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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Land Use 
PG-202 The reasons stated by the commenter for why implementation of Mitigation Measure L-7a 

(Provide Continuous Access to Properties) is not feasible for the PG&E Route Option 1B 
Alternative and other underground alternatives are not sufficient to invalidate the mitigation 
measure.  The temporary laying of steel plates for trench crossings is a standard 
construction practice to maintain access to properties or streets crossed by a trench.  
However, it is acknowledged that there may be times during construction where worker 
and/or public safety could be compromised, such as during trench shoring, if work were 
immediately suspended on demand to lay a temporary trench.  Therefore, while Mitigation 
Measure L-7a has been retained as a feasible and reasonable way to maintain access, the 
measure has been revised (see Section D.2.3.5, 230 kV Underground Transmission Line in 
Section D.2, Land Use of the DEIR) to allow exceptions where the stability of the trench 
could be threatened by laying a temporary bridge plate.  However, there is no reason why 
dewatering or removal of contaminated soil should preclude the laying of a temporary 
trench, and these would not represent valid conditions for an exception to laying a trench on 
demand.   

The CPUC also disputes that implementation of this measure would require an hour or that 
it would unreasonably impede the progress of construction or result in a substantial increase 
in construction costs.  Laying of a single steel plate can provide sufficient temporary 
driveway access; with a plate stored adjacent to potential crossings during active 
construction, a plate can be laid using a backhoe in a minute or two at most.  During many 
phases of active construction, the plate could be left in place to save this expenditure of a 
few minutes. 

The CPUC acknowledges that the preceding discussion is applicable only to perpendicular 
trench crossings, and would not be valid for plating over a longitudinal section of the trench 
that extended for any substantial distance.  The only location where the potential need for 
such trench plating has been identified is for a section of the Modified Existing 230 kV 
Alternative north of Veterans Boulevard in South San Francisco, where the alternative 
alignment would pass in front of the Marriott Courtyard and Marriott Residence Inn hotels.  
There appears to be sufficient room to construct the trench and maintain continuous access 
to the east of the trench.  However, the Applicant has asserted that existing underground 
utilities present constraints that would make maintaining access infeasible.  To address these 
concerns, a new mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure L-7c, Provide Continuous Access 
to Hotels) has been added to the discussion of the Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative in 
Section D.2.5.6 of the DEIR. 

PG-203 The text referenced in the comment actually occurs on page D.2-51 of the DEIR.  This is 
due to differences in pagination between the hard-copy document printed and distributed 
and the electronic version of the document available over the Internet.  In the remainder of 
responses to comments on the Land Use section of the DEIR, where there is a discrepancy 
between the reference provided in the comment and printed document, the hard copy page 
number is provided in brackets at the beginning of the response, with no additional 
explanatory text.  Where any page number references are included in the responses, they 
are references to the page numbers of the printed document. 
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The CPUC acknowledges that the realignment required by Mitigation Measure L-4d may 
not be feasible or desirable due to space and/or sensitive habitat constraints.  Accordingly, 
the requested revisions have been made to Mitigation Measure L-4d.  The construction 
impacts on residents that were identified for this alternative would be Class III (i.e., less 
than significant).  Therefore, while Mitigation Measure L-4d would further reduce impacts 
to residences, because the impact is already Class III (less than significant), even if it 
proves to be infeasible, implementation of the alternative would still be permissible under 
CEQA without making findings for a significant unavoidable impact. 

PG-204 The comment does not address the reasons or nature of the infeasibility of the underwater 
dam crossing.  From the standpoint of mitigating impacts to biological resources on and in 
the vicinity of the dam, the qualified biologists who were part of the EIR team maintain that 
the crossing is feasible (see Responses to Comments PG-148, PG-149, and PG-150).  In 
any event, this question of feasibility does not alter the conclusions reached in the discussion 
of land use impacts associated with the Route Option 1B Alternative.  As noted therein, 
Impact L-1 (Conflict with Biological Resources Policies), a conflict with County biological 
resources policies, was identified for the dam crossing.  The discussion states that there are 
options for making the dam crossing that would avoid significant impacts to biological 
resources, which would thereby avoid Impact L-1.  These statements are still valid. 

PG-205 Regarding the accuracy of the visual simulation of the proposed transition station, please 
see Response to Comment PG-282.  As explained therein, the visual simulation presented in 
the DEIR accurately portrays the visual character of the transition station.  While its 
appearance would be somewhat softened by landscaping, it would still unmistakably present 
an industrial appearance, and would be located on a highly visible intersection corner at the 
gateway to the City of San Bruno.   

The comment asserts that electric substations, transition stations, and other utility infrastructure 
are often incorporated into residential and commercial areas.  In fact, they are more 
typically incorporated into industrial areas, or are isolated in unobtrusive fringe areas.  The 
proposed transition station would be located immediately adjacent to residential and commercial 
development, at a major entry point to the City, and in a highly visible location.  It would 
be an aesthetically unattractive facility that would not be consistent or compatible with the 
surrounding land uses.  While questions of aesthetics are inherently subjective in nature, it 
is presumed in the analysis presented in the DEIR that the vast majority of citizens would 
concur with the assessment that the proposed substation would be visually incompatible 
with the existing, approved, and planned land uses surrounding the transition station site. 

With respect to the consistency of the transition station with the City’s Open Space desig-
nation, this information was provided by City planning staff (City of San Bruno, 2003b). 

PG-206 The issue of access to the Marriott Courtyard and Marriott Residence Inn during construction 
of this alternative is addressed in Response to Comment PG-202.  Regarding access to the 
Homewood Suites SFO Airport hotel, there is sufficient right-of-way width in Shoreline 
Court to allow for continuous use of the roadway leading to the hotel, and implementation 
of Mitigation Measure L-7a (Provide Continuous Access to Properties) is feasible to 
maintain access to the hotel entrance. 

Regarding a potential impact on the Van Waters & Rogers International and Cal-Rite 
facilities, the revised description of the Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative, described in 
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Appendix 1, Section 4.3.4, includes an optional route segment (Route Option D) that would 
pass east of these facilities, parallel to the UPRR railroad right-of-way.  Implementation of 
this option would avoid the active loading docks, and therefore avoid significant impacts to 
these facilities. 

Route Options D and F have been identified as modifications to the originally defined 
Modified Underground 230 kV Alternative.  These options would require the transmission 
line to continue north adjacent to the railroad tracks, north of the north end of Van Waters 
and Rodgers Road, and then turn west into Bayshore Boulevard within 200 feet north of the 
intersection.  Use of these options would eliminate any possibility that project construction 
would impact the businesses on Van Waters and Rodgers Road. 

PG-207 Staff at the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD), which owns and 
maintains the Pulgas Ridge Open Space Preserve, assert that the existing PG&E 
transmission line does indeed pass through the preserve and that PG&E holds an easement 
for the corridor across the MROSD property.1  A copy of an insurance policy for the 
Pulgas Ridge Open Space Preserve provided by the Real Property Department at MROSD 
lists easements held over the property, including a 50-foot-wide electric transmission line 
easement crossing Parcels A and B and held by PG&E.  This easement was established in a 
Final Order of Condemnation issued out of the Superior Court of the State of California in 
and for the County of San Mateo, Case No. 63486, entitled “Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, Plaintiff, vs. City and County of San Francisco,” recorded on September 30, 
1954.2  Furthermore, Nextel of California, Inc. currently has an application pending before 
the MROSD for approval of a Site Lease and Agreement entailing placement of wireless 
antennas on the existing PG&E transmission tower (Tower 0/6) and construction of an 
adjacent underground equipment vault.  The application and staff report for this application 
indicate that the PG&E tower is located at the southwest corner of the Pulgas Ridge Open 
Space Preserve.3  It should be noted that Figure B-3a of the DEIR appears to incorrectly 
depict the Watershed Property Boundary. 

With respect to the assessment of biological impacts associated with the Partial Underground 
Alternative, please see Responses to Comments PG-144 to PG-147. 

PG-208 Application of the standards of significance set forth in Section D.2.3.1 to the land use 
impact analysis did not rely on a specific or readily quantifiable definition of “long-term 
disturbances.”  The consideration of duration of an impact would be situation-specific and 
impact-specific.  In general, long-term disturbances were considered in this analysis to be those, 
which would extend beyond the construction period or beyond a reasonable period for 
effective implementation of an appropriate mitigation measure, or beyond a suitable “recovery” 
period.  For example, if crop production in an agricultural field were disrupted for one 
season, this would not be considered a long-term disturbance, provided normal production 
was feasible the following year or growing season.  As another example, if construction 
activities precluded use of a parking lot for three months, this would not be a long-term 

                                              
1 Doug Vu, Open Space Planner, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, personal communication, September 19, 2003. 
2 Title of Ownership Policy, Policy No. SM-292047, for Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, Insured, Issued June 10, 

1983. 
3 John P. Dickey, Real Property Specialist, Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, Staff Report R-03-88, September 24, 

2003. 
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disruption.  However, if something were constructed on the parking lot, which precluded 
use of the property as a parking lot for 5 years (e.g., an interim fairgrounds), this would be 
considered a long-term disruption. 

Short-term construction impacts were generally treated as Class III impacts in Section D.2.  
An exception to this was the potential displacement of residents from their homes during 
construction as a result of helicopter use.  One’s home is considered the final place of 
refuge, and displacement from the place one sleeps, eats, and communes with the family is 
an extreme effect of a construction project on innocent bystanders.  For this reason, this 
displacement, though only temporary, was deemed to be a Class II impact in this analysis.  
It is the CPUC’s position that it is important to ensure compensation, via the identification 
of a significant impact and the requirement for mitigation, to residents so affected. 

PG-209 The significance criterion pertaining to sensitive receptors is primarily focused on noise, 
vibration, and air quality impacts, as these populations tend to be more sensitive to such 
effects than the general population.  However, were other types of adverse effects on 
sensitive receptors to be identified, such as interference with normal activities, such effects 
would also be considered in the impact analysis.  With respect to the Proposed Project, 
impacts identified to sensitive receptors were limited to noise and air quality impacts. 

PG-210 In the event PG&E is unable to negotiate a temporary construction easement for helicopter 
work with a particular home owner, PG&E may need to resort to the exercise of its power 
of eminent domain.  This possibility does not alter the conclusions reached in Impact L-4, 
negate the validity of Mitigation Measure L-4c, or otherwise pertain to the adequacy of the 
DEIR. 

PG-211 While economic or social effects of a project are not to be treated as significant impacts 
under CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines do provide for economic or social effects of a project 
to be used to determine the significance of physical changes caused by the project 
(§15131(b)).  The Guidelines further provide for economic, social, and housing factors to 
be considered by public agencies, together with technological and environmental factors, in 
deciding whether changes in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid the identified 
significant effect(s) on the environment (§15131(c)).  In the case of Impact L-8, a physical 
impact, i.e., temporary displacement of parking facilities, would occur during construction 
of the Proposed Project, with the loss of revenue to the lot owner being the secondary effect 
related to the physical impact. 

The identified mitigation measure for Impact L-8 is appropriate because it is directly tied to 
the secondary economic impact, which would be the most tangible component of the impact 
to the entity (i.e., the lot owner) adversely affected.  CEQA requires a mitigation measure 
to be “roughly proportional” to the impact(s) of the project (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(4)(B)).  Mitigation Measure L-8a clearly meets this test, as the compensation 
required would be directly tied to the economic loss that would be incurred by the property 
owner as a result of the project construction impact.  The Guidelines also require an 
essential nexus between a mitigation measure and a legitimate government interest 
(§15126.4(a)(4)(A)).  Mitigation Measure L-8a is consistent with this requirement in that it 
is a generally recognized government interest to protect the welfare of the people it 
governs, and which Mitigation Measure L-8a achieves. 
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PG-212 It is acknowledged that Policy 5.02.361 addresses lower-voltage local power supply lines, 
and it is unlikely the Town of Colma intended it to apply to a high-voltage regional project 
such as the Proposed Project.  This policy was cited to demonstrate the lack of Colma 
policies applicable to the project.  This is the only policy with any nexus to the project 
whatsoever.  When interpreted in strictly literal terms, it does bear on the Proposed Project.  
The salient point here is that whether or not the policy formulation was intended to address 
a project such as the Proposed Project, the project would in any case be consistent with the 
policy. 

PG-213 Any use or activity that destroys sensitive habitat would have to be considered incompatible 
with that habitat under any reasonable interpretation of “incompatible.”  It is true that 
wildlife can move under or over, respectively, an overhead or underground transmission 
line.  However, where the sensitive habitat consists of protected plant species, such species 
may be destroyed by construction of an overhead or underground transmission line.  An 
activity that precludes the existence of another use would certainly constitute an 
“incompatible use” addressed by the referenced San Mateo County policies.  The fact that 
transmission lines are not typically prohibited from specific land use categories does not 
negate the Proposed Project’s potential conflict with the County policies addressed in 
Impact L-1. 

PG-214 Please see Response to Comment PG-205. 

PG-215 The trenching through serpentine habitat associated with the Partial Underground 
Alternative was one of the bases for the statements that (a) there would be greater impacts 
to sensitive habitat located along the underground portion extending approximately between 
Ralston and Carolands Substations, and (b) on balance Impact L-1 would be more severe 
under this alternative than under the Proposed Project.  The sensitive habitat along Cañada 
Road was also taken into consideration in arriving at the second summary conclusion.  
However, this does not represent a new land use impact.  The impact—a conflict with 
adopted San Mateo County biological resources policies—is still entirely applicable and 
becomes a matter of degree, as stated in the analysis presented in Section D.2.4.2 of the 
DEIR.  Because the mitigation recommended for Impact L-1 would be scaled to the degree 
of impact (i.e., the amount of habitat harmed or destroyed), it would be equally effective if 
the impact were to occur under the alternative or the Proposed Project.   

With respect to the assertion that implementation of Mitigation Measure B-1b (Provide 
Restoration/Compensation for Vegetation Losses) is infeasible, please see Response to 
Comment PG-144.  As documented therein, the revised Mitigation Measure B-1b would 
feasibly mitigate the impact from trenching in serpentine habitat, and would therefore be 
adequate mitigation for Impact L-1 (Conflict Biological Resources Policies). 

PG-216 SFPUC Policy WA6 states, “Restrict new utility lines proposed on the watershed for the 
transmission of or communications to [sic] existing utility corridors, and require that new 
power lines be buried, where feasible.  All proposed alignments shall undergo a scenic 
impact analysis.”  While the Partial Underground Alternative would result in the creation of 
a new utility corridor along a segment of the alignment within the Watershed Lands, it is 
important to note that this alternative was developed specifically to reduce or eliminate 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project.  Furthermore, the new utility corridor 
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segments would not be developed in addition to the existing utility corridor, but rather to 
replace a portion of the existing corridor with a less sensitive corridor.   

The clear intent of Policy WA6 is to preserve and protect the natural characteristics of the 
Watershed Lands to the greatest extent feasible.  The Partial Underground Alternative 
would be consistent with this intent by improving on existing conditions through the 
reduction of the existing visual impact in the Watershed Lands as viewed from publicly 
accessible vantage points.   

The second sentence of Policy WA6 implies that new utility corridors are not strictly 
prohibited, though they are clearly discouraged, through the requirement that proposed new 
alignments must undergo a scenic impact analysis.  Though the word “new” is not 
explicitly included in the policy statement, it is certainly implied, because an existing utility 
corridor would not constitute a “proposed alignment.”  The alternative alignment is 
consistent with this second provision because a detailed visual impact analysis, focusing on 
scenic views, is provided in the DEIR in Section D.3 (Visual Resources). 

With regard to the provision that new power lines must be buried, where feasible, please 
see Response to Comment N-6. 

Regarding Policies WQ9 through WQ13, the Partial Underground Alternative would not 
conflict with these policies.  Policies WQ9, WQ10, and WQ13 apply to the construction of 
new roads and trails; since no new access roads would be required under this alternative, 
they are not applicable to the alternative.   

Policy WQ11 states, “Minimize and where possible restrict the construction of new roads 
or access easements through watershed lands to serve new development not in SFPUC 
ownership to areas of low vulnerability.”  Whether or not the realignment of part of the 
existing transmission line corridor would be considered a new access easement is open to 
interpretation.  If one grants that it would be, and that Policy WQ11 would therefore apply 
to the Partial Underground Alternative, the alternative would not conflict with the policy.  
The alternative restricts the creation of a new easement corridor to the minimum needed to 
substantially reduce the visual impacts of the Proposed Project, which would have the 
added benefit of substantially improving the existing visual conditions by eliminating the 
existing transmission line and towers between Towers 9/6 and 11/71.  The realignment was 
carefully selected to be an area of low vulnerability with respect to biological resources, 
water quality, and aesthetic impacts.  The alternative corridor, a selected segment to reduce 
impacts of the Proposed Project alignment in the preserve and park, both minimizes the 
new corridor and restricts it to areas of low vulnerability (i.e., adjacent to Cañada Road).  
The Partial Underground Alternative is therefore consistent with Policy WQ11. 

Policy WQ12 is similar to Policy WQ11.  It states, “Minimize and where possible restrict 
new easements and rights-of-way through the watershed land to areas of low vulnerability.  
Allow only existing uses, those within existing alignments, or those which do not pose a 
threat to water quality.”  This policy is clearly applicable to the Partial Underground 
Alternative, which entails the creation of new right-of-way.  The alternative’s consistency 
with the first sentence of the policy was explained in the preceding paragraph.  The 
alternative is consistent with the second sentence of the policy on two counts:  it entails an 
existing use and it would not pose a threat to water quality.  Given that consistency with 
only one of the provisions is required, as denoted by the or separating them, the alternative 



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

 

 
October 2003 775 Final EIR 

would clearly be consistent with the second sentence of Policy WQ12, and hence with the 
entire policy. 

PG-217 Given the many miles traversed by a multitude of alternative alignments evaluated in the 
DEIR, it wasn’t feasible to provide a detailed, building-by-building account of all of the 
land uses surrounding the alternative alignments.  An attempt was made to accurately 
characterize the types of land uses involved, and to be more specific as warranted by 
potential impacts.  In that regard, it is acknowledged that it would have been reasonable to 
identify the office building just south of the Colma Creek tributary in the description of the 
Modified Existing 230 kV Underground Alternative on Page D.2-50 of the Draft EIR 
because it would be one of the businesses affected by construction of the alternative.  
Nonetheless, this building is included in Impacts L-4 and L-7, related to construction 
impacts on residences and businesses, identified for this alternative. 

North of the Park ‘N Fly lot and south of the Highway 101 crossing, this alternative would 
be located within Produce Avenue, which is flanked on the east by Highway 101 and on the 
west by a large parking lot and several office or commercial buildings.  These uses on the 
west could be affected by construction noise and dust and temporary disruptions to access, 
addressed by Impacts L-4 and L-7 and their associated mitigation measures, as noted in the 
impact discussion for the alternative in Section D.2.5.6. 

The description of adjacent land uses after the Highway 101 crossing stated that the 
alternative was primarily (but not entirely) surrounded by industrial uses.  The point is 
taken that the land uses in this area are more mixed than this characterization would 
indicate.  Accordingly, the text on Page D.2-50 (Section D.2.5.6) of the Draft EIR has 
been modified to reflect this. 

Regarding the comment that there is insufficient space to cross Colma Creek at Produce 
Avenue, there would certainly be space constraints on locating a bore pit on the south side 
of the creek.  While it would be technically feasible to make this crossing, it could result in 
substantial disruptions to traffic and adjacent businesses.  This constraint would be avoided 
by implementation of Route Option A to the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground 
Alternative, developed in response to comments received on the DEIR and described in 
more detail in revised Section 4.3.4 of Appendix 1. 

PG-218 Table D.2-16 in Section D.2.5.6 has been revised to include the uses listed in the comment.   

PG-219 The statement on Page D.2-39 of the Draft EIR referenced in the comment actually states 
that “a somewhat reduced number of trees could be affected” [emphasis added].  The basis 
for this conclusion was a review of aerial photographs of the two alignments and the fact 
that there would be a reduction in the number of towers under the Partial Underground 
Alternative.  The focus of the analysis in Section D.2.4.2 specifically, and in Section D.2 
generally was on land use and policy conflicts, not on impacts to biological resources, 
which were addressed in detail in Section D.4 (Biological Resources) by qualified experts.  
The analysis on Page D.2-39 correctly notes that Impact L-2, conflicts with County tree 
ordinances, would occur under this alternative.  The commenter’s point that this alternative 
could impact more trees than the Proposed Project is noted and not disputed, but does not 
alter the conclusion that Impact L-2 would apply to the Partial Underground Alternative. 
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PG-220 As discussed in Section 4.2.3 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR and shown on Figure 
Ap.1-3a, the Partial Underground Alternative was developed in part in response to concerns 
about biological impacts in and around Edgewood County Park and Natural Preserve; all 
support towers for this alternative would be located outside of both Edgewood County Park 
and Natural Preserve and Pulgas Ridge Open Space Preserve.  With respect to impacts on 
biological resources in The Triangle, please refer to Response to Comment PG-20 and 
PG-144.   

PG-221 While the regulations of the City of San Bruno and other local jurisdictions in the project 
area are not legally binding over the Proposed Project, in accordance with its General 
Order No. 131-D, the CPUC will consider compliance with local regulations as part of the 
CEQA process, and will encourage PG&E’s compliance with local regulations to the extent 
feasible.  Therefore, both the legally binding federal and State regulations and the non-
binding local regulations have been discussed in Section D.2 of the DEIR, and the 
statement reference in the comment will remain intact.  The CPUC will consider the 
consistency of the Proposed Project with local plans and policies during review of this EIR 
and prior to making a decision on whether or not to approve the Proposed Project or one of 
its alternatives. 

Section 12.24.115 of the San Bruno Municipal Code defines "development" as “the uses to 
which the land which is the subject of a map shall be put, the buildings to be constructed on 
it, and all alterations of the land and construction incident thereto.”  Construction of an 
underground transmission line could reasonably be interpreted to fall within this definition 
of development.  In any event, CEQA provides for a consistency review of Plans and the 
DEIR indicates that the Proposed Project would be consistent with San Bruno General Plan 
Action 2-1. 

PG-222 The statement referenced in the comment notes that the proposed alignment does not appear 
to conflict directly with the bikeway.  A potential disruption in access to the bikeway was 
identified because the alignment would at least entail a crossing of the bikeway, which 
would clearly create a temporary disruption in access, at a minimum. 

PG-223 The analysis presented throughout the DEIR acknowledges and takes into consideration the 
presence of the existing transmission line corridor.  The severity of visual impacts from the 
Proposed Project, for example, would clearly be substantially greater if an existing, though 
smaller, transmission line was not located in the same corridor.  However, the presence of 
the existing towers does not negate the fact that larger, taller towers would be constructed 
in many tower locations, and these larger, taller towers would create new or increased 
visual impacts that would render them inconsistent with the San Mateo County visual 
quality policies referenced in Impact L-3.   

The comment asserts that the Proposed Project does not conflict with all of the policies 
listed in the discussion of Impact L-3, but does not identify specific policies that do not 
apply, nor supply a rationale for why they don’t apply.  The policies were reviewed again 
in response to this comment; the CPUC concludes that the Proposed Project would in fact 
conflict with each of the County policies identified by the impact in Section D.2.3.3 of the 
Draft EIR.   

Regarding the visual impacts of reroutes and tower removals recommended in the Visual 
Resources mitigation measures, the relevant mitigation measures do acknowledge that they 
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would result in increased tower heights, and establish limits on the height increases to avoid 
new significant impacts.  This issue does not pertain to or alter the policy conflicts 
addressed in Impact L-3.  For further discussion on the adequacy of the Visual Resources 
mitigation measures, see Responses to Comments PG-284, and PG-288 to PG-309. 

PG-224 Implementation of the recommended visual mitigation measures for the Proposed Project 
would not require construction of new access roads.  Please see Responses to Comments N-6 
and PG-216 for a discussion on the consistency of the Partial Underground Alternative with 
Peninsula Watershed Management Plan policies.  Because the visual mitigation measures for 
the Proposed Project would not require construction of new access roads, those discussions 
are also applicable to the mitigation measures for the project. 

PG-225 The analysis presented in Impact L-5 in Section D.2.3.3 of the DEIR, Interference with 
SFPUC Maintenance Activities, was based on project maps and other information provided 
by the project applicant.  Aerial photos provided by PG&E that include the locations of the 
Proposed Project towers clearly show that the towers cited in the Impact L-5 discussion 
would be placed on or in close proximity to SFPUC maintenance roads.  If in fact the 
identified conflicts would not occur, this potential impact would be avoided, along with the 
need to implement Mitigation Measure L-5a, requiring coordination with the SFPUC.  It is 
encouraging to note that PG&E routinely coordinates with the SFPUC, and indicates that 
implementation of Mitigation Measure L-5a, if required, would not impose a substantial 
burden on PG&E. 

PG-226 The West of Skyline Transition Station is located near possible San Francisco garter snake 
habitat and burrows on and near the site could be used by hibernating garter snakes.  The 
referenced text on Page D.2-40 of the DEIR Land Use Section has been revised to reflect this.   

Regarding the potential biological impacts of this transition station site, please refer to 
Section D.4.5.1 in the Draft EIR.  With the implementation of mitigation measures for 
Impacts B-1 through B-8, including Mitigation Measure B-1k, which requires use of a 
transition tower rather than the larger footprint transition station, these impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant.   

PG-227 The specific reference to Skyline Boulevard (SR 35) is not clear from the comment.  
However, it is acknowledged that this is a State highway, and any encroachment into the 
right-of-way would require an encroachment permit from Caltrans. 

PG-228 Once a project route is selected, PG&E would be required to work with the appropriate 
jurisdictions on the final design of the project that would be built within public road ROWs 
through each jurisdiction’s permit process.  If the Sneath Lane Alternative is selected, it is 
anticipated that through consultation with Caltrans and San Bruno, a bored crossing under 
I-280 would be required rather than installing it over the Sneath Lane bridge, as is 
discussed in Section 4.3.1 in Appendix 1.   

PG-229 Regarding the location of towers in the Pulgas Ridge Natural Preserve, see Response to 
Comment PG-207.  Regarding the reference to the Pulgas Balancing Reservoir and the 
Pulgas Water Temple, as noted, the discussion states that the alignment “passes by” these 
two utilities, not that it “passes immediately adjacent to” them or is situated on top of them.  
According to scaled aerial photos provided by the Applicant, Tower 2/15 would be located 
just over 200 feet from the Pulgas Balancing Reservoir, and the transmission line would 
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pass even closer.  The Pulgas Water Temple, located on the opposite side of Cañada Road, 
is necessarily further away, and is located about 800 feet from the alignment.  The 
discussion on Page D.2-1 provides a general description of the land uses in the Jefferson 
Substation to Ralston Substation segment of the proposed alignment.  Given that this 
portion of the alignment primarily crosses open space, it is certainly worth noting that the 
alignment passes by these two non-open-space land uses, which it does.   

PG-230 The proposed alignment passes immediately adjacent to (not at least 0.25 miles away) 
Crestmoor Canyon, as mapped by the City of San Bruno on its Parks, Recreational 
Facilities & Open Space Map in the San Bruno General Plan.  Based on this map and scaled 
aerial photos of the project alignment, the Proposed Project would pass less than 1,300 feet 
from Junipero Serra County Park.  This is mentioned in Section D.2.2.2 (Local 
Regulations) on Pages D.2-23 and D.2-24 of the DEIR both because it is a significant land 
use in proximity to the Proposed Project, and because of the potential for the project to 
conflict with San Bruno General Plan Action 2-1, which requires new development to be 
compatible with the preservation of Junipero Serra Park in a natural state.  As noted in the 
DEIR, the analysis did not identify a project conflict with this policy. 

PG-231 Please see Response to Comment PG-229. 

PG-232 Construction of the Proposed Project would adversely affect residents living in proximity to 
support towers or the underground alignment, as noted in the DEIR.  Among the impacts 
they would experience are noise from operation of equipment, cutting of trenches, etc.  
This is not speculation, but a well-documented effect of construction activities.  While 
recommending the closure of windows facing construction may seem like an obvious tip, it 
may not be to all of the residents who would be affected by construction impacts.  There is 
nothing to be lost by including the recommendation in a notice to residents.  The CPUC 
disputes that inclusion of this tip implies noise impacts would be worse than they actually 
would be.  Elevated noise levels would certainly occur during construction, and closing a 
window is a simple and effective way of reducing interior noise levels. 

PG-233 The “workers” referred to in the discussion in Section D.2.3.5 of the DEIR are workers in 
adjacent offices and commercial businesses.  It is acknowledged that such disturbances could 
also occur to residents.  The text on Page D.2-33 has been revised to include residents in 
the discussion. 

PG-234 The requested change to the text has been made on to Page D.2-37 of the DEIR under 
Section D.2.4.1. 
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Public Health and Safety 
PG-235 The Environmental Data Resources (EDR) database was reviewed to identify sites that are 

active hazardous waste sites and in proximity to the project alignments.  These sites are 
included in the EIR summary tables of Hazardous Waste Sites Potentially Impacting the 
project (Tables D.8-1 through D.8-4 and D.8-6 through D.8-12).  Active sites include 
facilities that have known contamination, remediation in progress, and post-remediation 
monitoring.  Brownfields and closed landfills were also included in the summary tables.  
The analysis relied partly on the number of contaminated sites that potentially may impact 
each alignment.  The analysis also considered the proximity of the site based on the street 
address; the EDR database does not provide the size or physical limits of the contaminated 
site or specific details on the type and concentration of the contaminants. 

Therefore, each active site within 0.25-mile of the alignment is identified in each summary 
table and would require further evaluation in accordance with Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a, 
Conduct Phase II Investigation.  This mitigation measure includes review of the status of 
listed contaminated sites that should yield site-specific information regarding the type, 
concentration, and location of contaminated soil and groundwater in relation to the project.  
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a has been revised to clarify the information to be gained from 
the review of the agency files and status of each site (see Section D.8.3.3 of the Final EIR). 

Substantial additional information is presented in Section D.8.5.6 regarding the 
contaminated sites along or near the Modified Underground Existing Alternative.  This 
information clearly defines this site history, status of remediation, and the location of 
remaining hazardous areas.  Based on analysis of this information and discussion with staff 
at responsible agencies (DTSC, County of San Mateo, RWQCB), it is clear that 
construction through and around these areas would not create any risk to public health as 
long as required mitigation is implemented.  Existing underground utilities in Gateway 
Boulevard, Oyster Point Boulevard, Veterans Boulevard, and the closed Sierra Point 
Landfill area have all been successfully installed using these mitigation requirements. 

PG-236 Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a, which requires Phase II Investigations to be conducted, has 
been revised to clarify the information to be gained from the review of the agency files and 
determination of current status of each site (see Section D.8.3.3 of the Final EIR).   

PG-237 Mitigation Measure Haz-3a, Contaminated Groundwater or Soils, has been modified to 
include the option to prepare and submit a pre-construction contingency plan related to 
excavation and disposal of contaminated materials.  The excavation and disposal of 
contaminated soil or groundwater shall be approved by SFPUC and CPUC, as well as in 
“accordance with Federal, State, and local regulations”, as PG&E has committed to.  This 
approval may be based on conceptual plans outlined in a contingency plan submitted prior 
to construction to expedite such activities during construction.  The RWQCB will have 
jurisdiction over disposal of contaminated groundwater and discharges to bays, streams, 
and estuaries. 

PG-238 Mitigation Measure HAZ-3b, Observe Exposed Soil, states clearly that in the event 
contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered, the CPUC Environmental Monitor shall 
be notified immediately.  Although the CPUC Environmental Monitor will likely be 
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available for quick response, it is not necessary that the monitor responds to the notice or 
oversees the work immediately.  There is nothing implied in HAZ-3b that the contractor 
must await response from the CPUC Environmental Monitor before stopping work, 
beginning to characterize the contamination, and taking appropriate safety measures.  
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3b has not been revised. 

PG-239 Excavation and removal of contaminated soil or groundwater that have migrated from 
nearby sites require review and approval from the lead agency responsible for the original site.  
DTSC has provided oversight of similar projects under the Voluntary Cleanup Program.  

PG-240 Impact HAZ-1, Potential Hazardous Substance Spills During Construction, has been 
modified to include reference to the fact that SFPUC review and approval is limited to only 
the geographic areas under its jurisdiction.   

PG-241 The Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan requirement, as outlined 
in Mitigation Measure H-2a, and referenced in Impact HAZ-1, Potential Hazardous 
Substance Spill During Construction, is required for all jurisdictions.  As discussed above 
in Response PG-240 (see above), SFPUC would have review and approval authority only 
for the lands under its jurisdiction. 

PG-242 The potential for the Sierra Point Landfill to affect construction is acknowledged by the 
inclusion of this site in Table D.8-12 (Items 22/23), and additional information on this site 
and appropriate engineering measures in the area has been added to Section D.8.5.6.  
Excavation of the Sierra Point Landfill cover is a potentially significant impact (Class II), 
mitigable to less than significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a 
requiring a Phase II investigation prior to the start of construction.  This construction 
activity and replacement of the cover will require coordination with the oversight agencies 
(San Mateo County Environmental Health, RWQCB, and Integrated Waste Management 
Board).  In order to comply with CCR Title 27, it may be necessary to excavate an 
adequate width to create a buffer for the waste left in place.  Planning for this work, 
including existing conditions, worker safety, lead agency, and remedial measures to restore 
the landfill cover or liner should be completed in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-2a, Conduct Phase II Investigation, including the requirements for agency file review 
and determination of current status to reduce this impact to less than significant. 

PG-243 The potential presence of contaminated soil along Gateway Blvd. has been researched and 
is described in Section D.8.5.6, which includes a map of the various contaminated parcels 
(Figure D.8-A2).  The information for construction contractors in this area clearly states 
that construction can be safely accomplished.  Construction would follow site requirements 
and deed restrictions, as well as requirements of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a, Conduct 
Phase II Investigation. The former land occupied by Bethlehem Steel and Edwards Wire 
and Rope companies was acquired by Homart Development Corporation (see Draft EIR 
Table D.8-12, sites 35 and 36, page D.8-27) in 1980 and has a history of more than 20 
years of remediation of soil containing metals (Pb, Zn, Ni, and Cr), petroleum 
hydrocarbons and PCBs, and acidic groundwater.  Remediation has included removal of 
surface structures and waste, removal and disposal of contaminated soil, consolidation of 
contaminated soil into only two areas, and construction of a soil cap.  Groundwater pH 
returned to neutral within several months after construction of the soil cap.   
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In November 2000, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) modified the land 
use covenants to restrict development to commercial and industrial uses on the two areas 
with the contaminated soil.  Selection of the final alignment and construction of the 230 kV 
underground duct bank in this area would be compatible with the proposed industrial and 
commercial uses that allows construction of buildings that minimize disturbance of the cap 
and contaminated soil.  Selection of the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW 
would require implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a to review the current status 
of the site in relation to the project alignment and to conduct a Phase II investigation (soil 
sampling, laboratory testing, and quantification of contaminant levels).  A workplan for the 
Phase II investigation and the results shall be reviewed by DTSC prior to construction.  It 
should be anticipated that the presence of heavy metals in the soil would require removal 
and offsite disposal of excavated materials, dust control to protect workers and nearby 
sensitive receptors, and restoration of the clean soil cap.  The excavation and removal of 
soil could proceed under DTSC’s Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) and result in 
additional remediation in the Oyster Point-Bay West Cove Brownfields.   

PG-244 The CPUC disagrees that the potential impact of the Chiltern Site (Shearwater Site) may be 
significant and unmitigable.  Chiltern Development Corporation acquired the former US 
Steel Shearwater Project (see Draft EIR Table D.8-12, Site 33, page D.8-27).  This 
facility, located north of Oyster Point Boulevard, was under the oversight of the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board in 1982 for site investigation and cleanup strategy of heavy 
metals, asbestos containing materials, and organic liquids with metals.  Part of this 
Brownfield area has been redeveloped with new commercial uses and new road construction 
(e.g., Veterans Road) and is compatible with construction of underground utilities.  The 
EIR text in Section D.8.5.6 has been modified to clearly identify the presence of these sites 
and the potential site conditions.  The remaining contaminated portions of this parcel would 
be avoided with use of Route Option E, requiring installation of the transmission line within 
Veterans Boulevard and not through the vacant lot north of Oyster Point Boulevard.    

PG-245 EIR text in Section D.8.5.6 has been modified to reflect the presence of metal, 
hydrocarbons, PCBs, asbestos, acidic soils, and landfill waste in large areas at the Sierra 
Point Landfill, the Homart Site (along Gateway Boulevard), and the Chiltern Site 
(Shearwater), and that could lead to greater construction periods and agency coordination 
and review.  However, given that there are existing underground utilities in all of these 
areas, the review period would not extend beyond the time normally required for 
coordination and permitting for other issues associated with this project.   

PG-246 The DEIR Environmental Setting Section D.8.1.5 has been revised to indicate the BART 
ROW was backfilled with clean soil and that these materials should be anticipated along this 
alignment. 

PG-247 Mitigation Measure HAZ-4a, Release of Hazardous Materials During Operations, has been 
revised to restrict application to operation issues at the transition station and substations, 
rather than construction. 

PG-248 The first sentence of EIR of Section D.8.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
for the Proposed Project – Contamination and Hazardous Materials, has been modified to 
include groundwater with contaminated soil as the principal environmental impacts 
involving hazardous waste. 
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PG-249 Table D.8-17 Mitigation Monitoring Program – Public Health and Safety has been revised 
to be consistent with the changes in the Final EIR text. 
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Hydrology and Water Quality 
PG-250 Assuming all streams to be crossed by the transmission line are fully lined with concrete, 

scour depth would be zero and the intent of Mitigation Measure H-8a, which requires 
placing the cable below the depth of scour, would be satisfied by placing the cable below 
the lined channel bed.  Should circumstances occur which would require the cable to be 
placed below an unlined stream, Mitigation Measure H-8a would ensure proper burial 
depth.  The reference to Colma Creek has been removed from the text discussion of Impact 
H-8 in Section D.7.3.5, which refers to potential scour damage to the cable. 

PG-251 Mitigation Measure H-9a, which requires an assessment of groundwater levels, does not 
necessarily require extensive pilot borings.  This mitigation measure has been reworded to 
make it clear that the required evaluation should use available information where possible, 
and resort to borings only where deemed necessary.  See Section D.7.3.5 of the Final EIR 
for revisions. 

PG-252 Because the Proposed Project does not include any culvert crossings of ephemeral 
watercourses, reference to culverts in the second paragraph of Section D.7.3.3 has been 
removed.   

PG-253 It is agreed that the potential for groundwater contamination is low, but it is not nonexistent.  
The reference to surface and groundwater has been removed from the title of Impact H-2, 
which refers to water contamination through construction activities.  The following has 
been added to the text:  “The potential for groundwater contamination through surface spills 
is low due to the fact that the overhead portion of the route is over hilly terrain with no (or 
deep) groundwater below.  Surface streams in other portions of the route are lined, which 
would impede infiltration to groundwater.”  See Impact H-2 discussion for modifications. 

PG-254 The fifth paragraph of Section D.7.4.1 has been deleted from the Final EIR because 
implementation of Mitigation Measure H-8a would not be necessary because all water 
crossings would occur in existing roadways and the line would not likely be subject to 
scour. 

PG-255 Please refer to Response to Comment PG-21, above. 

PG-256 All impacts identified for the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW are Class II, 
less than significant with implementation of mitigation, as described in Section D.7.5.6 ().  
It is agreed that the degree of impact on water resources for the alternative would be some-
what greater than that for the Proposed Project for the reasons presented in the comment.  
Note that Table E-7 (Section E.2.2.5) clearly states that the Proposed Project is preferred to 
the Modified Existing Underground Alternative in the area of hydrology and water quality. 

The section “Comparison to the Proposed Project” has been reworded as follows:  “In 
general, the impacts of this alternative are similar to those of the Proposed Project.  The 
Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW alternative crosses two fewer watercourses 
than does the Proposed Project.  However, the potential for water quality impacts is greater 
along this alternative because the alternative passes near the Bay, where groundwater levels 
are shallow.  Contaminated surface water, if created by project construction, would have a 
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shorter distance to travel to reach the Bay than for the Proposed Project.  The alternative 
route would require bored crossing of three streams close to San Francisco Bay, requiring 
the implementation of mitigation measures required for the Proposed Project, as well as 
additional mitigation to minimize impacts of “frac-outs” (Mitigation Measure B-11) that is 
not required for the Proposed Project.”  

PG-257 Assuming no project features would be so placed as to obstruct flows, Mitigation Measure 
H-4a, which would require aboveground project features to be placed outside the flow path 
of watercourses, would be moot.  Should the final project design require placement of 
structures in or near watercourses, the subject mitigation measure would apply. 

PG-258 The sentence: “Streams would be spanned by the overhead transmission lines.” has been 
added to the Impact H-1 discussion in Section D.7.3.3 to clarify that there would be no 
ground disturbance associated with trenching with the bed and bank of streams. 

PG-259 The references to “B-1h” have been changed to “B-1l” in the third and fifth paragraphs of 
Section D.7.5.6 to accurately reference the Frac-out Contingency Plan mitigation measure 
presented in the Biological Resources Section D.6. 
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Cultural Resources 
PG-260 Additional language has been added to Mitigation Measure C-3a (Evaluation of Historic 

Bridge) for Impact C-3 in Section D.5.3.3 in order to make a distinction between the two 
bridge structures (i.e., western and eastern) that occur at the particular creek crossing 
referenced in the comment.  While the eastern span was altered during construction of the 
BART line, the western structure is still intact.  If PG&E intends to cross the altered 
eastern structure, no action is necessary.  However, if PG&E intends to cross the western 
structure, Mitigation Measure C-3a would still be required.   As such, the mitigation 
measure has been revised, but not deleted to ensure impacts to the western structure would 
remain at less than significant levels. 

PG-261 Ground disturbance could potentially occur during construction of overhead lines as well as 
during trenching.  Trenching within roadways would reduce the chances of encountering 
buried cultural resources.  However, trench depth and fill depth will likely vary, and 
therefore the possibility exists of encountering native soils during trenching as was the case 
during several fiber optic line installation projects in the 1990’s).  However, Mitigation 
Measure C-1c (Construction Monitoring) does state that:  “Monitoring shall occur in all 
locations specified in the mitigation monitoring table, or at the discretion of the principal 
archaeologist.”  The project archaeologist has the authority to change the monitoring 
requirement if he/she decides that the trenching, or other construction is occurring entirely 
within non-native fill.   

Text in Section D.5.3.6 has been revised to reflect the comment that monitoring is not 
required for substations, switchyards, taps, and transition stations.   

PG-262 Mitigation Measure C-4a (Crystal Springs Dam) in Section D.5.4.1 (PG&E Route 
Option 1B – All Underground) of the DEIR has been revised to reflect the comment. 

PG-263 While PG&E may not be able to avoid every listed historic resource, the commenter’s 
suggested revision “shall be avoided whenever possible….” is not acceptable mitigation 
language because it allows for too much flexibility, and does not provide mitigation in the 
event a resource cannot be avoided. Therefore, a requirement has been added to the text of 
Mitigation Measure C-1a (Avoid Environmentally Sensitive Areas) in Section D.5.3.3of the 
DEIR to ensure that in the event a historic property cannot be avoided, impacts can be 
mitigated to less than significant levels 

PG-264 PG&E requests the removal of site WSA-JM-2 from the DEIR.  The original description of 
the Modified Underground Alternative called for the route to pass along San Antonio 
Avenue adjacent to the BART ROW south of the Airport.  The current alternative route 
begins on San Bruno Avenue, approximately 1 mile north of WSA-JM-2.  Consequently, 
WSA-JM-2 and associated impacts and mitigation have been removed from the text in this 
Final EIR. 

PG-265 Section D.5.4.1 (PG&E Route Option 1B – All Underground) of the DEIR has been 
revised to reflect the comment that WSA-JM-1 is not listed as being in the APE of this 
alternative.  However, WSA-JM-1 has been added to Table D.5-4 (Cultural Resources: 
PG&E Route Option 1B) to reflect that it is a resource along the route 
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PG-266 Text in Section D.5.3 has been revised to reflect the comment.  The word “removed” has 
been deleted from the text. 

PG-267 Text in Section D.5.5.6 (Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW) has been revised 
to reflect the comment.  Reference to Mitigation Measure C-1d has been changed to APM 7.2.  
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Recreational Resources 
PG-268 While construction activities near schools would be best accomplished during weekends to 

minimize impacts to schools, the only location where this could conflict with avoiding 
weekend construction at recreation areas would be at John F. Kennedy elementary school 
adjacent to San Bruno Mountain State and County Park.  Impacts to this location would last 
for only a few days and would be reduced to less than significant levels as discussed in 
APM 5.2, APM 5.9, and APM 5.11 described in Section D.2 (Land Use) of the DEIR. 

For other locations, however, scheduling construction to avoid peak recreation uses during 
weekends and holidays is critical to ensuring that impacts to sensitive recreational users 
remain at less than significant levels.  There are recreation areas, such as the Pulgas Water 
Temple, that are screened from the proposed construction sites, but are included in the list 
of recreational facilities where weekend and holiday work must be avoided.  These 
locations have been included on the list due to the fact that construction activities in nearby 
areas would require the ingress and egress of equipment to construction sites along roads 
passing by sensitive recreation areas.  In the case of the Pulgas Water Temple and other 
recreation areas near construction sites where helicopters would be involved in construction 
activities, although the construction site on the ground may be screened from the recreation 
area, helicopters flying overhead to perform construction work would not be screened and 
could constitute a significant disruption to recreational uses and a significant impact.  If 
construction activities, particularly the helicopter construction, are to occur during 
weekends, these activities would result in significant, unavoidable impacts (Class I).   

The commenter’s description of the construction activities that would require weekend work 
does not seem limited to one or two events, but is in reference to regularly occurring 
construction activities. If construction activities in recreation areas were only to occur 
“whenever possible” avoiding weekends and holidays, then according to the comment, 
significant, (Class I) unavoidable impacts would also be occurring on a regular basis.  It 
should be noted that, “whenever possible” is not acceptable or effective mitigation 
language.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure R-2a (Avoidance of Peak Use Periods and On-
Site Notification) remains unchanged. 

PG-269 While it is common practice for impacts that are short-term and temporary disturbances to 
be categorized as less than significant (Class III) impacts, because recreational facilities are 
considered to be sensitive uses, short-term and temporary construction activities can 
significantly impact(Class I or II) these uses.  Although trail or bikeway closures/reroutes 
would occur for only short periods, the noise and dust resulting from construction activities 
in the vicinity and views of construction equipment and activities can significantly degrade 
the recreational experience of facility users.  By providing public notification and 
information of construction (Mitigation Measures L-4a and L-4b), preparing a traffic 
management plan (Mitigation Measure T-1a), scheduling construction to avoid peak use 
(Mitigation Measure R-2a), reducing the visibility of construction equipment and activities 
(Mitigation Measure V-1a), and providing continuous access to properties (Mitigation 
Measure L-7a), these impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
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These Mitigation Measures are particularly appropriate for recreation areas which will be 
impacted by helicopter construction activities or areas that, although not adjacent to 
construction sites, are adjacent to routes that would be used by vehicles accessing the 
construction sites.  This is the case both for the Pulgas Water Temple, as discussed above 
in the response to comment PG-268, as well as Bayshore Circle Park and the Herman Tot 
Lot.  Although analysis for other recreation facilities located closer to construction sites has 
determined that construction impacts would be less than significant impacts, both the 
Bayshore Circle Park and the Herman Tot Lot are adjacent to routes that would be used by 
construction vehicles.  Both uses are  sensitive receptors, with each having dedicated play 
areas not only for children, but also for toddlers.  As such, disturbances to these uses would 
be considered significant (Class II), and the mitigation described above is necessary to 
reduce these impacts to these uses to less than significant levels. 

PG-270 The quantity of vegetative screening and visual complexity differs greatly between 
Edgewood Park and the majority of recreation areas in Peninsula Watershed Lands/Golden 
Gate Recreation Area Easements.  Many of the trails and recreation areas in the Peninsula 
Watershed Lands/Golden Gate Recreation Area Easements have vegetative screening 
between recreationists and transmission lines and towers.  In areas of watershed lands 
where there is little screening, the transmission towers and lines are in visually complex 
areas where their forms are incorporated into the scenery.  With its grassland hillsides, 
Edgewood Park has considerably less vegetative screening and visual complexity than the 
wooded Peninsula Watershed Lands.  The impact of visual degradation on recreation is 
based on the change between the existing transmission facilities and the new proposed 
facilities.  Due to the differences in screening and visual complexity between Edgewood 
Park and the Peninsula Watershed Lands, the same amount of visual change in a 
transmission facility would have a greater incremental impact to Edgewood Park recreation 
resources than it would to Peninsula Watershed resources.  As such, the Proposed Project 
would result in significant, but mitigable (Class II) impacts to Peninsula Watershed Land 
recreation resources and significant, unmitigable (Class I) impacts to Edgewood Park 
recreation resources due to degradation of views by the project.  Therefore, the text 
discussion for Impact R-3 (Operation-Related Impacts) remains unchanged. 

PG-271 The third bullet in Mitigation Measure R-2b (Construction Plan for San Bruno Mountain 
State and County Park) has been modified to require PG&E’s consideration of changes 
suggested by the Plan Operator, and the provision of such suggestions to the CPUC for 
review and consideration.  This measure was not intended to provide the Plan Operator 
with discretionary authority over PG&E.   

PG-272 Please see Responses to Comments PG-16 and PG-24. 

PG-273 “Indirect connection” indicates that while the recreation resource is not directly adjacent to, 
crossed, or intersected by the Proposed Project and alternatives, the resource is in the 
vicinity (within approximately ¼-mile) of the project and as such, could be indirectly 
impacted by project activities.  Notes have been added to Tables D.9-2, D.9-3, D.9-4, and 
D.9-5 in Section D.9 (Recreation) to explain the “indirect connection”  designation. 

PG-274 APM 5.1 and APM 5.10 have been removed from Table D.9-6 (Applicant Proposed 
Measures – Recreation) to reflect the comment that they do not apply to recreation.  
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PG-275 Although some views of the construction activity from the golf course would be screened, 
the trees along the borders do not fully screen views off of the golf course’s grounds.  
Additionally, facility users would have views of the construction activities as they enter and 
leave the course.  Mitigation Measure V-1a (Reduce visibility of construction activities and 
equipment) would still be required, along with Mitigation Measures R-2a (Avoid peak use 
periods and notify on-site), L-4a (Provide construction notification), L-4b (Provide public 
liaison person and toll-free information hotline), L-7a (Provide continuous access to 
properties), and T-1a (Prepare Transportation Management Plans), to reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels.  The text referenced by the comment on Page D.9-16 of the DEIR 
remains unchanged. 
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Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 
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Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 

 

PG-277

PG-278



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

 

 
Final EIR 812 October 2003 

Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Air Quality 
PG-276 The air quality mitigation measures presented in the EIR reflect the recommendations of the 

BAAQMD, and the CPUC believes they are relevant to all construction sites and activities, 
including underground work sites, overhead work sites, and staging areas.  These measures 
are applicable to overhead and underground construction activities in the Draft EIR as they 
were in the PEA.  The BAAQMD recommendations depend more on the location and size 
of the work area, than the work method, and therefore do not need to be separated into 
special requirements for underground (trenching) or overhead work.  The measures allow 
some discretion in their application, so PG&E would be able to appropriately manage the 
different scales of dust control needed for the different types of work areas. 

To clarify the applicability of Mitigation Measure A-1a (Control Dust Emissions) to 
trenching and larger work areas, this Final EIR includes the following revisions to 
Mitigation Measure A-1a (p.D.10-9 and Table D.10-12):  

  A-1a APMs 14.1 and 14.2 shall be implemented at all construction sites. 
PG&E shall identify all areas of the approved route that are within 300 
feet of residences, schools, convalescent facilities, and hospitals in a 
report submitted to the CPUC at least 60 days before construction. The 
following BAAQMD PM10 control measures shall be implemented at 
construction sites within these areas: 

• Install wind breakers, or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at windward side(s) 
of construction staging or parking areas if activity at the staging or parking area 
causes persistent visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work area. 

• Suspend excavation, trenching, and grading activity when if winds 
(instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph and the activity causes persistent visible 
emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work area. 

• Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity at 
any one time. 

PG-277 Mitigation Measure A-1a reflects the BAAQMD recommendations for dust control near 
sensitive receptors, and the two recommendations that PG&E wishes to delete from the EIR 
would apply only to those areas that are near residences, schools, convalescent facilities, 
and hospitals.  As such, the CPUC believes they are relevant and not impractical.  
Substantial portions the project route under any alternative would not be near such land 
uses.  Additionally, almost all of the southern portion of the project route would be in 
sheltered areas, far from the San Bruno Gap, where high winds are less common.   

To clarify the applicability of the dust control requirements, and to focus their implemen-
tation to the larger work areas and those that might have persistent dust problems or the 
highest potential to cause a nuisance, this Final EIR includes revisions to Mitigation Measure 
A-1a (identified in Response to Comment PG-276, above).   
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PG-278 Mitigation Measure A-2a (Control Exhaust Emissions) does not contradict the BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines because it would implement the recommendations for reducing emissions 
from construction equipment (on p. 53 of the December 1999 version of the guidelines).  
To demonstrate compliance with this measure, the CPUC developed the requirement for the 
exhaust emission reduction plan.  The CPUC needs some means of ensuring that steps 
would be taken to encourage carpooling, minimize idling, and maintain the equipment.  The 
CPUC understands that the plan would need to be flexible and that it would probably 
depend heavily on PG&E’s proposed environmental training of construction personnel.   
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Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 
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Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 
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Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 

 

PG-280

PG-281



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

 

 
Final EIR 818 October 2003 
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Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 

 

PG-282

PG-283



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

 

 
Final EIR 820 October 2003 

Comment Set PG, Attachment A, cont. 

 

PG-283

PG-284

PG-285


	PG&E Attachment A cont.
	Land Use cont.
	Responses

	Public Health & Safety
	Responses

	Hydrology & Water Quality
	Responses

	Cultural Resources
	Responses

	Recreational Resources
	Responses

	Air Quality
	Responses

	Visual Resources

