 
implementation. APM-BIO-1 has been revised to include the type of bat surveys to be 
conducted prior to construction; that such surveys will be conducted by a qualified 
bat biologist; and that any avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures 
deemed necessary will be developed in consultation with CDFW. 

A1-5 The commenter recommends revising APM-BIO-12 to reflect that the nest avoidance 
buffer, if willow flycatchers are detected during pre-construction surveys, should be 
“500 feet or in consultation with California Department of Fish and Wildlife.” The 
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commenter also suggests modifying APM-BIO-13 to include the need for a state 
Incidental Take Permit (ITP) should project construction be potentially conducted 
within habitat that is occupied by willow flycatcher during the nesting season. APM-
BIO-12 has been revised to include the text regarding nest buffers suggested by the 
commenter. APM-BIO-13 has also been revised to note that an ITP may be required 
if construction occurs within habitat currently occupied by willow flycatchers. 

A1-6 The commenter states that because of CDFW’s “no net loss of wetlands” policy, any 
loss of wetland habitat, temporary or permanent, is a significant impact under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). According to the commenter, the 
conclusion in the IS/MND regarding the temporary loss of 1.987 acres of wetland 
habitat associated with pole installation should be revised to significant, and 
mitigation measures should be developed to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

As noted in the beginning of Section 5.4 of the IS/MND, the significance of potential 
impacts on biological resources is based on criteria listed in Appendix G of Section 
15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines. The IS/MND evaluation of whether an impact 
would be “substantial,” and therefore significant in the context of the proposed 
project, considers such factors as the intensity of any disturbance, the amount and/or 
extent (e.g., acreage) of the wetland to be affected, the relative biological value 
(rarity/sensitivity status, ecological functions and values, disturbance history) of the 
wetland, and its relevance within a specified geographical area (e.g., is the wetland 
isolated or part of a complex wetland system; does the impact to the wetland 
contribute substantially to the loss of that resource from a regional perspective). 
These factors are evaluated based on the results of on-site biological surveys and 
studies, results of literature and database reviews, discussions with biological experts, 
and established and recognized ecological and biodiversity concepts and assumptions. 

To summarize the conditions for the relevant part of the proposed project, 17 
upgraded wooden transmission poles would be placed within habitats that were 
determined to meet the criteria as wetlands potentially under the jurisdiction of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The vast majority of these wetland areas that are 
characterized in Appendix D (Lassen Substation Jurisdictional Delineation Report; 
Power Engineers 2015) of the PEA are dry or seasonally wet montane meadow, much 
of which has been disturbed by heavy grazing. Based on surveys conducted in 2014 
and 2015, none of these meadow habitats support, or potentially support, threatened 
or endangered species that would be impacted by the installation of the new poles. 
Further, none of these montane meadow wetlands hydrologically support or connect 
to rare or sensitive habitats such as vernal pools.  
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The commenter states that the conclusion in the IS/MND that temporary impacts to 
1.987 acres of wetland habitat would be “less than significant” is incorrect. With 
respect to the potential for temporary impacts, the new poles would be installed 
adjacent (within 5 to 8 feet) to the existing poles, and access to the pole installation 
work areas would occur along an existing maintenance access route. Furthermore, 
and as stated on page 5-22 of the Draft IS/MND, a number of APMs are proposed to 
avoid and/or minimize the potential for adverse impacts, including temporary 
impacts, on wetland habitats. These include APM-BIO-3 (minimize vegetation 
impacts, revegetate impacted areas), APM-BIO-5 (use of special access methods to 
avoid/minimize temporary impacts to wetlands due to access), APM-BIO-6 
(environmental monitors during construction to ensure avoidance of native vegetation 
and unique resources), APM-BIO-8 (Worker Environmental Awareness Program), 
and APM-BIO-10 (restriction to established roadways and access routes), that would 
avoid and/or substantially minimize impacts on wetlands. In particular, APM-BIO-5 
stipulates that high density polyethylene (HDPE) driving mats, portable road 
platforms, or similar technologies would be used to minimize temporary impacts to 
wetland vegetation and soils due to vehicle access to pole replacement sites. Because 
of the short duration associated with removal of existing poles and installation of new 
poles, any compressed vegetation is expected to recover in a short time. 

As noted in Section 5.4.3 of the Draft IS/MND, APMs are intended to minimize the 
potential for impacts resulting from construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
proposed project before such impacts can occur. With implementation of these 
measures before and during pole extraction and installation-related activities within 
identified wetland habitat areas, temporary impacts associated with pole installation 
work areas and access are expected to be offset by these APMs. 

As noted in the commenter’s recitation of the California Fish and Game 
Commission’s Wetlands Policy, the policy states, “the Commission opposes wetland 
development proposals unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures there will be 
‘no net loss’ of either wetland habitat values or acreage.” Each of the upgraded 
wooden poles replaces an existing older wooden pole on a 1:1 basis and in a location 
very close (estimated to be within 5 to 8 feet) to the existing poles. Once an older pole 
is removed, the remaining habitat area where the pole was removed is expected to 
revert to wetland habitat with functions and values representative of the existing 
surrounding habitat. Consequently, the reversion of the existing pole locations to 
wetland habitat is expected to offset the loss of wetlands associated with the 
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installation of the new poles such that no net loss of wetland acreage and associated 
functions and values would occur. 

The commenter quotes the IS/MND as stating that “removal of wetland vegetation 
could alter wetland ecosystems and result in localized erosion and filling of waters 
or wetlands down gradient from the site through sedimentation.” The intent of this 
statement was to indicate the type of impacts that could occur on a given site as a 
result of wetland vegetation removal and sedimentation. However, as noted in 
Section 5.4.1 of the IS/MND, much of the montane meadow wetland habitat within 
the proposed right-of-way (ROW) is heavily grazed; it is also within relatively flat 
terrain. In addition, the amount of habitat to be permanently removed in association 
with new pole installations would total only 28.58 square feet. Furthermore, soil 
and earth extracted from the new pole locations would be used to fill the holes left 
from the extraction of the nearby existing poles; any excess soil and earth would be 
hauled from the site. Therefore, because of the very small amount of grazed wetland 
meadow habitat to be removed, and because no local or downgradient sedimentation 
would occur as a result of new pole installation, impacts associated with the project 
are not expected to alter wetland ecosystems or result in localized erosion and 
filling of waters or wetlands downgradient from the site through sedimentation. 

Consequently, because new poles would replace existing poles on a 1:1 basis and the 
areas in which the existing poles would be extracted are expected to revert to wetland 
habitat within a short period, effectively resulting in no permanent net loss of 
wetlands; because installation of new poles would only impact a total 28.58 square 
feet of wetland habitat and is therefore not expected to result in an alteration of 
existing wetland ecosystems; and because the APMs listed in the IS/MND would 
avoid, minimize, and/or otherwise mitigate any potential temporary impacts 
associated with pole installation work areas and access, permanent and temporary 
impacts would not be expected to rise to a level of significance under CEQA. 
Therefore, no change to the IS/MND conclusion regarding the significance of wetland 
impacts has been made. 

As a result of this comment, Section 5.4.4(c) of the IS/MND has been revised to 
provide further clarification regarding wetland impacts, specifically the following 
rationale supporting a less than significant impact: 

In summary, (1) much of the wetland habitat where poles would be 
installed is relatively disturbed due to heavy grazing; (2) no 
threatened/endangered plant or animal species are known to occur 
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within the areas of wetland habitat to be impacted by pole 
installation; (3) the wetland habitats that would receive new poles 
do not hydrologically or ecologically support rare habitats such as 
vernal pools; (4) no net loss of wetland habitat acreage or functions 
and values is expected to occur since the locations where the 
existing poles would be removed are expected to revert to wetland 
habitat at a similar square footage and with similar functions and 
values as the habitat that would be impacted by the new poles; (5) 
the total amount of permanent impacts (28.58 square feet) 
associated with pole installation and the potential temporary 
impacts (1.97 acres) associated with vehicle access and pole 
installation work areas is quite small in relation to the amount of 
existing wetland habitat within the ROW; and (6) implementation 
of the proposed APMs included in this Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is expected to either avoid or substantially 
minimize the potential for temporary impacts associated with pole 
installation. Potential impacts on wetland habitats as a result of the 
proposed project are not expected to rise to the level of a substantial 
adverse impact (Section 5.4.4(c) of this IS/MND). 

A1-7 The commenter recommends that APM-BIO-6 be revised to give the environmental 
monitor authority to halt construction activities if it is determined that such activities 
may adversely affect special-status species and until the monitor can contact 
appropriate resource agencies for consultation. APM-BIO-6 has been revised per the 
commenter’s recommendation.  

A1-8 The commenter requests that any special-status species/natural communities detected 
during project surveys be reported to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). No special-status plant or wildlife species were observed during the initial 
reconnaissance-level surveys conducted for the project site. However, the project 
proponent will ensure that any observations of special-status plant or wildlife species 
recorded during the more focused pre-construction surveys required by the IS/MND 
(APM-BIO-1, APM-BIO-7, APM-BIO-12) will be submitted to the CNDDB.  
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B. Organizations 
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Response to Comment Letter B1 

Gateway Neighborhood Association (GNA) 
Raven Stevens 

December 21, 2016 

B1-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND); therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  

B1-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required.  

B1-3 The commenter raises concerns regarding the link between the proposed project and 
the Crystal Geyser bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project). The propoosed 
project has utility independent of the Crystal Geyser project, and permitting of the 
Crystal Geyser bottling plant is not required for the function of the proposed project. 
It is, therefore, the view of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) that 
the proposed substation is independent of the Crystal Geyser project. Please see 
General Response 1 (GEN1) for a more detailed discussion. The commenter also 
raises concerns regarding the distribution of costs resulting from construction of the 
substation. Determination of cost is outside the purview of the CEQA process, so no 
further response is required. 

B1-4 The comment raises issues and concerns related to the environmental impact report 
for the Crystal Geyser project. The commenter does not raise specific issues related to 
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional 
response is provided or required.  

B1-5 The commenter requests the undergrounding of the transmission lines associated with 
the proposed project. Please see General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding 
undergrounding of the transmission lines.  

B1-6 The commenter’s concerns with the proposed project are noted and will be included 
in the administrative record and considered by the CPUC during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter B2 

We Advocate Thorough Environmental Review (W.A.T.E.R.) 
Bruce Hillman 

December 22, 2016 

B2-1 The commenter restates information from the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) indicating that the proposed project would serve the proposed 
Crystal Geyser bottling plant (Crystal Geyser project) on Ski Village Road. The 
commenter also states that it is premature to approve the substation prior to the 
approval of the Crystal Geyser project because the substation upgrades would be 
considerably different if the Crystal Geyser project is not constructed. The commenter 
does not, however, present any evidence as to why or how the proposed project would 
be considerably different in the absence of the Crystal Geyser project. Since the 
commenter presents opinion and does not raise substantive issues with the analysis or 
methodology of the IS/MND, no additional response is provided or required. 

B2-2 The commenter states that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requires that “an environmental evaluation must consider the ‘whole of the 
project.’” The California Public Utilities Commission determined that the proposed 
project is independent from the Crystal Geyser project and is not reliant on the 
Crystal Geyser project to function. For a more detailed discussion regarding the 
independence of the proposed project from the Crystal Geyser project, please see 
General Response 1 (GEN1). 

B2-3 The comment states that the potential cumulative effects of both projects cannot 
be assessed until the environmental impact report for the Crystal Geyser project is 
complete, and that the Crystal Geyser project will have a significant visual impact 
on the scenic and tourist-oriented project region. Also, the commenter states that 
because proposed power poles will be 75 feet tall, they will be substantially taller 
than existing poles and may result in a potentially significant aesthetic impact. 
The comment also states that “expanded power lines along Old Stage Road and 
crossing Hatchery Lane will have a very significant visual impact on this gateway 
road.” The comment provides photos of existing power lines visible from 
Hatchery Lane and states that substantial evidence (e.g., the observations of 
nearby residents) has been provided to support the claim that the project may have 
significant impacts to aesthetics.  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-36 May 2017  

Cumulative effects of the proposed project and effects of past projects, current 
projects, and reasonably foreseeably projects are addressed in Section 5.18, 
Mandatory Findings of Significance, of the Draft IS/MND. As discussed in Section 
5.18.1(b), the proposed project would not have impacts that are individually limited 
but cumulatively considerable, and the combined impacts would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact to aesthetic resources. 

Although nearby residents have submitted comment letters in regard to the IS/MND 
prepared for the proposed project, submitted “observations” typically consist of 
personal opinion and fail to provide rationale or evidence to support a significant 
aesthetic impact conclusion associated with proposed project features. “Substantial 
evidence” is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as “facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (14 CCR 15384(b)). 
Mere argument, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion or narrative is not substantial 
evidence for a fair argument that a project may have a significant adverse impact 
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2(c); 14 CCR 15384(a)); neither is 
the mere possibility of adverse impact on a few people, as opposed to the environment 
in general (Association for Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 
720, 734; Banker’s Hill, Hillcrest, Park West Community Preservation Group v. City of 
San Diego (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 249, 279 (effect of project on private views of a few 
adjacent homeowners does not constitute a significant effect on environment for 
purposes of CEQA)). Although relevant “personal observations of area residents on 
nontechnical subjects may sometimes qualify as substantial evidence” (Pocket 
Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928), the “observations” 
of unnamed residents referenced in the commenter’s letter are vague, unsubstantiated 
opinion and therefore do not rise to the level of substantial evidence for purposes of 
CEQA (see Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Dev. v. City of Porterville 
(2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885, 903 (holding that “vague complaints” by residents about a 
possible impact on the overall aesthetics of the local area resulting from approval of a 
housing subdivision do not constitute substantial evidence)). Complaints, fears, and 
suspicions about a project’s potential environmental impact likewise do not constitute 
substantial evidence (Joshua Tree Downtown Bus. All. v. Cty. of San Bernardino 
(2016) 1 Cal. App. 5th 677, 690).  

Further, the cases cited by the commenter, Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento 
(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903 and Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. 
Montecito Water Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, are both characterized by a clear 
and significant change to the existing environment and are therefore inapposite (San 
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Francisco Beautiful v. City & Cty. of San Francisco (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 1012, 
1030 (distinguishing Pocket Protectors and Ocean View and holding that the 
telecommunications project, which proposed to place 726 metal cabinets on city 
sidewalks as part of fiber-optic network expansion, would not cause significant 
aesthetic impact because “such structures are already a ubiquitous feature of the 
environment”)). For example, in Pocket Protectors, the proposed residential project 
was to be built on undeveloped land, in a manner inconsistent with zoning (124 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 908-909, 911). In Ocean View, the aluminum roof at issue was 
proposed to cover a 4-acre reservoir and would substantially alter the views from 
public trails (116 Cal.App.4th at pp. 398, 401).   

In contrast, here, 50- to 60-foot-tall transmission poles are already existing features in 
the landscape and are a routine presence in existing views of the area. Although the 
replacement poles would be approximately 25 feet taller than the existing poles, the 
replacement poles would have a similar vertical profile and would be installed at or 
near the location of the existing poles, thus avoiding the introduction of substantially 
new forms and lines to the landscape (IS/MND, p. 5.1-32). Similarly, the proposed 
new substation would be built 375 feet to the west of the existing substation and 
would include colors and components similar to those of the existing facility; 
therefore, unlike the residential development and aluminum roof at issue in Pocket 
Protectors and Ocean View, any changes to the existing physical environment would 
be negligible at best  (IS/MND, p. 5.1-32). 

Similar to the photos of existing conditions presented in the IS/MND, the photos 
provided with this comment depict the existing visual baseline in the project area and 
illustrate the tall scale and repeating vertical and horizontal lines of existing electrical 
transmission infrastructure. However, as discussed above, the fact that new 
replacement poles would display a taller vertical scale than existing poles would not 
result in a significant aesthetic impact. Such a statement and finding fails to consider 
the existing visual setting and the context in which the proposed project would be 
implemented. The Draft IS/MND discloses that existing wooden transmission line 
support poles would be replaced with “taller wooden poles” and that “additional 
conductor lines would be strung on the replacement poles.” The Draft IS/MND goes 
on to state that “the replacement poles would display a thin vertical profile similar to 
the existing poles and the increased structure height would not substantially alter 
existing views or create substantially stronger line contrast.” Visual simulations are 
provided in the IS/MND to support the analysis and the characterization of project 
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impacts to existing views and visual quality and character. Please refer to IS/MND 
Section 5.1, Aesthetics. 

An MND may be overturned only if it can be fairly argued on the basis of 
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant environmental impact 
(No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75). Where there is no 
substantial evidence included in the record contradicting the findings of the 
administrative agency, the agency’s decision must be upheld. “Once a negative 
declaration is issued … that decision is protected by concerns for finality and 
presumptive correctness” (Snarled Traffic Obstructs Progress v. City and County 
of San Francisco (1999) 74 Cal.App.4th 793, 797 (citing California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21167.2, and Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1130)). 
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Response to Comment Letter B3 

Water Flows Free 
Vicki Gold 

December 23, 2016 

B3-1 The commenter’s objection to the project name is noted, and is included in the 
administrative record. It will be considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) during deliberations for the project. However, the name of the substation is not a 
physical impact to the environment, so it is not a comment that can be addressed within a 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document. Since the comment does not 
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), no additional response is 
provided or required.  

B3-2 The commenter’s observation regarding the environmental issue areas involving at 
least one impact that is a potentially significant impact is correct. Aesthetics is not 
checked because, as demonstrated in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, potential impacts to 
scenic vistas, damage to scenic resources within a state scenic highway, substantial 
degradation to the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, 
and day- and nighttime views in the area resulting from implementation of the 
proposed project were determined to be less than significant. As such, the IS/MND 
does not include aesthetics-focused mitigation.  

 The IS/MND considers the scenic value of the landscape and identifies multiple 
scenic vistas in the area. In Section 5.1.4(a), views from several locations from 
Interstate 5 (I-5) through the project area and views from local area roads, including 
North and South Old Stage Road, West Ream Avenue, West A Barr Road, Hatchery 
Lane, West Jesse Street, and Michele Drive, are considered in the scenic vista 
analysis and are evaluated for potential impacts. As mentioned by the commenter, 
existing power lines are visible in views from these roadways, and these elements are 
capable of interrupting the views of passing motorists. The IS/MND describes 
existing visual conditions of the landscape, including the presence of existing power 
lines that would slightly diminish aesthetic impacts associated with implementation of 
the proposed project. However, power lines and support poles are established features 
in the landscape; therefore, these elements contribute to the seen landscape in existing 
views and to the current visual character of the area.  
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B3-3 The commenter provides an excerpt of Section 4.6.3, Underground Distribution, of 
the Draft IS/MND regarding overhead to underground transition structures, and the 
commenter states the opinion that underground is far preferable for the entire project. 
The commenter’s preference is noted and will be included in the administrative 
record and considered by the CPUC during project deliberation. Since the comment 
does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the IS/MND, no additional response is provided or required.  

 The proposed heights of replacement poles and structures at the proposed substation, 
including transmission and distribution poles, were identified in the Draft IS/MND. 
Please refer to Section 4.4.1, Substation, for a discussion of the heights of structures at 
the substation (the tallest structure at the substation would be approximately 40 feet 
tall), and Section 4.4.2, Transmission Line Upgrades, for a discussion of heights of 
replacement poles (generally 75 to 90 feet tall). Located 30 to 50 feet west of the fenced 
boundary of the substation, new guyed wooden poles would be between 80 and 90 feet 
tall and approximately 19 inches in diameter. The commenter’s statement that the 
additional thickness of the cable will be a visual blight is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the CPUC during project deliberation.  

The commenter’s opinion on the proposed project—and, more specifically, the 
significance of aesthetic impacts as demonstrated in Figures 5.1-2, 5.1-3, and 5.1-4 of 
the Draft IS/MND—is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the CPUC during project deliberation. Please refer to Section 5.1.4(c), 
which presents the analysis on potential impacts to existing visual character or quality 
from Viewpoints 1, 2, and 3.  

The views of recreationists at Lake Siskiyou, City of Mount Shasta Parks, and the 
Shasta–Trinity National Forest are not considered in the IS/MND’s aesthetics analysis 
because the presence of intervening terrain and vegetation between these recreational 
areas and project components would screen or otherwise limit the availability of 
views to project components. The views of motorists are considered in the analysis, 
and, as noted by the commenter, motorists could include persons traveling to 
recreational areas and facilities in the surrounding area.  

B3-4 Please see General Response 4 (GEN4) regarding the project and compliance with 
undergrounding requirements of local ordinances.  

B3-5 The commenter states that Figure 5.1-8 does not provide an adequate comparison of 
the visual impacts to be expected by the project, but does not include specific 
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comments regarding the inadequacy of the figure images. Figure 5.1-8 presents an 
existing view and simulated view of project components (located approximately 0.25 
miles away) from the northbound travel lane of I-5, approximately 0.35 miles north of 
the West Lake Street Overpass. As discussed in the IS/MND, Figure 5.1-8 and 
Viewpoint 3 present a representative view that is available to passing I-5 motorists 
and project area residents located within the middleground distance (i.e., 0.25 miles to 
0.75 miles) of the existing 69-kilovolt transmission line.  

B3-6 The commenter requests that future changes to the project be presented to the 
community. Future public meetings would be at the discretion of the Administrative 
Law Judge and are outside the purview of the CEQA process.  

B3-7 Please refer to response to comment B3-3.  

B3-8 The commenter’s information is noted and is included in the administrative record. It 
will be considered by the CPUC during project deliberation. Since the comment does 
not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
IS/MND, no additional response is provided or required.  

B3-9 The letters submitted are included in the administrative record and will be considered by 
the CPUC during deliberations for the project.  
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Response to Comment Letter B4 

Water Flows Free 
Vicki Gold 

December 23, 2016 

B4-1 The commenter raises concerns regarding the impacts of EMF (electromagnetic 
frequencies). Section XI of the Application for a Permit to Construct addresses the 
measures taken to reduce EMF exposure in accordance with the California Public 
Utilities Commission’s “no cost” and “low cost” magnetic field reduction measures, 
and the analysis supporting these measures is provided in Appendix C of the 
application. EMF effects are assessed as part of the wider Permit to Construct, and are 
not assessed as part of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. As 
such, no further response is needed or required. 
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Response to Comment Letter B5 

Mt. Shasta Tomorrow (non-profit corporation) 
Dale La Forest 

December 23, 2016 

B5-1 The commenter resubmitted comments previously submitted as part of a protest to the 
proposed project’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA). The PEA contains 
the applicant’s environmental analysis, for which the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) is not responsible. It is one of several source documents used by 
the CPUC to prepare the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND). The entirety of the comments submitted address the PEA, and many of the 
comments are now moot since the project has been redesigned or impacts have been 
mitigated where necessary. It is not possible, therefore, to ascertain which comments 
are relevant to the IS/MND. Since there are no specific comments relating to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the IS/MND, no additional response can be 
provided or is required.  

The commenter was contacted on December 28, 2016, and given until January 16, 
2017, to update comments to directly address the IS/MND; no response had been 
received by the time of this Final IS/MND. 
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Response to Comment Letter B6 

Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center 
Richard Lucas 

December 23, 2016 

B6-1 The commenter’s concerns about the proposed project are noted and will be included 
in the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation.  

B6-2 The commenter requests that the proposed replacement transmission line be placed 
underground, citing local ordinance requirements. Please see General Response 4 
(GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the relationship between the proposed project and 
local City and County utility ordinances. 

B6-3 The commenter suggests that Crystal Geyser Water Company should pay for the 
upgrade to the transmission system. Determination of cost is outside the purview of 
the CEQA process, and no further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter B7 

Siskiyou Economic Development – Tonya Dowse 
December 12, 2016 

B7-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C1 

Market Place Insurance Services 
Larry Stock 

December 7, 2016 

C1-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C2 

Ted Marconi 
December 8, 2016 

C2-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C3 

Nancy J. Gandrau 
December 13, 2016 

C3-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C4 

Kathy Zavada 
December 20, 2016 

C4-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) during project deliberation. The CPUC has determined that 
there are no potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed project; as 
such, the California Environmental Quality Act does not require an environmental 
impact report. Since the commenter does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C5 

David A. Casebeer 
December 21, 2016 

C5-1 The commenter’s opinion on the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The commenter raised concerns about the distribution of 
project cost. However, issues regarding cost are outside the scope of the California 
Environmental Quality Act process, and no further response is required. The 
commenter also raises concerns regard the proposed project’s impacts on aesthetics. 
Please see General Response 3 (GEN3) regarding the response to aesthetics impacts 
of the proposed project. 

C5-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C6 

Mark Greenberg 
December 21, 2016 

C6-1 The commenter raises concerns about the link between the proposed project and the 
Crystal Geyser bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project). The proposed project 
has utility independent of the Crystal Geyser project, and permitting of the Crystal 
Geyser project is not required for the function of the proposed project. It is, therefore, 
the view of the California Public Utilities Commission that the proposed substation is 
independent of the Crystal Geyser project. Please see General Response 1 (GEN1) for 
a more detailed discussion. The commenter also raises concerns regarding the 
distribution of costs resulting from construction of the substation. Determination of 
cost is outside the purview of the California Environmental Quality Act process, and 
no further response is required. 

C6-2 The commenter indicates that local ordinances require undergrounding of 
transmission lines. Please see General Response 4 (GEN4) regarding the application 
of local ordinances to the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment Letter C7 

Francis Mangels 
December 21, 2016 

C7-1 The commenter requests that lines be undergrounded to avoid aesthetic impacts. 
Undergrounding of transmission lines would be considered if it is a feasible 
alternative necessary to mitigate a significant impact to an environmental resource 
(i.e., to reduce a significant aesthetics impact). The California Public Utilities 
Commission’s analysis indicates that the proposed project would not result in a 
significant impact to aesthetics resources, so undergrounding is not considered as a 
project alternative. Lines are not undergrounded as a matter of routine because of 
increased cost and potential to result in greater impacts to other resources; in this 
case, wetlands.  

C7-2 The commenter raises concerns regarding the distribution of costs resulting from 
construction of the substation. Determination of cost is outside the purview of the 
California Environmental Quality Act process, and no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter C8 

Todd Cory 
December 22, 2016 

C8-1 The commenter asks who will be responsible for transformer upgrades to support 
interconnection of the Box Canyon Hydroelectric Dam should the primary voltage for 
the proposed project be upgraded to 115 kilovolts. Questions of cost are outside the 
scope of the California Environmental Quality Act. Since the commenter does not 
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), no additional response is 
provided or required. 

C8-2 The commenter contends that the condition of the substation is misrepresented and 
that staff indicated that there had been no upgrades since the 1930s. The California 
Public Utilities Commission’s position, as stated in Section 4.2, Project Objectives, of 
the IS/MND, is that there are several elements of the existing system that require 
upgrading, including wooden support framing, transformers, breakers, and 
distribution lines that are inadequately located in culverts under the jurisdiction of the 
California Department of Transportation. There is sufficient evidence to support the 
need to rebuild the existing substation, which would be built to modern standards and 
would require a new substation location.  

C8-3 The commenter indicates that the proposed replacement transmission lines should be 
placed underground, citing conformity with local ordinances. Please see General 
Response 4 (GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the application and relationship 
between the proposed project and local City and County utility ordinances. Also, 
please note that components of the proposed project, including upgrading the 
transmission line and installing replacement poles, are evaluated for potential impacts 
to scenic resources in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the IS/MND. 
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Response to Comment Letter C9 

Joel Goodman 
December 22, 2016 

C9-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C10 

Bobby J. Henson 
December 22, 2016 

C10-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND); therefore, no additional response is 
provided or required.  

C10-2 Please see General Response 4 (GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the relationship 
between the proposed project and local City and County undergrounding ordinances. 
Also note that components of the proposed project, including upgrading the 
transmission line and installing replacement poles, are evaluated for potential impacts 
to aesthetic resources in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the IS/MND. 



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-148 May 2017  

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-149 May 2017  

 



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-150 May 2017  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-151 May 2017  

Response to Comment Letter C11 

Marilyn Lemmon 
December 22, 2016 

C11-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation.  

The commenter requests that the proposed replacement transmission line be placed 
underground, citing local ordinance requirements. Please see General Response 4 
(GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the relationship between the proposed project and 
local City and County utility ordinances. Also note that components of the proposed 
project, including upgrading the transmission line and installing replacement poles, 
are evaluated for potential impacts to aesthetic resources in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. The commenter suggests that 
Crystal Geyser Water Company should pay for the upgrade to the transmission 
system. Determination of cost is outside the purview of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) process, and no further response is required.  

The commenter requests that a public hearing be held on the proposed project. 
Requests for hearings lies outside the purview of the CEQA process. The occurrence, 
location, and timing of any such hearings would be at the discretion of the 
Administrative Law Judge and the Commissioner assigned to the proceeding. 
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Response to Comment Letter C12 

Dan Rice 
December 22, 2016 

C12-1 The commenter’s support for the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C13 

Mary Saint-Marie 
December 22, 2016 

C13-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND); therefore, no additional response is 
provided or required.  

C13-2 The commenter requests that a public hearing be held on the proposed project. 
Requests for hearings lies outside the purview of the California Environmental 
Quality Act process. The occurrence, location, and timing of any such hearing would 
be at the discretion of the Administrative Law Judge and the Commissioner assigned 
to the proceeding. 

C13-3 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C14 

Marilyn C. Taylor 
December 22, 2016 

C14-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  

Please see General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding the undergrounding of  
transmission lines. 
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Response to Comment Letter C15 

Marsha Yates 
December 22, 2016 

C15-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND); therefore, no additional response is 
provided or required.  

The commenter requests the undergrounding of transmission lines associated with the 
proposed project. See General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding undergrounding of 
transmission lines.  

C15-2 The commenter suggests that Crystal Geyser Water Company should pay for the upgrade 
to the transmission system. Determination of cost is outside the purview of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, and no further response is required. 

C15-3 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required.  

C15-4 The commenter asks why the transmission line cannot be hidden, and indicates that City 
and County ordinances require undergrounding of utilities. See General Response 4 
(GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the relationship between the proposed project and local 
City and County utility ordinances, which include the undergrounding ordinances. 

C15-5 The commenter raises issues about the Crystal Geyser bottling plant project, but does 
not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  

C15-6 The commenter requests that a public hearing be held on the proposed project. 
Requests for hearings lie outside the purview of the CEQA process. The occurrence, 
location, and timing of any such hearing would be at the discretion of the 
Administrative Law Judge and the Commissioner assigned to the proceeding. 

C15-7 Please refer to response to comment C15-2. 
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Response to Comment Letter C16 

John Adamson 
December 23, 2016 

C16-1 The commenter’s support for the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C17 

Daniel Axelrod 
December 23, 2016 

C17-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  

C17-2 The commenter raises concerns regarding segmentation (i.e., perceived piece-
mealing) of the proposed project when considered with the Crystal Geyser bottling 
plant project (Crystal Geyser project). Please see General Response 1 (GEN1) for a 
detailed response regarding the independent utility of the proposed substation. 

C17-3 The commenter requests the undergrounding of transmission lines. See General 
Response 2 (GEN2) regarding undergrounding of transmission lines. 

C17-4 The commenter states that the need for the substation is entirely driven by the Crystal 
Geyser project. As discussed in GEN1, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) considers the proposed project to have utility outside of the load growth that 
may be driven by the Crystal Geyser project. As such, the need for the substation can 
be viewed independently of the Crystal Geyser project. 

C17-5 The commenter’s statements about the proposed project are noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the CPUC during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C18 

Laura Berryhill 
December 23, 2016 

C18-1 The commenter suggests that the financial burden of the proposed project should not 
be borne by local ratepayers, and that, in essence, Crystal Geyser Water Company 
should pay for the upgrade to the transmission system. Determination of cost and cost 
distribution are outside the purview of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) process, and is therefore not addressed in the response to comments; no 
further response is required.  

C18-2 The commenter requests that a public hearing be held on the proposed project. 
Requests for hearings lies outside the purview of the CEQA process. The occurrence, 
location, and timing of any such hearing would be at the discretion of the 
Administrative Law Judge and the Commissioner assigned to the proceeding. 

C18-3 The commenter states that the proposed project would not be required if the Crystal 
Geyser bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project) fails to gain its permit. The 
California Public Utilities Commission has determined that the proposed project has 
independent utility from the Crystal Geyser project; as such, it is not contingent upon 
the permitting of the Crystal Geyser project. Please see General Response 1 (GEN1) 
for a more detailed discussion regarding the relationship between the Crystal Geyser 
project and the proposed project.  

C18-4 The commenter requests that the proposed replacement transmission line be placed 
underground, citing local ordinance requirements. Please see General Response 4 
(GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the relationship between the proposed project and 
local City and County utility ordinances. 
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Response to Comment Letter C19 

Molly Young Brown 
December 23, 2016 

C19-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND); therefore, no additional response is provided or required. 

C19-2 The commenter requests the undergrounding of the transmission lines associated with 
the proposed project; please see General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding 
undergrounding of transmission lines.  

C19-3 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation. Since the comment does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the IS/MND, no 
additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C20 

Angelina Cook 
December 23, 2016 

C20-1 The commenter states that the substation should maintain or improve the aesthetics of 
the area, that the upgrade should not enable the Crystal Geyser Water Company to 
fragment that project, and that the proposed project should not result in higher net 
carbon emissions from the Mount Shasta Bioregion. 

Relating to aesthetics, the proposed project’s impacts on visual resources are 
evaluated for potential impacts to scenic resources in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) has determined that the project as proposed would 
have no significant impacts. 

The relationship between the proposed project and the Crystal Geyser bottling plant 
project (Crystal Geyser project) is described in Section 4.2, Project Objectives, and 
Section 5.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance, of the IS/MND. The independence 
of the proposed project from the Crystal Geyser project is also discussed in General 
Response 1 (GEN1).  

Impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are analyzed in Section 5.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the IS/MND. As discussed in Section 5.7, operational 
activities as a result of the proposed project would be similar to current activities and 
would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions above existing conditions. 
Additionally, the project would remove the existing sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 
distribution breakers, which would reduce any potential SF6 leakage and associated 
GHG emissions during operation of the proposed project. The only GHG emissions that 
would be generated as part of project implementation would be during the short-term 
construction period; those emissions would be approximately 94 metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (MT CO2E) per year when amortized over a conservative 20-year 
project life. Therefore, there would be a minor increase in GHG emissions as a result of 
short-term construction activities; however, these emissions would be less than the 900 
MT CO2E screening threshold applied for the purposes of analyzing GHG impacts under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As discussed in Section 5.7 of the 
IS/MND, this screening threshold is based on the approach outlined in the California 
Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s report CEQA and Climate Change 
(CAPCOA 2008).  
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C20-2 The commenter requests that the proposed replacement transmission lines be placed 
underground, citing conformity with local ordinance requirements. Please see General 
Response 4 (GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the application of and relationship 
between the proposed project and local City and County utility ordinances. In 
addition, components of the proposed project, including upgrading the transmission 
line and installing replacement poles, are evaluated for potential impacts to scenic 
resources in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the IS/MND. 

C20-3 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required. 

C20-4 The CPUC has determined that the proposed project has independent utility from the 
Crystal Geyser project; as such, the project is not contingent upon the permitting of 
the Crystal Geyser project. Please see General Response 1 (GEN1) for a more 
detailed discussion regarding the relationship between the Crystal Geyser project and 
the proposed project. 

C20-5 The comments on the proposed project are noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the CPUC during project deliberation. The 
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. 
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Response to Comment Letter C21 

Shanta Gabriel 
December 23, 2016 

C21-1 The commenter questions why the substation has to be in Mount Shasta. A substation 
cannot be located too far from the load that it serves because the line losses would 
become prohibitive; that is, the system would be highly inefficient, it would be 
difficult to maintain grid synchronization, and the system would be subject to loss of 
electricity due to resistance in the wires. Consequently, the selection of a site adjacent 
to the existing substation is appropriate since it would not reduce the efficiency of the 
system overall.  

C21-2 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C22 

Beverly Jean Harlan 
December 23, 2016 

C22-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C23 

Rhea Harlow 
December 23, 2016 

C23-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The commenter raises concerns regarding the devaluation 
of property and reduction in quality of visual resources, specifically requesting the 
undergrounding of the transmission lines associated with the proposed project.  

Property devaluation is not addressed within the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) unless there is evidence that devaluation would result in an impact to the 
physical environment. Since there is no evidence of such an impact, devaluation is 
not assessed as part of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) for the proposed project, and no further response is necessary. 

Under CEQA, there would be no potentially significant impacts to aesthetic resources 
related to the transmission lines. Please see General Response 2 (GEN2) for a more 
detailed response regarding undergrounding of transmission lines.  

The commenter requests more detailed accounting for the cost of the project, 
including a clear understanding of how the cost relates to the Crystal Geyser bottling 
plant project (Crystal Geyser project). Determination of cost is outside the purview of 
the CEQA process; therefore, it is not addressed as part of the response to comments. 
No further response is required. 

The comment regarding the interrelationship between the proposed project and the 
Crystal Geyser project does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided or 
required. Please see General Response 1 (GEN1) for a more detailed discussion 
regarding the relationship between the Crystal Geyser project and the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment Letter C24 

Tom Hesseldenz 
December 23, 2016 

C24-1 The comments on the proposed project are noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comments do not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C25 

Ana Holub 
December 23, 2016 

C25-1 The comments regarding Crystal Geyser, local water supply, and expansion costs 
responsibility do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no 
additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition to the 
proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  

Please refer to General Response 3 (GEN3) regarding the proposed project and its 
potential impacts to aesthetic resources. Also, the commenter requests that the 
proposed replacement transmission line be placed underground. Please refer to 
General Response 4 (GEN4) for a detailed analysis of the relationship between the 
proposed project and local City and County utility ordinances, including 
undergrounding policies.  
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Response to Comment Letter C26 

Joa Janakoayas 
December 23, 2016 

C26-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The comments on the 
proposed project are noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C27 

Carol Jenkins 
December 23, 2016 

C27-1 Please refer to General Response 3 (GEN3) regarding the proposed project and 
potential impacts to aesthetic resources.  

The comment regarding Crystal Geyser does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The 
commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C28 

Bill Korbel 
December 23, 2016 

C28-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C29 

Kate Korbel 
December 23, 2016 

C29-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C30 

Victoria Lee 
December 23, 2016 

C30-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C31 

Tracie Lin 
December 23, 2016 

C31-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  

As discussed in General Response 1 (GEN1), the proposed project has utility 
independent of the Crystal Geyser bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project); as 
such, there is no requirement for the Crystal Geyser project to be completed prior to 
the decision to construct the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment Letter C32 

Gayin Linx 
December 23, 2016 

C32-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C33 

Dori Mondon 
December 23, 2016 

C33-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C34 

Betsy Phair 
December 23, 2016 

C34-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C35 

David Moss 
December 23, 2016 

C35-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C36 

Jeannine Michaelson 
December 23, 2016 

C36-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-268 May 2017  

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-269 May 2017  

 



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-270 May 2017  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-271 May 2017  

Response to Comment Letter C37 

Catherine Preus 
December 23, 2016 

C37-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C38 

Carolyn Real 
December 23, 2016 

C38-1 The commenter requests that the proposed replacement transmission line be placed 
underground. Please see General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding the undergrounding 
of transmission lines. 

The comment regarding the Crystal Geyser bottling plant project does not raise 
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no additional response is 
provided or required. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted 
and will be included in the administrative record and considered by the California 
Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C39 

John Sanguinetti 
December 23, 2016 

C39-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed upgrades and the perceived effect 
on visual resources and risk posed to Mercy Hospital (Mercy Medical Center Mount 
Shasta (Mercy Medical Center)) are noted and will be included in the administrative 
record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project 
deliberation. Components of the proposed project, including upgrading the 
transmission line and installing replacement poles, are evaluated in the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for potential impacts to aesthetic 
resources, including scenic vistas, scenic resources within a state scenic highway, 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, and day- and 
nighttime views due to the introduction of new sources of substantial light or glare 
(see Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the IS/MND).  

The commenter raises concerns regarding the need to keep transmission rights-of-way 
(ROWs) clear of brush and trees, as required by General Order 95 (GO 95). The 
proposed poles would replace existing poles in an existing ROW, which is already 
maintained and cleared as required by GO 95. As such, the proposed project would not 
result in the need to clear additional forest or otherwise remove trees, brush, or scrub 
beyond what is already required for the existing facilities. Therefore, no additional 
impacts would result from the replacement of existing poles with newer poles. 

The commenter raises concerns regarding the risk that the proposed pole replacement 
may pose to helicopters approaching Mercy Medical Center, which is east of 
Interstate 5. California Department of Transportation dataplates for the Mercy 
Medical Center of Mount Shasta Heliport indicate that permitted approach paths for 
the heliport are on heading of 150° and 350° (Caltrans 2017). Because the 
replacement poles would be located 0.48 to 0.94 miles from the helipad on nominal 
approach heading of between 2° and 50°, the proposed replacement poles would be 
well outside the approach headings permitted for the helipad and would therefore 
represent minimal risk to approaching helicopters. 

The comment does not raise further specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C40 

Touson Saryon 
December 23, 2016 

C40-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 

C40-2 Please see General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding the undergrounding of  
transmission lines. 
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Response to Comment Letter C41 

Bruce Shoemaker 
December 23, 2016 

C41-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 

C42-2 Requests for hearings lies outside the purview of the California Environmental 
Quality Act process. The occurrence, location, and timing of any such hearing would 
be at the discretion of the Administrative Law Judge and Commissioner assigned to 
the proceeding. 
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Response to Comment Letter C42 

Brian P. Stewart 
December 23, 2016 

C42-1 The commenter requests that a public hearing be held on the proposed project. 
Requests for hearings lies outside the purview of the California Environmental 
Quality Act process. The occurrence, location, and timing of any such hearing would 
be at the discretion of the Administrative Law Judge and Commissioner assigned to 
the proceeding. 

C42-2 The commenter raises concerns regarding the link between the proposed project and 
the Crystal Geyser bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project). The proposed 
project has utility independent of the Crystal Geyser project, and permitting of the 
Crystal Geyser project is not required for the function of the proposed project. It is, 
therefore, the view of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) that the 
proposed substation is independent of the Crystal Geyser project. Please see General 
Response 1 (GEN1) for a more detailed discussion.  

The commenter highlights the Volcanic Scenic Byway. The Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) recognizes that the Volcanic Scenic 
Byway requires dedicated analysis with respect to the viewshed. Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics, of the IS/MND analyses the impacts of the proposed project on views 
from the scenic highway. Please refer to Sections 5.1.4(a), 5.1.4(b), and 5.1.4(c), 
which present an analysis of proposed project components on existing views from the 
Volcanic Scenic Byway.  

The commenter’s views on the proposed project are noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the CPUC during project deliberation. The 
commenter does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C43 

Raymond Strack 
December 23, 2016 

C43-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C44 

Frank Toriello 
December 23, 2016 

C44-1 The commenter indicates that California Environmental Quality Act guidelines 
preclude piece-mealing of projects. It is the view of the California Public Utilities 
Commission, as presented in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
that the proposed project has utility independent of the proposed Crystal Geyser 
bottling plant project. Independent analysis of the impacts of the substation, therefore, 
is not piece-mealing. Please see General Response 1 (GEN1) for further discussion 
regarding the whole of the action and piece-mealing of the project. 

C44-2 The commenter states that the Siskiyou County General Plan requires overhead 
utilities to be placed underground wherever possible in all new developments. Please 
see General Response 4 (GEN4) for further discussion regarding application of City 
and County ordinances to the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment Letter C45 

Jack Trout 
December 23, 2016 

C45-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C46 

Jack Trout 
December 23, 2016 

C46-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s opposition 
to the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C47 

Cecil Wilkerson 
December 23, 2016 

C47-1 The commenter raises concerns regarding the aesthetics of the proposed project, and 
states that the transmission lines should be underground. Please see General Response 
3 (GEN3) regarding the assessment of aesthetics for the proposed project and General 
Response 2 (GEN2) regarding undergrounding the transmission lines for the proposed 
project. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be 
included in the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission during project deliberation.  
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Response to Comment Letter C48 

Monte Bloomer 
December 26, 2016 

C48-1 The commenter does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. However, concerns are raised 
regarding the aesthetics of the proposed project, and the commenter states that the 
transmission lines need to be underground. Please see General Response 3 (GEN3) 
regarding the aesthetic impact of the proposed project and General Response 2 (GEN2) 
regarding the undergrounding of transmission lines. The commenter’s opposition to the 
proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C49 

Suzanne Frost 
December 26, 2016 

C49-1 The commenter’s concerns about the proposed project are noted and will be included 
in the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) during project deliberation.  

The commenter raises concern about the connection between the proposed project and 
the Crystal Geyser bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project). As discussed in the 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) and General Response 1 
(GEN 1), the CPUC has determined that the proposed project has independent utility 
from the Crystal Geyser project. Further, the successful permitting of the Crystal 
Geyser project is not a pre-requisite for the construction and operation of the substation. 
Please see GEN1 regarding the independent utility of the proposed project. 

The commenter raises concerns about the distribution of costs between the Crystal 
Geyser Water Company and other ratepayers. Any discussion regarding cost is outside 
the scope of California Environmental Quality Act; therefore, cost is not addressed. 

The commenter expresses concern regarding the aesthetics of new poles and the 
potential for undergrounding the proposed lines. The CPUC has determined that the 
new poles would not significantly impact sensitive vistas and viewsheds. Please see 
General Response 2 (GEN2) regarding undergrounding of transmission lines. In 
addition, the components of the proposed project, including upgrading the 
transmission line and installing replacement poles, are evaluated in Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics, of the IS/MND for potential impacts to aesthetic resources, including 
scenic vistas, scenic resources within a state scenic highway, existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings, and day- and nighttime views due to the 
introduction of new sources of substantial light or glare. 

The commenter does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided 
or required.  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-320 May 2017  

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-321 May 2017  

 



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-322 May 2017  

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  
  



Final Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
PacifiCorp Lassen Substation Project 

  9264 
 7-323 May 2017  

Response to Comment Letter C50 

Dorian M. Aiello 
December 27, 2016 

C50-1 The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
therefore, no additional response is provided or required. The commenter’s support 
for the proposed project is noted and will be included in the administrative record and 
considered by the California Public Utilities Commission during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter C51 

Jim Cody 
December 23, 2016 

C51-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the proposed project are noted and will be included 
in the administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C52 

Francis Mangels 
December 7, 2016 

C52-1 The commenter states that the ratepayer should not pay for the Crystal Geyser 
bottling plant project (Crystal Geyser project) or “alliance” projects. The Crystal 
Geyser project is currently under review by Siskiyou County and is outside the 
purview of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). The equitable 
distribution of payment for the proposed project between Crystal Geyser Water 
Company and other ratepayers is outside the scope of environmental review. 

The commenter asks whether chemicals released by the Crystal Geyser bottling plant 
into the aquifer would affect the proposed project. The Draft EIR for the Crystal 
Geyser project does not identify any chemicals or mechanism by which legal 
operation of the bottling plant would affect underground transmission lines (County 
of Siskiyou 2017). 

The need for a public hearing is outside the purview of the environmental review. The 
need for additional public hearings will be determined by the Administrative Law Judge.  

The commenter states that impacts to aesthetics were determined to be significant. 
The impact of the proposed project on the aesthetic resources is discussed in 
Section 5.1 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). 
The methods, thresholds, and standards used to analyze impacts of the proposed 
project on aesthetics are discussed in Section 5.1. The proposed project was 
determined to have no significant impact on aesthetics. Since the commenter raises 
no substantive issues with the methods or conclusion of the IS/MND, no further 
response is required or provided. 

The commenter states that the buried lines would redirect aquifer and water flow and 
affect existing utilities and aesthetics. The commenter does not provide substantive 
reasoning or fact to support this opinion. It is, therefore, not possible to ascertain the 
validity of this statement. Since the commenter raises no substantive issues with the 
methods or conclusion of the IS/MND, no further response is required or provided. 

The commenter asks who determined the need for the project. Determination of need 
was initially made by the utility and was subsequently verified by the CPUC. A 
detailed description of the objectives for the proposed project is presented in Section 
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4.2, Project Objectives. Since the commenter does not raise substantive issues with 
the project’s objectives, no further response is required or provided. 

The commenter states that the proposed substation should be part of the Crystal 
Geyser project. The CPUC has determined that the proposed project has 
independently utility from the Crystal Geyser project. Please refer to General 
Response 1 (GEN1) for a more detailed discussion about the relationship between the 
proposed project and the Crystal Geyser project. 

The commenter states that the proposed upgrades to poles would be detrimental to 
visual resources for tourists. The impact of the proposed project on visual resources is 
discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the IS/MND.  

The comment regarding wire noise and hazard and tree removal is not clearly 
understandable in relationship to the proposed project. Since no substantive comment 
can be determined, no response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter C53 

Russ Porterfield 
December 8, 2016 

C53-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  
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Response to Comment Letter C54 

John E. Kennedy Sr. 
December 12, 2016 

C54-1 The commenter’s support of the proposed project is noted and will be included in the 
administrative record and considered by the California Public Utilities Commission 
during project deliberation. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. 
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