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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Cover Letter 
PG-1 In this comment, PG&E states that it can support the CPUC’s identification of the Route 

Option 1B Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative.  The information 
presented about the additional cost of this alternative over the Proposed Project, though not 
considered in the CEQA process, will be considered in the CPUC’s general proceeding. 

PG-2 The CPUC disagrees with the comment that Route Option 1B is the only alternative in the 
Southern Segment that meets project objectives.  The Partial Underground Alternative also 
meets project objectives, as documented in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.3.  The project 
objectives listed in this comment were used in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) 
to evaluate whether each alternative addressed would meet CEQA’s requirement, which is 
that an alternative must meet “most of the basic objectives of the project.”  As documented 
in Appendix 1, the EIR finds that both the Route Option 1B and the Partial Underground 
Alternative meet that test. 

PG-3 The project objective regarding the required date of project completion was one that was 
specifically evaluated for each potential alternative in Appendix 1.  Based on impacts and 
mitigation presented in the EIR, the CPUC finds no reason that the Partial Underground 
Alternative could not be completed on a similar schedule as the Proposed Project or the 
Route Option 1B (which has considerably more underground construction).  The Partial 
Underground Alternative eliminates some issues that would be very challenging and have 
significant potential to cause delay for the Proposed Project: the conversion of lands 
purchased with Land and Water Conservation Fund money (at Edgewood Park and Pulgas 
Ridge Preserve) and the potentially significant biological impacts in these same two parks.   

Consideration of the project need is not evaluated under CEQA.  However, project need 
will be considered separately in the CPUC’s general proceeding..   

PG-4 This comment affirms the Draft EIR’s conclusion that Route Option 1B was the environ-
mentally superior alternative. Regarding options for crossing Crystal Springs Dam, please 
see Response to Comment PG-5. 

PG-5 The comment accurately points out that Appendix 1, Section 4.2.1 (PG&E Underground 
Route Option 1B) identifies several feasible options for crossing Crystal Springs Dam.  
Draft EIR Section E.2.1 (last sentence), in the comparison of alternatives, identifies the 
underwater cable around the dam as the preferred option for use with Option 1B. 

In this comment, PG&E presents information supporting the “top of the dam” and “face of 
the dam” options.  Both of these options are considered in the Draft EIR, because they were 
presented as options in the alternative description (Section 4.2.1, Appendix 1).   

Also, please see Responses to Comments PG-149 and PG-150. 

PG-6 PG&E states that the underwater crossing of the dam may be technically infeasible due to 
the angles required for the directional bore and that water quality impacts may result.  The 
CPUC believes that the underwater cable is feasible (although the southern bore does 
present technical challenges), and that there are measures available to protect water quality.  
Please see Responses to Comments PG-149 and PG-150.   
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PG-7 The comment suggests that a modified overhead crossing of Crystal Springs Dam (see 
Figure Ap.1-2c and additional description in Appendix A, Section 4.2.1) would further 
reduce visual impacts in comparison to the overhead crossing suggested in Figure Ap.1-2b.  
This option would include a bore under I-280 from Skyline Boulevard to the Hillsdale 
Junction Substation, with an overhead crossing involving Towers 6/35, 6/36, 6/37, and 
6/38.  From Tower 6/38, the 230 kV line would connect to a transition structure adjacent to 
Crystal Springs Road, and then transition to underground along Crystal Springs Road to 
Skyline Boulevard, where it would re-join the original Route Option 1B.  It is agreed that 
the crossing as described in the comment and shown in new Figure Ap.1-2c (added to 
Appendix 1, Section 4.2.2) would reduce the Class I significant visual impact to a level that 
would be adverse but not significant (Class III). 

PG-8 PG&E objects to the inclusion and analysis in the DEIR of the Partial Underground 
Alternative.  PG&E makes several points to support its comment:   

• First, that the Partial Underground Alternative is inconsistent with the elimination from 
further consideration of the Route Option 1B With Undergrounding the 60 kV Line 
Alternative;  

• Second, that the Partial Underground Alternative will not meet the objectives of the 
Proposed Project;  

• Third, that the Partial Underground Alternative would, itself, cause adverse impacts 
and entail regulatory delays because of additional compliance requirements; and  

• Fourth, that the Proposed Underground Alternative violates CEQA and constitutional 
standards.   

A new Section 2.3.2.1 has been added to Appendix 1, Alternatives Screening Report, to 
clarify the legal basis on which alternatives have been included in or eliminated from the 
EIR.  The Partial Underground Alternative is discussed in Section 4.2.3 of Appendix 1 to 
the DEIR.  The PG&E Route Option 1B With Undergrounding the 60 kV Line Alternative 
is discussed in Section 4.2.2 of Appendix 1 to the DEIR.  Also, please see Responses to 
280CCC Comments 40-5, 40-16, and 40-28.  

The above-referenced sections explain in detail why the Partial Underground Alternative 
was selected for analysis in the DEIR, including the manner in which it would meet the 
objectives of the Proposed Project, its feasibility, and its compliance with CEQA and 
constitutional standards of nexus and rough proportionality.  Likewise, Section 4.2.2 
explains the reasons why PG&E's Route Option 1B With Undergrounding the 60 kV Line 
Alternative was rejected for both CEQA and constitutional reasons.  These Sections of 
Appendix 1 to the DEIR address PG&E's points related to objectives of the Proposed 
Project and CEQA and constitutional compliance.   

PG-9 PG&E states that the relocation of the 60 kV line does not advance the objectives of the 
Proposed Project.  The Partial Underground Alternative itself meets all project objectives, as 
stated in Appendix A, Section 4.2.3.  The fact that the 60 kV line itself does not meet project 
objectives is irrelevant, as it is for the Proposed Project, which also requires rebuilding of the 
60 kV line.  PG&E also states that the impacts from the Partial Underground Alternative would 
cause substantial regulatory delays.  See Response to Comment PG-8, which explains that the 
impacts of the Proposed Project that result from the collocation of the 60 and 230 kV lines 
are reduced by relocating the overhead lines (together) to a route that has less impacts.   
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PG-10 Please see responses to comments PG-8, PG-13 through PG-17 and PG-144 to PG-201 
regarding biological resources impacts. 

PG-11 In this comment, PG&E states a concern that the NPS may argue that its easement rights 
are implicated due to the two overhead route segments of the Partial Underground 
Alternative that would be in new corridors.  It is noted that the NPS has similar concerns 
about its easement rights associated with the impacts of PG&E’s Proposed Project.  See 
also Response to Comment N-14, regarding the Partial Underground Alternative’s  
reduction of significant impacts of the Proposed Project.  

The Partial Underground Alternative would eliminate the following significant (Class I) 
impacts as shown in EIR Table E-1a: 

• Impacts V-2 (Key Viewpoint 1, Edgewood County Park), V-3 (Key Viewpoint 2, 
Interstate 280 Southbound), V-9 (Key Viewpoint 8, Lexington Avenue), V-12 (Key 
Viewpoint 11, Black Mountain Road), V-13 (Carolands Substation to transition station), 
and Impact R-3 (Operation-Related Effects on Recreation Facilities). 

The issue of regulatory delay is addressed in Response to Comments N-5, N-7 - N-9 and 
N-12 - N-19 from the National Park Service.  In summary, the Grant of Scenic and 
Restriction Easements is not found to be implicated by either the Proposed Project or the 
Partial Underground Alternative, and the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act is 
implicated by the Proposed Project only.  Please refer to the responses to the National Park 
Service comments (Comment Set N) for a fuller explanation of the basis of these 
conclusions.   

Finally, if NEPA compliance is required, as asserted by the National Park Service, that 
compliance is a legal obligation of PG&E, which PG&E must meet with respect to the 
Proposed Project and all alternatives. 

PG-12 Relocation of the existing 60 kV lines may properly be considered as a component of an 
alternative or as mitigation for Proposed Project impacts, because, as described in new 
Section 2.3.2.1 (Appendix 1) under Alternative Option B, such relocation results from 
impacts created by the installation of new 60/230 kV towers required for the Proposed 
Project. 

The EIR presents four mitigation measures that would relocate the 60 kV and 230 kV lines 
(together, on one set of towers) in order to reduce identified significant visual impacts of 
the Proposed Project.  EIR Section D.3 identifies 14 potentially significant visual impacts.  
Of those 14 potentially significant impacts, four are reduced to less than significant levels 
with recommended mitigation reroutes (Mitigation Measures V-8a, V-16a [as modified in 
this Final EIR], V-17a, and V-18a).  The nexus between the significant impact of the 
Proposed Project and the mitigation measures is clear: the mitigation substantially reduces 
the visibility of the new towers, reducing the significant impact to an impact that is less 
than significant.  Also, please see Responses to Comments PG-8,  40-5, 40-16, and 40-28. 

PG-13 The issues raised in this comment regarding underestimation of impacts to the Partial 
Underground Alternative are addressed in individual responses for each issue area (see 
responses to PG&E’s Attachment A, Responses to Comments PG-51 through PG-313). 
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PG-14 The Final EIR presents additional supporting information regarding biological resources in 
the new overhead segments of the Partial Underground Alternative.  Please see Responses 
to Comments PG-144 to PG-147. 

PG-15 Please see Response to Comment PG-216 for a detailed response to this comment about 
consistency with the Watershed Management Plan.  Regarding biological resources, see 
Responses to Comments PG-144 to PG-147. 

PG-16 The southern overhead portion of the Partial Underground Alternative that would diverge 
from the Proposed Project route would run approximately 2.3 miles from Jefferson 
Substation to the proposed tower at MP 1.9.  The overhead transmission lines would run 
parallel to Cañada Road between 100 and 250 feet east of the road from the substation to 
approximately 500 feet north of Edgewood Road.  At this point, the transmission corridor 
diverges away from Cañada Road out to approximately 1,000 feet east of the road where it 
rejoins the proposed route.   

The comment states that the DEIR’s visual analysis for the Partial Underground Alternative 
“…fails to acknowledge that the route will result in new impacts on previously unaffected 
areas, such as Cañada Road south of the Pulgas Water Temple.”  This statement is 
incorrect.  The first paragraph of the visual impact analysis of the Partial Underground 
Alternative (p. D.3-161) states the following: 

“The southern overhead portion of this alternative (Jefferson Substation to Tower 2/13) 
would introduce large vertical structures with substantial industrial character into the 
predominantly natural landscape along Cañada Road between I-280 and Edgewood Road.  
The resulting visual impact (Impact V-23) would be significant and it could not be mitigated 
(Class I).” 

The Partial Underground Alternative would cross south and west of the area bounded by 
Edgewood Road, Cañada Road, and Interstate 280, with two towers installed along the 
southern and western edge of “The Triangle”.  Mitigation has been added to this route 
segment to require use of tubular steel towers for the two towers in “The Triangle” and to 
collocate the existing distribution lines onto the new towers, and the result is illustrated in a 
new visual simulation, Figure D.3-20c.  This new measure is in Section D.4.4.2, Biological 
Resources, and is identified as Mitigation Measure B-1m, Construction Restriction in The 
Triangle.  While this mitigation ensures that a significant biological impact will be less than 
significant (Class II), it does not eliminate the significant visual impact (Class I), which 
remains significant.  However, the visual impact in The Triangle is considered to be less 
severe than the impact of the Proposed Project in Edgewood Park and the Pulgas Ridge 
Preserve.   

The recreational impact analysis of the Partial Underground Alternative (Section D.9.4.2) 
states that the impacts of the southern overhead portion of the route would be similar to 
those of the Proposed Project.  The analysis classifies this impact as a potentially significant 
impact (Class II), but one that can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the 
implementation of the same mitigation measures as described for the Proposed Project.  
The recreation analysis also acknowledges that there is a significant impact resulting from 
operation of the southern overhead portion of the Partial Underground Alternative.  These 
impacts, however, are mitigated to a less than significant level. 
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Although Cañada Road is heavily frequented by recreational cyclists, it should be noted that 
the portion of the road most used by recreationists is between Edgewood Road and 
Highway 92, where San Mateo County Parks closes the road to vehicular traffic on 
Sundays.  Cañada Road to the south of Edgewood Road may be used by vehicles to access 
Edgewood County Park, but gets significantly less use by recreationists than the four-mile 
stretch between Edgewood Road and Highway 92.  Of this four-mile stretch, little more 
than one mile would be affected by the new overhead portion, and as the transmission lines 
diverge from the Cañada Road, views of the new towers and lines recede from the view of 
recreationists.  Only approximately 500 feet of new towers and lines north of Edgewood 
Road would introduce significant structures into the view of the recreationists. 

While the visual impact analysis classifies impacts related to the southern overhead portion 
as significant (Class I) impacts, which cannot be mitigated, the visual analysis includes not 
only recreationists, but viewers on I-280 and drivers on Cañada Road.  The recreation 
analysis, however, analyzes only the impacts to recreationists.  Impacts to recreationists in 
this area would be significant.  The impacts occur to a smaller viewing population in a 
limited area and as such, have feasible mitigation that can reduce the impacts to less than 
significant levels. By removing Tower 2/13 from the horizon, as required by Mitigation 
Measure V-5a and painting the towers appropriate colors, as required by Mitigation 
Measure V-6a, impacts can be reduced to levels that would still be adverse, but would be 
less than significant.  Thus the impact classification of this overhead portion remains signif-
icant (Class II), but mitigable to a less than significant level. 

PG-17 See Response to Comment PG-147. 

PG-18 See Responses to Comments PG-144 to PG-146. 

PG-19 The comment states that the DEIR underestimates the impact to tree cover under the Partial 
Underground Alternative because a portion of the eucalyptus row along Cañada Road 
would need to be removed for the southern segment and the route west of I-280 would 
require more tree removal over the level expected for the Proposed Project.  As with the 
Proposed Project, no detailed design has been completed for this alternative so the extent of 
tree removal is not defined.  The selection of the overhead route for this segment was based 
partially on existing trees that allow screening or backdropping of the views of the new line 
adjacent to the I-280, and it is clear that most trees in the area would remain.  The 
comment is speculative because there has been no information developed that quantifies the 
extent of tree removal under the Partial Underground Alternative.  Furthermore, the impact 
to tree cover, from a visual perspective, has been incorporated into the finding of a 
significant (Class I) visual impact for this area.  Section D.2.2, Land Use, discusses 
consistency with local policies, including tree ordinances.  The potential impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures for trees protected by these ordinances are discussed in 
Section D.2.3 (Impact L-2). 

PG-20 There would, in fact, be a benefit to habitat in Edgewood Park if the existing towers were 
removed, because no future maintenance would be required in the sensitive habitat of that 
park.  Periodic maintenance requires travel within the park.  The impacts of removal of the 
existing towers within Edgewood Park would be minimized with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-1c, which requires consideration of leaving tower footings after 
removal of lattice structures in sensitive habitat areas.  Also, implementation of the Partial 
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Underground Alternative or the Route Option 1B Alternative would result in no new towers 
being installed in the preserve and sensitive habitat area.  Installation of new towers results 
in temporary disturbance of the entire area within the tower base, and the installation of 
footings results in permanent loss of habitat at the footing locations.   

Trenching in the Triangle area would not be required as the line would be overhead.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1m, Construction Restriction in The Triangle, 
would insure that significant impacts would not occur in this area. 

PG-21 The comment states that the DEIR does not quantify water impacts in the new corridor or 
assess the significance of those impacts.  The first paragraph under “Comparison to the 
Proposed Project Segment” in Section D.7.4.2 has been reworded to include reference to 
the 3.4 additional miles of trenching that would occur with the implementation of the Partial 
Underground Alternative compared to the Proposed Project.  The paragraph was reworded 
to quantify impacts associated with the Partial Underground Alternative and to support the 
conclusion that trenching under the alternative would have a greater risk for construction 
spills to affect water quality due to the greater intensity of construction activity then the 
Proposed Project and the fact that a new corridor would be used for portions of the 
overhead alignment under the Partial Underground Alternative.  

PG-22 The comment states that the DEIR’s analysis of the Partial Underground Alternative’s 
visual impacts on the watershed lands and Cañada Road is superficial and unsupported in its 
claim that the impact of the Partial Underground Alternative is preferable to the impact of 
the Proposed Project in this area.  Please see the DEIR for a complete description of the 
basis for the conclusion that the Partial Underground Alternative would indeed cause a 
Class I significant visual impact (–Section D.3.4.2).  The DEIR’s conclusion that the 
elimination of the significant visual impacts on I-280, Edgewood County Park, and the 
Pulgas Ridge Open Space due to the removal of the seven proposed (and existing) tower 
locations on the east side of I-280 more than offsets the significant visual impact of three 
towers on a substantially smaller viewing population is reasonable and logical.  Additional 
discussion of this issue is provided in Responses to Comments PG-285, PG-286, and 
PG-289. 

PG-23 As described in Response to Comment PG-144, the impact determination for the potentially 
significant impact to serpentine grassland for the length of the Proposed Project has been 
changed to Class II (less than significant with implementation of mitigation).  Text has been 
added or modified in the Biological Resources section as described in Responses to 
Comments PG-144 through PG-199.  

PG-24 The comment states that the DEIR’s visual analysis of the Proposed Project and the Partial 
Underground Alternative is inconsistent by failing to identify impacts and assigning them 
significant (Class I) status.  The DEIR visual analysis thoroughly discusses the visual 
impacts of the Proposed Project and Partial Underground Alternative and indeed identifies 
several significant (Class I) visual impacts resulting from the Partial Underground Alternative 
(Section D.3.4.2).  Please see Responses to Comments PG-280 (methodology and consis-
tency) and PG-22, PG-285, PG-286, and PG-289 (impacts of the Partial Underground Alter-
native and its comparison to the Proposed Project). 

The methodology used for the Jefferson-Martin DEIR visual analysis is consistent, compre-
hensive, and transparent.  The visibility of existing utility structures from each of the Key 
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Viewpoints was taken into consideration during the EIR analysis of the Proposed Project 
and alternatives, including those that would be in the Triangle area under the Partial 
Underground Alternative.   

With respect to recreation impacts, the DEIR did not categorize impacts to Cañada Road in 
the same manner as it did operation related impacts for the Proposed Project in the 
Edgewood Park area because impacts to Cañada Road would affect a different population of 
recreationists in a different setting.  Although impacts of the overhead portion would be 
similar to those described for the Proposed Project (as described on page D.9-26, paragraph 2), 
this does not mean that the impacts would be the same as the Proposed Project.  Please see 
Response to Comment PG-16 for a detailed discussion of impacts to recreationists on 
Cañada Road.  The impact conclusions in Section D.9.4.2 (Partial Underground Alternative) 
remain unchanged.   

PG-25 PG&E states that the DEIR characterizes impacts of the Proposed Project the same as the 
Partial Underground Alternative.  This is incorrect.  Table E-2 in Section E.2.1 summarizes 
impacts in each issue area for each alternative (and the Proposed Project), illustrating the 
many differences in impacts among the three routes.  The discussion under Section E.2.1 
presents general comparisons of the two alternatives with the Proposed Project but does not 
state that that the two alternatives are “substantially similar.”   

PG-26 The referenced discussion on Page D.2-39 of the DEIR refers to land use impacts, and is 
not a summary discussion for all potential impacts, such as impacts to biological resources 
(Section D.4.4.2), visual resources (Section D.3.4.2), or water quality (Section D.7.4.2); 
such impacts have been addressed in the topical sections devoted to those resources.  Please 
also see Responses to Comments PG-207, PG-215, PG-216, and PG-220. 

PG-27 The comment states that “…the DEIR does not pay sufficient attention to the fact that the 
Partial Underground Alternative will require development of an entirely new transmission 
corridor in an areas where one does not now exist, compared to the proposed project, which 
represents an incremental visual change to a landscape in which a transmission corridor 
and its associated clearing are long-established elements of the landscape composition.”  
The DEIR thoroughly discusses the visual impacts of the Partial Underground Alternative 
and where they occur, the associated visual impacts are identified.  Section D.4.2.2 
identifies a significant, Class I impact for the portion of this alternative in The Triangle.  
Please see Responses to Comments PG-285, PG-286, and PG-289 for detailed discussions 
of the Partial Underground Alternative and its comparison to the Proposed Project. 

PG-28 Please see Responses to Comments PG-207, PG-215, and PG-220. 

PG-29 As described in responses to comments throughout this comment set, additional explanation 
has been added to both environmental setting and impact discussion of the EIR for the Partial 
Underground Alternative.  Draft EIR Section E, Comparison of Alternatives, in Table E-2 
summarizes and compares the impacts of the Partial Underground Alternative and the Route 
Option 1B Alternative, finding that the Route Option 1B would create fewer impacts. 

PG-30 Please see Response to Comment PG-96.  After review of the new site-specific fault report 
provided by PG&E with its comment letter, the impact determination for the proposed 
transition station at San Bruno Avenue and Glenview Drive has been changed from Class I 
to Class II (mitigable to less than significant levels).  
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The EIR acknowledges that the use of a transition station at Sneath lane would require 
crossing of the San Andreas fault, and for that reason, the fault crossing at this transition 
station location is identified as a significant (Class I) impact (see Section D.6.5.2).  
However, the fault crossing is considered to be viable, and design measures can reduce the 
likelihood of damage to the transmission line.   

PG-31 The comment states that the DEIR’s analysis of the visual impacts of the proposed 
transition station is based on a seriously flawed simulation of the appearance of the 
proposed station.  Please see Response to Comment PG-282 for a detailed discussion of the 
DEIR’s San Bruno Avenue Transition Station (Visual Resources Figure D.3-19B). 

PG-32 Please see Responses to Comments PG-205 and PG-214. 

PG-33 As discussed in Section D.4.5.2, use of the Sneath Lane Alternative Transition Station was 
analyzed based on use of the site itself and its connection with three possible routes 
(Proposed Project, Sneath Lane, and Westborough Boulevard).  Similar analysis is provided 
for the West of Skyline Transition Station Alternative in Section D.4.5.1.  The comment 
generally argues that the visual analysis of the Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative is 
incomplete though the argument is somewhat confusing.  One portion of the comment states 
that the larger 230 kV transmission towers were considered significant for the Proposed 
Project and should be so for the route that would parallel Skyline Boulevard north of San 
Bruno Avenue to the Sneath Lane Substation.  However, another portion of the comment 
acknowledges that the DEIR visual analysis found that the visual impacts of the taller 
towers along Skyline Boulevard south of San Bruno Avenue (“…where conditions and 
project effects are similar to those that would exist in the corridor between San Bruno 
Avenue and Sneath Lane”) would constitute Class II visual impacts.  As a point of 
clarification, it is true that the 230 kV transmission towers would constitute significant but 
mitigable Class II visual impacts along Skyline Boulevard between San Bruno Avenue and 
the Sneath Lane Transition Station site.  The same type of mitigation measures that would 
apply south of San Bruno Avenue would also apply north of San Bruno Avenue including, 
use of tubular structures, painting of structures as appropriate, and elimination of structures 
where possible. 

PG-34 PG&E states that the DEIR did not adequately consider the biological impacts at the Sneath 
Lane Transition Station.  See Section D.3.5.2 for a discussion of biological resources at the 
Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative site.  PG&E’s Sneath Lane Substation has more 
than adequate space within the graded and graveled area south of the fenced substation 
facilities to accommodate a transition station or tower, without affecting undisturbed 
habitat.  Due to the disturbed character of this area and the existing gravel, no endangered 
species impacts are anticipated at this site.  The confidential information provided by PG&E 
identify a sighting of a wildlife species south of the substation in an area that would be 
affected by the Sneath Lane Transition Station Alternative in a similar manner as the 
Proposed Project (tower replacement and stringing of new conductors).  Mitigation 
Measure B-8a (as modified in this Final EIR) would ensure that impacts to special status 
species are less than significant. 

PG-35 Although the Draft EIR evaluated the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation 
Alternative consistent with CEQA requirements, information regarding this alternative has 
been added to most issue areas in Section D in order to clarify the environmental setting 
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and impact determinations.  Based on comments on the Draft EIR and additional analysis 
presented in this Final EIR, the Final EIR finds that both the Proposed Projects’ 
underground segment and the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation 
Alternative are environmentally superior to other northern segment alternatives.  All 
impacts along both routes are less than significant with recommended mitigation, and the 
overall level of impacts are comparable, although different issue areas are affected. 

Analysis of impacts is in some cases qualitative and in some cases quantitative, depending 
on the issue area (see Response to Comments on Attachment A to PG&E comments for 
individual responses).  In all cases, impact analysis for the Modified Underground 
Alternative uses the same approach as that for the Proposed Project, and PG&E has 
provided almost no comments on the Proposed Project analysis. 

PG-36 The environmental setting of the Modified Underground Alternative has been expanded or 
clarified in the five issue areas identified in this comment.  Please see Responses to Comments 
on Attachment A to PG&E’s comments in which these specific issues are addressed in detail. 

There are substantial differences in the environmental settings of the Proposed Project and 
the Modified Underground Alternative.  No Class I unmitigable impacts are identified for 
either the Proposed Project’s underground segment or the Modified Underground Existing 
230 kV Collocation Alternative.  Impacts of the two routes are comparable, though they 
occur in different issue areas as follows:  

• The Proposed Project would create construction disturbance (noise, air emissions, 
access disruptions) adjacent to a large number of sensitive land uses (Herman Tot Lot, 
San Bruno BART Station, South San Francisco High School, Los Cerritos Elementary 
School, Boys and Girls Club, Head Start, South San Francisco BART Station, Kaiser 
Permanente Medical Center, El Camino High School, Susan B. Anthony High School, 
John F. Kennedy Elementary School, and a number of cemeteries).  In addition, 
construction would occur adjacent to about 120 residences. 

• The Modified Underground Existing Alternative would have greater impacts in areas of 
contaminated soils, greater potential for affecting water quality in and near the Bay, and 
greater potential for encountering cultural resources. 

PG-37 Please refer to Responses to Comments PG-51 to PG-57. 

PG-38 Please see Response to Comment PG-206. 

PG-39 The EIR’s biological resources analysis clearly states impact conclusions.  Regarding the 
Proposed Project’s crossing of San Bruno Mountain (Section D.4.3.4), impacts are stated to 
be less than significant (Class II) with implementation of identified mitigation measures.  
Regarding the Modified Underground Alternative’s crossing of Colma Creek and its 
tributary, the impact is also found to be less than significant (Class II) with implementation 
of recommended Mitigation Measure B-1l to protect water quality during boring.   

The comment focuses only on the comparison of the Modified Underground Alternative 
with the Proposed Project, and not on the information on which the comparison was based.  
In order to develop a conclusion regarding the environmentally superior alternative, the 
EIR presents a comparison of these impacts, which are categorized in the same manner 
(Class II, mitigable to less than significant levels).   
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PG-40 Not all of the 10 water crossings along the Modified Underground Alternative would 
require boring; as with the Proposed Project (where the underground segment would cross 
12 waterways), many could be crossed with standard trenching within a roadway over a 
culvert or other drainageway.  While “frac-outs” can and do occur during some boring 
operations, they do not always occur.  Effective implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1l 
would ensure that impacts to the waterway being bored and to the San Francisco Bay would 
be less than significant.  Please see also Response to Comment PG-170, in which Mitigation 
Measure B-1l was modified in response to PG&E comments, and Response to Comment 
PG-256 regarding water quality effects of this alternative.   

PG-41 Please see Response to Comment PG-133. 

PG-42 Please see Responses to Comments PG-39 and PG-170. 

PG-43 The 7th Avenue segment of the Modified Underground 230 kV Alternative would be 
located within the existing 115 kV transmission line corridor from San Bruno Avenue on 
the north to a transition area just east of Walnut Avenue and 7th Avenue.  The habitat in this 
area consists of a gravel road immediately behind and east of the homes along 7th Avenue, a 
vacant gravel lot, scattered ruderal vegetation, an engineered tidal channel, and scattered 
shrubs and non-native trees to the east adjacent to Highway 101.  It is assumed that the 
underground transmission line would be placed within the existing gravel road west of the 
channel.   

The channel originates from the Bay to the northeast (as indicated by the USGS quadrangle 
map, San Francisco South) and runs southwest and then south between 7th Avenue and 
Highway 101, running under San Bruno Avenue.  This brackish channel is at least 10 feet 
deep and over 20 feet wide with previously engineered steep dirt banks and a muddy 
bottom.  This channel did not appear to support any emergent or wetland vegetation except 
for some ruderal vegetation along the tops of the banks.  Potential impacts resulting from 
underground transmission line construction in this area include impacts to breeding birds 
and small animal mortality; however, these impacts would be considered less than 
significant.  Implementation of mitigation measures for Impacts B-1 through B-8, 
particularly Mitigation Measure B-5a requiring wildlife protection measures during 
construction, would reduce any resulting significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.  
Potential indirect impacts to the channel during adjacent underground transmission line 
construction would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact following implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-3. 

Although the California clapper rail and black rail have been observed within a few miles 
of the site in wetlands near San Bruno Point and along Colma Creek, no nesting or foraging 
habitat exists within or adjacent to the channel at this site.  In addition, since the channel is 
tidally influenced and, therefore, contains brackish water, California red-legged frogs are 
unlikely to occur in the channel.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure B-8a, specifically 
for the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog, will ensure that potential 
impacts to these species to less than significant levels; however, as this site is primarily 
located in a developed and urban area, potential impacts to these species are considered 
unlikely.  Since this alternative does not require direct disturbance of California clapper rail 
and black rail habitat (tidal salt marsh), impacts to this species, especially where there is 
development and noise, are considered less than significant. 
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PG-44 The Modified Existing 230kV Underground ROW Alternative passes through or near three 
contaminated sites: of the Homart Site (along Gateway Boulevard between East Grand 
Avenue and Oyster Point Boulevard), the Chiltern Site (the vacant parcel on the north side 
of Oyster Point Boulevard), and the Sierra Point Landfill.  PG&E correctly notes that 
constructing a new underground transmission line through or near these sites would likely 
require agency review and oversight, additional precautions related to worker protection, 
and disposal of contaminated soil.  Where the new ductbank penetrates an existing landfill 
cover (i.e., Sierra Point landfill) or soil cap placed over the consolidated contaminated soils 
at the Chiltern or Homart Site brownfields, these caps and possibly liner materials would 
have to be reconstructed.  There are several areas where soil removal and remediation have 
resulted in the removal of deed restrictions by the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) and the remaining capped contaminated areas are restricted to commercial and 
industrial uses.  Use of Route Option E along Veterans Boulevard would avoid the mapped 
contaminated areas of the Chiltern Site.. 

Substantial additional information has been added to the EIR in Section D.8.5.6, describing 
the sites themselves and also the recommended mitigation measures for construction 
through these areas.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a (Conduct Phase II 
Investigation) includes review of current status of listed contaminated sites.  This review 
would provide the opportunity to identify potential alignments within the existing streets or 
proposed developments with the lowest potential to encounter contaminated soil.  In 
addition, this review should include discussions with the regulatory agencies regarding 
conceptual plans to replace soil caps and landfill cover where these materials would be 
breached by trenching.  The EIR text has been modified to include a review of agency 
requirements related to crossing the closed landfill and brownfields.  Regarding the concern 
that agency review of this alternative could lead to project delays, the CPUC believes that 
appropriate pre-construction planning and coordination by PG&E would allow this 
alternative to be implemented without delay. 

Note also that in Table E-7, the Proposed Project is stated as being preferred over the 
Modified Underground Existing Alternative for the hazardous materials issue area.  In 
addition, as explained in Response to Comment PG-36, the Final EIR concludes that, 
considering all issue areas and the fact that no unmitigable significant impacts are identified 
for any underground route, both the Proposed Project’s underground segment and the 
Modified Underground Existing Alternative are environmentally superior to the other 
northern segment alternatives.   

PG-45 Although the EIR describes impacts resulting from utility disruptions as being roughly 
proportional to the length of their proposed route, the EIR analysis also accounts for other 
factors such as use and congestion of the ROW surface and below-surface congestion of 
existing utility lines.  The EIR Team researched utility congestion concerns as part of the 
alternatives screening process to determine existing utilities and available space within the 
roadways.  In addition, the Proposed Project and alternative routes were examined for 
Underground Service Alert utility markings.  While it is acknowledged that portions of the 
proposed ROW for the Modified Underground Existing 230kV Collocation Alternative 
would be installed in heavily congested corridors, other portions of the alternative have 
little congestion.  By the same token, while portions of the Proposed Project’s underground 
route segment have little congestion, other parts are congested with underground utilities 
and are subject to heavy street traffic (e.g., Bayshore Boulevard).  As these routes pose 
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similar challenges to project installation, the EIR’s use of linear distance as a proxy for 
potential utility disruptions resulting from the project is a reasonable measure for comparing 
the routes relative to each other.   

As such, whether a bore is used to install the transmission ducts under the San Bruno Canal 
and stormwater pumphouse or whether Seventh Avenue is used for the transmission 
corridor, per Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities), PG&E must 
submit the plans for these routes for review and approval by the City of San Bruno and the 
appropriate applicable utility agencies. 

PG-46 Please see Responses to Comments PG-58 through PG-143 for responses to specific geology 
comments, including the issues listed in this comment. 

PG-47 Substantial additional review has been conducted for the Modified Underground Existing 
Alternative as a result of the voluminous comments submitted by PG&E and others.  No 
new Class I (significant, unmitigable) impacts have been identified, but the conclusion 
regarding comparison of alternatives has been modified based on Draft EIR comments and 
additional analysis presented in this Final EIR.  Please see Response to Comment PG-36 
regarding the identification of both the Modified Underground Existing Alternative and the 
Proposed Project’s underground segment as environmentally superior alternatives in the 
northern segment of the project area.    

PG-48 This comment summarizes PG&E’s position on EMF and notes PG&E’s agreement with 
the EIR conclusions in this area.  No response is required. 

PG-49 The EMF data provided by PG&E was reviewed by the CPUC and it appears to be 
accurate.  However, for consistency, additional detail on magnetic fields for the Route 
Option 1B Alternative and the Partial Underground Alternative are presented in the EIR 
(Section D.8.7.4).  The information used for these calculations was based on the data 
previously provided by PG&E, and which is illustrated in Figure D.8-2. 

PG-50 A statement acknowledging Mirant Corporation’s bankruptcy filing has been added to 
Section A.2.2.3 and Section C.6 (No Project Alternative).  In addition, note of Mirant’s 
November 5, 2003 request that the CEC proceeding be suspended has also been added. 
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