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Responses to Comment Set 1 – 
William and Dorothy Goff 
1-1 The commenters’ opposition to the proposed transition station is acknowledged. 

1-2 The land use and neighborhood concerns stated in this comment are consistent with those 
described in EIR Section D.2.3.4 (Land Use) in which the proposed transition station is 
identified as having a significant and unmitigable impact.  Two alternative transition stations are 
studied in the EIR, as well as the PG&E Underground 1B Alternative, all of which would not 
require a transition station at San Bruno Avenue and Glenview Drive.  Additional transition 
station alternatives are considered in the Final EIR, including the Glenview Drive Transition 
Tower Alternative, Trousdale Drive Transition Tower Alternative, and Golf Course Drive 
Transition Station Alternative (see Appendix 1, Section 4.3.1), all of which were carried 
forward to full consideration in the Final EIR for each issue area in Section D.  
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Responses to Comment Set 2 – 
Irving and Karen Olson Stern 
2-1 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF concerns. 

2-2 EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts in Burlingame in Section 
D.3.3 (Impact V-13, Carolands Substation to Transition Station). 

2-3 The installation of a higher voltage transmission line would have no effect on the likelihood of 
an accident for the existing natural gas pipeline.  The presence of a transmission line of any 
voltage does not change the likelihood of an accident on the gas pipeline system.  The most 
likely gas pipeline accident in this area would result from an earthquake that ruptures the 
pipeline. Ignition sources for escaping gas could occur from a fallen distribution line, a 
transmission line (of any voltage), or even a spark created as the gas leaves the pipeline itself. 

2-4 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

2-5 The Watershed Restoration Alternative suggested by the 280 Citizens is considered in Response 
to Comment 40-18 (below).  Also, regarding the need for additional electrical reliability in San 
Francisco, improvements in both transmission and generation are recommended by the 
California ISO. 
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Responses to Comment Set 3 – 
Karen Olson Stern 
3-1 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative is acknowledged.  Appendix 1, 

Alternative Screening Report, in Section 4.3.1.4, now describes the alternative transition station 
suggested in this comment (see also Figure Ap.1-9b).  Consideration of an alternative transition 
tower west of the intersection of Trousdale Avenue and I-280 has been added to each issue 
area’s analysis in the Final EIR under discussion of transition station alternatives (e.g., in 
Section D.3.5.3 for Visual Resources).   

3-2 The description in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.3, Partial Underground Alternative is incorrect and 
reflects an earlier version of the alternative developed during the screening process.  The line 
reconnects with the proposed route as it is displayed in Figure Ap.1-3b at Tower 10/71.  The 
text has been revised to incorporate this correction in the Final EIR. 
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Responses to Comment Set 4 – 
Irving and Karen Olson Stern 
4-1 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

4-2 While a visual simulation was not prepared for the view from residences in this area, the 
simulation prepared for Key Viewpoint 8 (Lexington Avenue) presents a similar view of the 
Proposed Project from adjacent residences.  EIR Section D.3.3, in Impact V-13, Carolands 
Substation to Transition Station, considers the visual impact to Burlingame residents and 
concludes that it would be significant (Class I).   

4-3 Mitigation Measure V-15a (Reduce Views of Proposed Tower 10/69) has been revised.  If the 
Proposed Project is approved, this mitigation measure would require PG&E to relocate Towers 
10/63 to 11/70 to the west of the I-280 Freeway as illustrated in Figure Ap.1-3b (Partial 
Underground Alternative, Detail of West of I-280 Segment).  Mitigation Measure V-15a in the 
Draft EIR required that PG&E obtain an easement across a parcel of residential private 
property (very near the residence) in order that the lines between Towers 10/68 and 10/69 
could cross that parcel.  Given that Tower 10/68 cannot be moved further north to allow 
implementation of this route without crossing the residential property (the tower is located at 
the edge of the Caltrans I-280 ROW), the remaining available mitigation that would reduce the 
high visibility of Tower 10/69 is implementation of the reroute defined for the Partial 
Underground Alternative in which this area west of Burlingame residences would be avoided 
entirely.  This reroute is recommended in Mitigation Measure V-15a. 

It is acknowledged that the elimination of structures would likely result in larger remaining 
structures.  In some cases, this may cause the tower(s) to extend above a treeline depending on 
viewing location.  However, even with increased structure heights and mass, the recommended 
structure removals would result in a net reduction of visible structural mass along a given route 
segment.  Furthermore, the increased tower heights (even if above visible tree lines) are not 
expected to result in significant visual impacts when taken in conjunction with the reduced 
visible structural mass. 

4-4 The installation of a higher voltage transmission line would have no effect on the likelihood of 
an accident for the existing natural gas pipeline (see Response to Comment 2-3).  Transmission 
lines are a flexible system of wires and supports, and transmission line towers are designed for 
a number of different extreme loading conditions.  Often seismic loadings result in less tower 
design load than other extreme loading cases, such as high wind.  Towers are constructed of 
steel angle members that under high stress exhibit a “yielding” type failure not a catastrophic 
break. This is not to say that towers never fail but that this is extremely rare.  When lattice 
towers are overloaded to failure the nature of the structure tends to result in buckling type 
failures where the tower appears to collapse as opposed to an entire tower tipping over intact.  
Regarding the concern that a tower could fall on the commenter’s house, the total height of 
Tower 10/68 is proposed to be 131.5 feet.  The proposed tower would be approximately 50 feet 
west of the existing tower, therefore, your house would be approximately 135 feet from the 
tower uphill from the tower, likely out of reach of damage should the tower fall during an 
earthquake in the direction of your house.  Also, please see Response to Comment 4-3 
regarding Mitigation Measure V-15a.  
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4-5 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  The Partial Underground 
Alternative would require installation of towers at a lower elevation in the Watershed Lands, 
not visible from the east side of I-280.  Under the Proposed Project, if there is not currently a 
tower in the existing view towards the Watershed Lands, it is unlikely even with final 
engineering that a proposed tower would be visible because, in accordance with the CPCN 
project description, the proposed towers would be located very close to existing towers. 

4-6 As endorsed by the commenter, the Partial Underground Alternative includes a segment west of 
I-280 in the Burlingame area, as defined in Figure Ap.1-3b.  Please see Response to Comment 
PPH1-10, and a general discussion of the legal issues regarding line collocation presented in 
Section 2.3.2.1 in Appendix 1.  Also, please see General Response GR-3 regarding the equity 
of impacts and benefits of the project. 

4-7 Corona noise is addressed in Sections D.11.3 (Noise and Vibration) under Impact N-3, Corona 
Noise from the Operation of the Overhead Transmission Line.  PG&E states that it is unaware 
of any maintenance requests in the project area.  Also, please see Response to Comment G-4. 

In general, maintenance practices would not affect EMF levels, because maintenance is targeted 
to the physical condition of the components of lines and substations, the determinants for 
electric and magnetic field levels is the system voltage and current flow, neither of which are 
affected by line maintenance.  See also Response to Comment G-4. 

4-8 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative and opposition to the PG&E 
Route Option 1B is acknowledged.   

4-9 The support for the suggested combination of the Partial Underground Alternative with the 
Sneath Lane Alternative Transition Station is acknowledged.  This combination is also 
supported by the Cities of Burlingame, San Bruno, and Millbrae. 

4-10 Two alternatives in which the transmission line would be installed underground west of the 
existing ROW between the Ralston and Carolands Substations were considered in the 
Alternatives Screening Report, in Sections 4.2.5 (West of ROW, East of I-280 Alternative) and 
4.2.6 (West of Reservoirs Alternative).  While these alternatives might reduce visual impacts to 
adjacent residences, they would create greater visual impacts to a much larger number of 
viewers from I-280, as well as creating potentially significant biological impacts.  Please refer 
to Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding other alternatives west of I-280.   

Regarding the suggested “tunneling” under San Mateo Creek, the creek crossing itself would 
likely be feasible with traditional boring across the waterway, but the construction in bedrock 
on both sides of the very steep canyon would create biological impacts and severe engineering 
challenges, which would make it technically infeasible.  Note that an additional overhead 
crossing of San Mateo Creek has been suggested by PG&E for the Route Option 1B Alternative 
over the Crystal Springs Dam; this is documented in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.1 and evaluated 
in each issue area in Section D. 

4-11 The suggested alternative to eliminate a transition south of Carolands Substation and add a 
transition station west of I-280 has been added to the Final EIR with consideration in each issue 
area in Section D.  The transition station is described in Appendix 1, Section 4,3.1.5.  This 
alternative would not be feasible exactly as described by the commenter.  In order for the 60 
kV line to enter Carolands Substation and serve the surrounding communities, there would have 
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to be either an underground/overhead transition station at or south of Carolands, or an overhead 
crossing of I-280 from a transition station west of I-280. Given that the 60 kV line would be 
east of I-280 at Hayne Road, it makes most sense for that line to continue north to the 
substation, with a 60 kV transition tower at Tower 8/50.  The 230 kV line would remain 
underground, turning west in Hayne Road, and transition to overhead north of the ParkNRide 
lot.  Please see Figure Ap.1-9c.  This alternative transition station is also considered in the EIR 
because it could allow a hybrid alternative with the Route Option 1B south of Hayne Road and 
the Partial Underground Alternative (or Proposed Project) north of the transition station. 

4-12 The EIR in Section D.3.4.2 acknowledges that the significant visual impact in the Cañada Road 
area is still considered to be an improvement over the Proposed Project, which also would have 
significant visual impacts and in a more sensitive and visible area. 

4-13 The commenter’s preference for a route north of Carolands Substation that is entirely west of 
I-280 is consistent with the definition of the Partial Underground Alternative.  Regarding the 
installation of the 60 and 230 kV lines underground west of the existing ROW, please see the 
Response to Comment 4-10.  Also, please see Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding 
possible routes west of I-280.   

4-14 It is noted that the Draft EIR identified an environmentally superior route that would be entirely 
underground, incorporating the PG&E Route Option 1B and the Modified Underground 
Existing 230 kV Alternative. 
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Responses to Comment Set 5 – 
Don Billings 
5-1 The EIR does consider a range of underground alternatives for the entire project route, as 

defined in EIR Section C and Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report.  It is noted that the 
Draft EIR identified an environmentally superior route that would be entirely underground, 
incorporating the PG&E Route Option 1B and the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV 
Alternative. 

5-2 Protection of the transmission line from terrorism is not an environmental issue that can be 
considered under CEQA.  However, this issue can be considered in the CPUC’s general 
proceeding. 
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Responses to Comment Set 6 – 
Dr. & Mrs. John L. Graham 
6-1 The commenter’s support for routes west of I-280 is acknowledged.  It is noted that a 

significant portion of the Partial Underground Alternative would be west of I-280 (north of 
Hayne Road).  In addition, please see Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding the EIR’s 
consideration of alternatives west of I-280. 
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Responses to Comment Set 7 – 
Pokerized4@aol.com 
7-1 The commenter’s support for underground routes is acknowledged.  The EIR does consider a 

range of underground alternatives for the entire project route, as defined in EIR Section C and 
Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report. It is noted that the Draft EIR identified an 
environmentally superior route that would be entirely underground, incorporating the PG&E 
Route Option 1B and the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Alternative. 
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Responses to Comment Set 8 – 
David Krakower 
8-1 The commenter’s support for the PG&E Route Option 1B is acknowledged. 

8-2 The Draft EIR concluded that the underwater route around the dam would be environmentally 
preferred.  The overhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam, addressed in the Alternatives 
Screening Report (Appendix 1) Section 4.2.1, is acknowledged in the EIR Section D.3.4.1 to 
create significant visual impacts.  A different overhead crossing is suggested by PG&E in its 
comment letter; see Figure Ap.1-2c and analysis presented in each issue area in Section D. 

 
 


