
July 27, 2000 
 Writer’s Direct Contact 

 (415) 268-6718 

 MZischke@mofo.com 

Ms. Judith Ikle 
California Public Utilities Commission 
c/o Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 800 
San Francisco, California  94104 

Re: A.99-09-
029 - Pacific Gas and Electric Company Northeast San Jose Transmission 

Reinforcement Project - Comments on the Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Ikle: 

On behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), I write to comment  on 
the draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Northeast San Jose 
Transmission Reinforcement Project (the “Project”).  PG&E appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the DEIR and we hope these comments will be useful.  This letter has two 
main sections.  The first contains PG&E’s substantive general comments on the DEIR 
and its conclusions.  The second contains PG&E’s technical comments or corrections on 
the DEIR. 

PART I: SUBSTANTIVE GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. The evidence in the DEIR does not support the conclusion that the combined 
1-880-A/I-880-B alternative is environmentally superior; in fact, PG&E’s 
proposed project is environmentally sup erior. 

 The evidence and analysis in the DEIR does not support the conclusion that the I-
880-A/I-880-B alternative is the “environmentally superior” alternative.  Rather, that 
evidence demonstrates that either the proposed project or a hybrid of the proposed project 
and the I-880-A alternative, on balance, will result in fewer impacts than the I-880-A/I-
880-B alternative.  The DEIR’s recommendation that the combined I-880-A / I-880 B 
alternative be considered environmentally superior is not justified, and is not supported 
by the analysis or facts in the DEIR.  For example: 
 
The visual analysis does not support the recommendation.  The visual impact of new 
power lines is similar at any location, and the EIR demonstrates this.   

I. Adjacent to Interstate 880, however, this visual impact affects over 130,000 
drivers per day, as opposed to a small number of trail users on a partially 
completed trail near the proposed route.  The analysis also overstates the 
incompatibility of power lines and trails; in fact, local general plans specifically 
call for locating trails on power line easements. 

 
II. The selection of the environmentally superior alternative is based in part on 

findings that “bird strike” impacts will be significant with the proposed project.  
The EIR, however, overstates the potential for bird strikes, and more importantly, 
the selection of I-880-A/I-880-B as environmentally preferred ignores that fact 
that bird strike impacts can be mitigated. 

 
A complete consideration of the land use impacts of the I-880-B alternative 
demonstrates that it is not environmentally superior. 

 
Short-term construction impacts, although not significant, also support a 
determination that the I-880-B alternative is not environmentally superior. 

 
The separate comparison of the I-880-A and I-880-B alternatives with the 
proposed project understates the adverse impacts of those alternatives when 
combined, and a combined analysis considering all impacts will demonstrate that 
the proposed project is environmentally superior. 

 
Overall, considering the information contained in the PEA as well as the DEIRs 
own analysis, the proposed project is the best electrical solution and is also the 
environmentally preferred solution. 

 
Each of these points is explained below. 

a. The evidence in the DEIR demonstrates that the visual impacts of the I-
880-B alternative would be substantially more severe than those of the 
proposed project. 

The DEIR contains extensive analysis of the visual impacts of the preferred route.  
Despite the fact that visual impacts is one of the three impact areas considered to be of 
primary concern by the DEIR (DEIR page D-1),1 however, the DEIR contains far less 
analysis of the visual impacts of the I-880-B alternative.  Nonetheless, a primary  

                                                 
1 All page references are to the June, 2000 DEIR, unless otherwise noted. 
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basis for the conclusion that the I-880-A/I-880-B combination is environmentally 
superior is the assertion that the alternative would substantially mitigate the visual 
impacts of the preferred route.  (Tables D.3-2, D.3-3)  That conclusion ignores new visual 
impact that portions of the I-880-B portion of the alternative would cause, adversely 
affecting visitors, workers  and businesses in the City of Fremont and motorists along the 
I-880 corridor.  More analysis is needed to provide a complete and accurate comparison 
with the impacts of the preferred route.  Without this information and comparison, the 
determination of the environmentally superior route is not adequately supported.  PG&E 
is now preparing and will submit a series of visual renderings of a 230 kV transmission 
line built along various sections of the I-880-B corridor so that these impacts can be 
better analyzed.  Such additional information will further demonstrate either that the 
proposed project is environmentally superior, and that the combination of the proposed 
project and the I-880-A alternative is also superior to the DEIRs preferred route. 

Although the DEIR concludes that the proposed project would be superior with 
regard to visual impacts, neither that fact nor the substantial visual impacts of the I-880-B 
alternative appear to have appropriately influenced the selection of the environmentally 
superior alternative.  The DEIR’s conclusions regarding visual impacts are purportedly 
based on the assumption that trail users have a higher visual “expectati on” than workers, 
businesses and motorists along the I-880 corridor.  The determination of visual impacts 
specifically includes the “number of viewers” and the “duration of view,” yet the 
conclusion drawn is contrary to the facts presented.  (C.12-2.)  The DEIR determines that 
visual impacts on perhaps hundreds of yearly trail users would be more significant than 
visual impacts on perhaps millions of yearly motorists using I-880 and businesses along 
the I-880 corridor, yet there is no evidence to sustain such a conclusion.  In fact, this 
determination fails to account for the dramatic difference in the duration of views 
between motorists and employees who would view the project day after day and 
throughout the day versus trail users who would likely see the project occasionally and 
for relatively short time periods.   

The DEIR notes that the “[L]andscape visibility can be a function of presence or absence 
of screening features such as land forms, vegetation, and or built structures.” (C.12-2.)  
Furthermore, the DEIR states that the proposed route would have “[g]reater visual 
consistency with existing uses (4 existing transmission lines).”  (D-10.)  Accordingly, the 
DEIR concludes that the proposed route would have lesser negative visual impacts than 
the I-880-B alternative.  Despite this, however, the DEIR concludes that the I-880-B 
alternative is “clearly superior.”  (D-6.)  Such a conclusion is contrary to the analysis in 
the DEIR and is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or in the document 
itself. 

In fact, the analysis in the DEI R demonstrates that the I - 8 8 0 - B  a l t e r n a t i v e  s h o u l d  

n o t  b e  r e c o m m e n d e d  a s  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  s u p e r i o r  a l t e r n a t i v e .   T h e  D E I R  

d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h a t  t h e  v i s u a l  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t ,  t h e  I - 8 8 0 - A alternative, and 

t h e  I - 8 8 0 - B alternative are basically similar.  For example, each of these al ternatives is 

d e t e r m i n e d  i n  t h e  D E I R  t o  b e  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  B C D C  p o l i c i e s  o n  v i s u a l  i m p a c t s .   T h e  

D E I R s  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  o f  t h e  I - 8 8 0 - B  a l t e r n a t i v e  f a i l s  t o  c o n s i d e r ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  f a r  

g r e a t e r  n u m b e r  o f  u s e r s  a f f e c t e d  b y  t h i s  i m p a c t  w h e n  i t  i s  l o c a t e d  a l o n g  I n t e r s t a t e  8 8 0 .   

W h i l e  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t  i s  l o c a t e d  n e a r  t h e  B a y  T r a i l ,  t h i s  t r a i l  i s  n o t  y e t  c o m p l e t e d ,  

w h i c h  p l a i n l y  r e d u c e s  c u r r e n t  u s e  ( i n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  e x i s t i n g  B a y  T r a i l  s e g m e n t  c u r r e n t l y  

p r e s e n t s  v i e w s  o f  t h e  B a y  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  p o w e r  l i n e s ) .   A l o n g  I n t e r s t a t e  8 8 0 ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  

p r o j e c t  w o u l d  a f f e c t  t h e  v i e w  o f  m i l l i o n s  o f  m o t o r i s t s  e a c h  y e a r  ( b a s e d  o n  a v e r a g e  d a i l y  

traffic of 1 3 0 , 0 0 0  t o  1 3 6 , 0 0 0  v e h i c l e s ,  D E I R  F i g u r e  C . 1 1 - 1 ) ,  a n d  t h i s  i m p a c t  w o u l d  o c c u r  

a l o n g  a  s t r e t c h  o f  f r e e w a y  t h a t  d o e s  n o t  n o w  i n c l u d e  v i e w s  o f  a d j a c e n t  p o w e r l i n e s .  

M o r e o v e r ,  t h e  D E I R  o v e r s t a t e s  t h e  i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  o f  p o w e r  l i n e s  w i t h  t h e  B a y  

T r a i l .   A s  t h e  D E I R  n o t e s ,  b o t h  t h e  F r e m o n t  a n d  S a n  J o s e  G e n e r a l  P l a n s  a c t u a l l y  c o n t a i n  

s t a t e m e n t s  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  u t i l i t y  e a s e m e n t s  p r o v i d e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  l o c a t e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  

trails.  Specifically, the San Jose General Plan P arks and Recreation Policy 7 states that 

t he City encourages the Santa Clara Valley Water District, school dis tricts, PG&E and 

o t h e r  p u b l i c  a g e n c i e s  a n d  u t i l i t i e s  t o  p r o v i d e  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  u s e s  o f  t h e i r  

r e s p e c t i v e  p r o p e r t i e s  a n d  r i g h t s - o f - w a y .   ( C . 7 - 2 1 . )   T h e  C i t y  o f  F r e m o n t  G e n e r a l  P l a n  

Open Space Element Policy OS 2.5.3 states that the C ity shall use a variety of resources 

i n  c o m p l e t i n g  i t s  t r a i l  s y s t e m  a n d  w o r k  w i t h  o t h e r  p u b l i c  a g e n c i e s  t o  d e v e l o p  p a t h s  o n  

e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s - o f - w a y ,  s u c h  a s  c r e e k s ,  f l o o d  c o n t r o l  c h a n n e l s ,  H e t c h  H e t c h y  a n d  S o u t h  

B a y  A q u e d u c t  r i g h t s - o f - w a y ,  a n d  P G & E  p o w e r  l i n e  e a s e m e n t s .   ( C . 7 - 1 6 . )  

T h e  D E I R  a l s o  f a i l s  t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  v i s u a l  i m p a c t s  c a u s e d  b y  t h e  

c i r c u i t o u s  a n d  w i n d i n g  p a t h  o f  t h e  I - 8 8 0 - B  a l t e r n a t i v e  r o u t e .   U n l i k e  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o u t e ,  

w h i c h  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  s t r a i g h t  f o r  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  i t s  d i s t a n c e ,  t h e  I - 8 8 0 - B  r o u t e  t u r n s  

fourteen angles between the Newark - M e t c a l f  2 3 0  k V  l i n e  a n d  t h e  e n d  o f  F r e m o n t  

B o u l e v a r d .   E a c h  o f  t h e s e  t u r n s  w o u l d  r e q u i r e  a n  “ a n g l e  s t r u c t u r e , ”  w h i c h  i s  a  l a r g e r ,  

m o r e  s u b s t a n t ial tower.  By their nature, these angle towers have greater visual impact s.  

M o r e o v e r ,  a  w i n d i n g  r o u t e  r e q u i r e s  m o r e  t o w e r s  t h a n  a  s t r a i g h t  r o u t e .   A l s o ,  t h e  w i n d i n g  

n a t u r e  o f  t h e  I - 8 8 0 - B  r o u t e  m e a n s  t h a t  v i e w e r s  a t  v a r i o u s  v a n t a g e  p o i n t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

t h o s e  g e n e r a l l y  i n  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  t h e  r o u t e ,  e . g .  a l o n g  I - 8 8 0 ,  w o u l d  s e e  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  

s e c t i o n s  o f  t h e  l i n e  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y ,  w h e r e a s  v i e w e r s  o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o u t e  w o u l d  v i e w  

o n e ,  c o n t i n u o u s  l i n e  t h a t  w o u l d  b e  l e s s  v i s u a l l y  i n t r u s i v e .  

I n  s u m ,  t h e  v i s u a l  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  I - 8 8 0 - B  a l t e r n a t i v e  w o u l d  b e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  w o r s e  t h a n  

t h e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t ,  o r  t h e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t   
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combined with the I-880A alternative.  This should be reflected in the EIR’s 
conclusion regarding the environmentally superior alternative. 

b. The DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project would have an 
unavoidable significant impact by causing bird strikes fails to consider 
available, feasible mitigation measures, and that failure improperly skews 
the determination of the environmentally superior alternative. 

The DEIR finds that the proposed project would have an unavoidable significant 
impact in that it would potentially cause bird mortality because it would place a relatively 
thin wire high in the air through a corridor heavily used by birds.  The 230 kV conductors 
proposed are approximately 1.22 inches in diameter.  Thus, they are easily visible to 
birds.  The static wire, or shield wire, however, is a fairly thin wire strung across the top 
of the transmission towers.  The DEIR concludes that wire would present a danger to 
birds and create a high probability of bird strikes resulting in bird mortality and creating a 
significant, unavoidable “Class I” impact.  This conclusion is flawed for two reasons.   

 First, the DEIR classifies bird collision potential as significant because the “Loss 
of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act would be considered a 
significant and unavoidable impact (Class I).”  (C.3-73)  This interpretation incorrectly 
suggests that any bird strike would be a significant impact.  A more appropriate criteria of 
significance is the standard developed by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee, 
which has defined the biological significance of bird collision mortality as "the effect of 
collisions upon a bird population's ability to sustain or increase its numbers locally and 
throughout the range of the species."  (APLIC 1994, p. II/8).     
 
 A bird hitting a power line is actually a rare event.  In general, the risk that a bird 
flying across a powerline will collide with it is a small fraction of 1%.  Where estimates 
have been made, collisions with powerlines account for far less than 1% of total bird 
mortality.  This impact is difficult to predict given the life history data and collision 
numbers necessary to model the effect of collision mortality on a population.  Generally, 
however, one would expect it to be significant only in a few cases where small 
populations of birds are particularly vulnerable.   
 
 Several factors can be used to predict bird mortality from a powerline.  In order, 
they are: 
 
1)  Whether the line is in an existing powerline corridor.  In this case, one would not 
expect an increase in mortality, because the transmission line is proposed to  

parallel the existing transmission line.  The new transmission line may make the 
corridor more visible, possibly decreasing total bird mortality in that corridor. 
 
2)  Bird movements across the proposed route.  Birds fly and it can be expected 
that sooner or later a bird will hit anything that is put into the air - as they have 
been know to hit golf balls while in flight.  In general, if more birds fly across the 
transmission line, more birds have the potential to hit it.  Determining the rate of 
movement across a corridor requires a rigorous, multi-year study, because the 
factors influencing movements are so variable. 
 
3)  If such a study is lacking, then movements can be predicted by guessing where 
the birds are moving to and from within the study area.  Shorebirds and gulls 
frequenting the edges of the Bay will move between feeding areas and roosting 
areas.  These movements are greatest because their feeding areas are tid al - and 
they will move in and out of feeding areas with the tide, up to four times a day.  
Ducks will move from nighttime holding areas to open water to feed. 
 
4)  Characteristics of the birds moving across the corridor.  Species, flight 
behavior, age, and migratory status have all been shown to influence birds' 
susceptibility to collisions with powerlines. 

 
 The DEIR’s determination that bird mortality resulting from bird strikes is an 
unavoidable significant impact should be reviewed giving consideration to the biological 
significance definition set forth above.  Evaluating bird mortality under this definition, 
and in combination with the bird strike mitigation, should demonstrate that this impact 
will be less than significant. 
  
 Second, this conclusion is not supported by the evidence in the DEIR.  The 
second paragraph on C.3-63 starts by admitting that “[i]t is impossible to predict the 
magnitude of bird mortality from the transmission line without extensive information on 
bird species and movements in the project vicinity.  These data are not available for the 
proposed transmission route.”  The third paragraph identifies the aquatic/natural 
resources that may attract birds to the area and states that the gulls are the most visible 
bird movements in the area.  The DEIR then states “[g]ulls are not particularly 
susceptible to collisions with power lines.  (Leitner, 1981).” The DEIR also states that, in 
the South San Francisco Bay, bird mortality is expected to be greatest where transmission 
lines cross tidal mudflats that are used extensively by feeding shorebirds (C.3-63).  
Figure C.3-1 demonstrates that the vast majority of the proposed route follows developed 
areas and grasslands, with a small area crossing salt ponds, but no  
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mudflats.  The obvious conclusion is that bird strikes are not a significant impact, yet the 
DEIR fails to make that finding. 
 
 On the same page the DEIR states, “[t]he proposed transmission line route 
parallels an existing PG&E Co. transmission line corridor.”  In general, several 
transmission lines within a single corridor are expected to be more visible to birds than 
single lines.  (APLIC, 1994).  Additional bird mortality is expected to be lower when a 
line is constructed within an existing corridor than when it crosses new areas.”  Again, it 
appears that no consideration has been given to this evidence, which supports the 
conclusion that impacts to bird mortality from the proposed project will be limited. 
 
 Third, the DEIR’s conclusion fails to acknowledge or analyze a number of 
available, feasible and commonly used mitigation measures.  PG&E proposed a number 
of such measures, but only one is included in the DEIR and that mitigation measure is not 
identified in detail or listed on the Mitigation Monitoring Program.  The DEIR should 
identify the mitigation measures proposed by PG&E, and should discuss the feasibility 
and efficiency of these measures.  If these measures are found infeasible or ineffective,  
the EIR should explain why.  Both as part of its analysis and as part of the determination 
of the environmentally superior alternative, the DEIR should analyze the preferred 
project with these mitigation measures in place. 
 
 In fact, numerous studies have shown that marking wires significantly drops the 
mortality rate associated with bird strikes.  The marking of power lines has been 
researched for a number years, with studies concluding that it is an effective way to 
reduce the impacts associated with bird strikes.  The Netherlands now require that all 
overhead wires be marked in bird collision zones with 10-cm (4-in.) spirals and 5-m 
(16.4-ft) spacing.  This effort has on average reduced the bird mortality rate associated 
with bird strikes by 90 percent.  (Koops 1993, referenced in APLIC, 1994).   
 
 Two U.S. studies in the early 1990s also demonstrated the effectiveness of wire 
marking for bird strike reduction.  A study completed by Morkill and Anderson (1991) 
evaluated yellow aviation marker balls (30 cm. or 12 in. in diameter) crossed with a black 
vertical stripe.  The marked spans were associated with significantly lower (54%) bird 
mortality.  (APLIC, 1994).  The second study by Brown and Drewien (1995) compared 
the effectiveness of two new methods:  yellow Spiral Vibration Dampers (SVD’s) and 
yellow swinging fiberglass plates.  Though both showed a reduction in mortality rates in 
the 60 percentile range, the plates were found to damage the transmission wires and were 
rejected.  The study concluded that the SVD’s were effective and reduced bird mortality 
rates by 61 percent, though this number could be improved if the horizontal aspects of the 
plates were introduced.  (APLIC, 1994). 
 

 In s h o r t ,  t h i s  t y p e  o f  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e  i s  c o m m o n l y  u s e d  a n d  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e .   

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  l i s t  p r o v i d e s  a  s a m p l e  o f  a v a i l a b l e  m a r k i n g  t e c h n i q u e s  t h a t  s h o u l d  b e  

d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  D E I R .   A d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  t h e s e  m e t h o d s  i s  f o u n d  i n  E x h i b i t  A .   

This l i s t  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  e x h a u s t i v e .  

 

I.  Spiral Vibration Dampers (SVD) - Preformed shape of high-impact PVC.  
Designed to grip a conductor tightly on one end and loosely on the other end to 
dampen vibration that is induced by low-velocity winds.  Available in gray and 
yellow.  Installation is moderately labor-intensive on lower-height distribution 
lines and requires high-reach equipment for the higher lines.   

 
II. Bird Flight Diverters (BFD) - Preformed shape of high-impact PVC.  Two 

designs of varying sizes are available.  Have proven effective when installed on 
the overhead groundwires of transmission lines.   

 
III. Aerial Marker Sphere - Spheres typically used to alert aircraft to power lines.  

Size ranges from 22.9 cm (9 in.) and 30.5 cm (12 in.) in diameter.  Available in a 
variety of colors.   

 
IV. Metal Bird Flight Diverters - Made from several preformed aluminum alloy 

rods sized to fit steel overhead groundwires or aluminum conductors.  Contains a 
number of spiral metal loops to aid in visibility.  

 
V. Avifaune Spiral - Preformed shape of PVC produced in two colors.  Has been 

used on both conductors and overhead groundwires with a recommended spacing 
of 7 to 10 cm (23 to 32.8 in.).   

 
The DEIR’s failure to analyze the proposed project with mitigation measures such 

as those described above in place is a substantial factor in the DEIR’s unsupported 
determination that the I-880-B alternative is environmentally superior.  When the EIR 
considers and evaluates this mitigation measure, the EIR will be able to provide a more 
accurate weighing of the potential impacts of the preferred p roject versus the I-880-B 
alternative.  When considered in tandem with the dramatic visual impacts of the I-880-B 
alternative that the proposed project would avoid, the mitigation of potential bird strike 
impacts will demonstrate that the proposed project is environmentally superior to the I-
880-B alternative. 

c. Full consideration of the potential land use impacts of the I-880-B alternative 
demonstrates that it is not environmentally superior. 
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The comparison between the Land Use and Recreation impacts of the proposed 
project and the I-880-A/I-880-B alternative (Table D.3-2) is incongruous with the Visual 
Resources comparison on the next line of the table.  (D-10.)  Under Land Use and 
Recreation, the DEIR states that the proposed project would  creat e more impacts because 
it would “degrade” the recreational trail experience for 2 .7 miles, versus one mile for the 
I-880-A/I-880-B alternative.  Under Visual Resources, however, the DEIR states that the 
proposed project would have “greater visual consistency with existing uses.”  The only 
existing public uses in the area of the proposed project are recreational trails.  The only 
“degradation” of the recreational trail experience iden tified is through visual impacts.  
Thus, if the visual impacts of the proposed project are less, the land use and recreation 
impacts must also be less.  The conclusion that the proposed project would have greater 
Land Use and Recreation Impacts, therefore, is not supported, and is in fact contradicted, 
by the statements in the DEIR.   

Moreover, the DEIR’s conclusion as to land use impacts completely ignores the 
potential land use impacts of the I-880-B alternative.  The I-880-B alternative as 
proposed would run through a dense and developing commercial and industrial corridor 
along a major regional highway.  (See, e.g., C.7-53, 54.)  Additionally, development 
pressure on remaining vacant land in the area is tremendous.  Hence, the potential for 
land use impacts from the I-880-B alternative is substantial.  For example, 
“[t]ransmission lines would be placed along the sidewalk/lawn border of the businesses 
along the west side of Lakeview Boulevard” (C.11-24), and construction along the I-880-
B segment would require the removal of approximately 321 mature trees.  Yet the DEIR 
fails to account for the potential impacts of such impacts in selecting the I-880-B 
alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 

On the whole, the DEIR’s recommendation of the I-880-B alternative does not 
sufficiently consider the economic, land use and employment impacts on the City of 
Fremont and existing businesses or businesses that may wish to locate on land adjacent to 
or near the proposed I-880-B alternative corridor.  This is contrary to the DEIR’s 
statement that land use impacts were considered very important in its analysis.  (D-2)  
Accordingly,  the EIR’s conclusion regarding the environmentally superior alternative is 
not supported. 

d. Short-term construction and traffic impacts on I-880 should be considered 
in determining which alternative is environmentally superior. 

The DEIR concludes that “[n]o transportation impacts were found to be significant 
unavoidable impacts” of either the proposed project or any of the alternatives analyzed.  
(ES-19)  The I-880-B alternative, however, could have substantial impacts on the I-880 
freeway during construction.  According to the DEIR, I-880 carries  

approximately 105,000 vehicles per day north of Montague Expressway.  (C.11-
2)  The DEIR states that, nonetheless, because construction impacts are short-term 
impacts, they are not significant.  Although PG&E agrees with the proposition that short-
term construction impacts should not be considered significant due to their transient 
nature, these impacts should still factor into the analysis of which alternative is 
environmentally superior.  In this case, these impacts provide further support for the 
conclusion that either the proposed route or a combined proposed I-880-A route are 
environmentally superior to the route favored in the DEIR. 

e. The comparison of the I-880-A and the I-880-B alternatives separately 
with the preferred project understates their combined impact and thus 
skews the analysis of the superior alternative. 

The separation of the I-880-A and the I-880-B alternatives for individual 
comparison with the preferred project results in an inaccurate conclusion regarding the 
environmentally superior alternative.  The DEIR concludes that a combination of the I-
880-A alternative and the I-880-B alternative comprises the environmentally superior 
project.  Throughout the DEIR, however, these alternatives are separately compared 
against each other and against the preferred project.  This s eparate analysis of these 
alternatives overstates the benefits of the I-880-B alternative, and understates the 
potential adverse impacts of that alternative. 

The impact-maximizing effect of this compound analysis may be most obvious in 
the area of land use impacts.  Analysis of the I-880-A alternative alone reveals that it  
would have substantial impacts on existing or planned commercial development in 
Fremont, such as the Lam Research “campus” at the north end of the Bayside Business 
Park.  As demonstrated above, the I-880-B alternative would have tremendous economic, 
employment and land use impacts on properties in Fremont, including Catellus property, 
the Bayside Business Park, and particularly the dense and rapidly developing I-880 
corridor.  Separating these alternatives for analytical purposes, however, only accounts 
for these impacts individually, not on a comprehensive basis. 

 In addition, an alternative analyzed in an EIR should meet basic project 
objectives.  It is clear that neither the I-880-A or I-880-B alternatives in themselves can 
satisfy basic project objectives, because neither one provides the complete transmission 
line that is required.  Thus the realistic comparison of the alternatives should compare the 
proposed project with the combined I-880-A and I-880-B alternative.  When the land use 
and other impacts of these combined alternatives are considered, the proposed project 
should be determined to be environmentally preferred. 
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f. The proposed project is the environmentally superior alternative. 

Despite the apparent deficiencies in the alternati ves analysis outlined above, the 
DEIR states that the “Table D.3-3 shows that along the central part of the route, the I-
880-B Alternative is clearly environmentally superior to both the Underground 
Alternative and the proposed route segment.”  (D-6 (emphasis added).)  Two pages later, 
the DEIR states that “determining a superior alternative is difficult because of the 
tradeoffs associated with different alternatives .”  These statements are difficult to 
reconcile.  In any event, the analysis and discussion in the DEIR reveals that the 
environmental superiority of the I-880-A/I-880-B alternative over another or over the 
preferred project is anything but clear.  (See e.g. D-10-15)  On the contrary, a full 
consideration of the issues discussed above will show that the proposed route is superior 
with respect to, among other factors, visual impacts (fewer receptors, fewer impacts, 
more existing background “noise”), land use impacts (minimal impacts on economic, 
employment and commercial uses, and compatibility with recreational uses), construction 
impacts, and wildlife impacts (mitigation measures will reduce or avoid bird strike 
impacts). 

 Even now, the DEIR acknowledges that the comparison of the alternatives to the 
preferred project is a very close call.  PG&E is confident that, after full consideration of 
the points raised above, the final EIR and the analysis and evidence contained therein will 
demonstrate that the proposed project is the overall environmentally superior alternative, 
and that the combination of the proposed project with the I-880-A alternative is also 
environmentally superior to the I-880-A/I-880-B alternative. 

 

2. The suggested land use conflicts regarding the Los Esteros Substation are not 
a physical environmental impact, but a variant on the location of the 
substation should still be evaluated in the EIR. 

 US Dataport has suggested that the proposed location of the Los Esteros 
Substation conflicts with local land use plans, and that such a conflict necessarily 
constitutes a significant environmental impact under CEQA.  US Dataport's argument is 
based on the fact that it is proposing a project that would also utilize the proposed Los 
Esteros Substation site.  Due to that proposal, US Dataport has suggested that the Los 
Esteros Substation should be constructed instead on an adjacent parcel currently owned 
by the City of San Jose.  The City of San Jose recently stated in their testimony in this 
matter that the use of the City's property for the substation would not be incompatible 
with existing general plan and zoning designations.  The City had also stated in the past, 
however, that this site might be needed for water pollution control plant operations, 
which might prevent PG&E from being able to obtain this property through  

condemnation (thereby rendering US Dataport's proposal infeasible).  Although PG&E is 
currently in on-going discussions with these parties, the City has neither approved the US 
Dataport development nor has it provided PG&E with assurance that PG&E will be able 
to acquire the necessary City parcel for relocating the substation.   

 Of course, the final determination of whether a conflict exists should be made by 
the CPUC.  The DEIR states that a project such as a utility substation would be consistent 
with the Alviso Specific Plan and the San Jose General Plan and would be permitted on 
the site under current zoning regulations with a use permit.  (C.7-27 - 28, C.7-31 - 32.)  
The DEIR therefore concludes that there is not a substantial conflict with existing land 
use plans in the area.  PG&E concurs with that analysis.  Generally, while fundamental 
conflicts with existing land use plans may indeed demonstrate a significant 
environmental impact, a difference between a proposed use and an existing use 
designation is not such a conflict.  See, e.g., Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El 
Dorado County v. County of El Dorado, 62 Cal. App. 4th 1332 (1998).  Accordingly, the 
DEIR correctly concludes that construction of the Los Esteros Substation in the location 
proposed by PG&E would not, after mitigation, cause a significant land use impact.  
(C.7-45 - 47.) 

 In sum, PG&E supports the DEIR's conclusion that the proposed Los Esteros site 
is the environmentally superior site for the location of the substation.  Nonetheless, 
because US Dataport's proposal could result in a slight variation on the project as it will 
be approved by the CPUC, PG&E recommends analyzing such a variant in the Final EIR 
if such analysis can be provided without a delay in the schedule for completion of the 
EIR.  This analysis should include not only the substation but also the necessary 
adjustments to the transmission line routes heading into and out of the substation.  Given 
the proximity and similarity of the sites, PG&E believes it is possible to add this analysis 
without delay. 

3. The following variant on the I-880-A alternative would reduce the visua l 
impacts of that alignment. 

 PG&E proposes an adjustment to the I-880-A alternative alignment, as shown on 
the attached map (Exhibit B), that improves Mitigation Measure V-3, subpart (a), and 
also reduces the probability of bird strikes south of Milepost (“MP”) 1.7 because the I-
880-A route would be adjusted to parallel the existing Newark-Trimble/Newark-Kifer 
115 kV line rather than creating a new corridor across Salt Ponds A-22 and A-23.  The 
placement of the new towers would be opposite or nearly opposite the existing sets of 
115 kV towers, where the adjustment to the I-880-A route is parallel to the Newark-
Trimble/Newark-Kifer 115 kV line.  The placement of the new towers in opposite or  
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nearly opposite positions to the existing towers and parallel to the existing lines would 
result in the most harmonious profile for the three sets of conductors, and this would 
further reduce the potential for bird strikes. 

 Mitigation Measure V-3(a) as currently drafted calls for paralleling the Newark-
Montague 115 kV pole line.  Under this current version of the mitigation measure, 
however, the new 230 kV tower line would be too far to the east to avoid a building in the 
northwest corner of the Bayside Business Park near MP 2.7.  As such, under the 
mitigation measure as currently drafted, the alignment would have to make a sharp turn 
to the west along the southern boundary of the southerly Salt Pond A-23 in order to get 
far enough west to clear the building.  The proposed change, on the other hand, parallels 
the westerly set of towers and is able to clear the building near MP 2.7.   

 
PART II. TECHNICAL COMMENTS AND CORRECTIONS. 

PG&E respectfully submits the following list of technical comments and 
corrections on the DEIR. 

1. General Comment on NRS Alternative 

The DEIR’s description of the Northern Receiving Station (“NRS”) Alternative is 
not clear as to whether certain existing 115 kV lines would remain, specifically those 
between the proposed Los Esteros Substation site and the NRS.  This alternative would 
not eliminate any of the existing 115 kV circuits currently extending from Newark 
Substation to Scott and Kifer Substations.  The NRS Alternative would require a 230 kV 
transmission line from the Newark Substation to the NRS site.  That line would run along 
the same route as the PG&E preferred alternative from Newark  to a location in the 
vicinity of the proposed Los Esteros Substation.  The line would then pass south of 
Alviso to a location in the vicinity of Highway 237.  From Highway 237 to the NRS 
location, the existing 115 kV line paralleling Lafayette Street would remain and be 
utilized for the new 230 kV conductors, since this portion of the line was originally 
constructed to 230 kV specifications at the request of the City of Santa Clara.  The 
portion of the 115 kV line being replaced with 230 kV conductors would, however, have 
to be replaced with a new, additional 115 kV double circuit line paralleling the existing 
lines (that would be upgraded to 230 kV) from Hwy 237 to the NRS.  Thus, while the 
existing 115 kV line would technically be replaced, it would not be eliminated because it 
would be rebuilt in tandem with, and parallel to, the proposed route for the NRS 
Alternative. 

 The cost for the 230 kV Transmission in Table ES-3 (page ES-24) for the NRS 
Substation (with transmission line) heading should be changed from $41.3 (million) to  

$39.8 (million).  The total cost under the same heading should be changed from $118.1 

( m i l l i o n )  t o  $ 1 1 6 . 6  ( m i l l i o n ).  

2. Specific Comments and Corrections 

 Specific comments relating to text are noted  below.  In each case, the page 
number and relevant text has been identified.  Recommended changes are noted in 
BOLD. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
 The DEIR on page ES-11 makes an incorrect statement regarding the impacts to 
the California tiger salamander.  The DEIR in the Alternatives section states: “A 
combination of the I-880-A and I-880-B alternatives is preferred to the comparable 
segment of the proposed transmission line route because it would reduce potential 
impacts to burrowing owls and California tiger salamanders, . . .”  The reference to 
impacts to the California tiger salamander is simply not true.  The proposed project does 
not impact the California tiger salamander and this statement should be revised to reflect 
that there are no impacts to the California tiger salamander caused by implementation of 
PG&E's preferred alternative. 
 
A. Introduction/Overview 
 
 The DEIR on page A-1 incorrectly lists the date PG&E filed a new Application 
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessi ty (CPCN) for the project as 
September 13, 1999.  This date should be September 9, 1999 
 
 The DEIR on page A-6 should add in the description of Figure A.2-1 - blue and 
purple solid lines. 
 
 The DEIR on page A-10 states that “Under CEQA requirements, the CPUC will 
determine the adequacy of the Final EIR, and, if adequate, will certify the document as 
complying with CEQA.”  PG&E would like to note that CEQA does not bind the CPUC 
to accept the EIRs determination of the environmentally superior alternative, nor, if it 
does accept that determination, to choose the environmentally superior alternative as the 
project that it wishes to approve. 
 
 The chart shown on page A-12 incorrectly shows that an easement is required 
from the Bay Conservation and Development Commission.  This chart should be 
corrected to show that no such easement is required. 
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B. Description Of Proposed Project, Alternatives And Scenario For Analysis Of 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
 The location of the Trimble Substation is incorrectly noted on Figure B.2-1 on 
page B-3.  The correct location is southwest of the marked location. 
 
 The DEIR incorrectly references the 115 kV connections on page B-15.  The first 
sentence of the last paragraph on the page should read: The four 115 kV connections 
listed above will occur in the immediate vicinity of the Los Esteros Substation.  The 
fourth connection (Los Esteros to Montague Substation) would include new 
construction on Trimble Road and Montague Expressway. 
 
 The DEIR incorrectly identifies one of the privately owned staging areas as south 
of MP 5.4 of the proposed 230 kV transmission line route on page B-21.  This sentence 
should read: south of MP 5.4 of the westerly 230 kV transmission line route. 
 
 The DEIR incorrectly shows on page B-23 that 23 acres of the substation site will 
be disturbed during construction.  This should revised to 24 acres. 
 
 On page B-24 in the last paragraph, the first sentence should be revised to read: as 
well as to terminate the outgoing transmission lines. 
 
 The DEIR identifies tower locations in the second paragraph of page B-29.  The 
identified locations do not match the existing 115 kV transmission lines.  The Don 
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge Manager requests matching towers 
to reduce conductor differences between the existing lines and a new 2230 kV line.   

 The System Alternatives Eliminated discussion beginning on page B-47 needs 
minor revisions.  The middle of the first paragraph of the section should be revised to 
read: . . .and includes applicant siting studies, application preparation, application review 
by the California Energy Commission (CEC, for power plants and associated facilities).  
In the second paragraph in the section on the same page the line should be revised to 
read: In addition to the separation of State agency oversight over transmission line only 
projects (CPUC) and power plants (with associated transmission interconnections) 
(CEC), an additional complication is the responsibility of the California Independent 
System Operator (ISO) to assure reliability of the transmission grid. 
 The DEIR on page B-50 bullet lists specific additional impacts that could occur.  
The following errors were noted.  First, in the last sentence of the second bullet addition  

is misspelled.  The second sentence in the third bullet should read: The proposed project 
includes a total of 14.6 circuit miles (one 7.3 mile double circuit tower line), . . .  

 The first paragraph on page B-53 should be revised to correctly reference the I-
880-A Alternative.  This section should be revised to read: 

. . .which crosses Auto Mall Parkway (in a southeasterly to northwesterly 
direction) at a point immediately west of I-880.  The alternative would then 
follow the west side of I-880 along the edge of a business park and along the 
eastern edge of soon-to-be-created Pacific Commons Preserve for about 0.6 miles, 
where a single angle structure would be located in the Preserve.  The route would 
cross the westerly edge of an I-880 inspection and weigh station about one mile 
southeast of the auto Mall Parkway interchange….This alternative would require 
removal of about 100 trees on the west side of the parking lots behind Northport 
Loop West. 

 Figure B.6-3 on page B-55 should be revised as shown in Exhibit C to reflect 
variants proposed in this comment letter in Section C.7 Land Use and Public Recreation.   

 The DEIR on page B-56 should be revised to correctly reference variants 
proposed in this comment letter in Section C.7 Land Use and Public Recreation in order 
to avoid land use conflicts and read:  

…side of the street (about 62 existing trees would need to be removed and 
replaced with trees that don’t grow so high) to the point where the Parkway on-
ramp meets the westerly edge of Fremont Blvd.  At that point, the route would 
turn south along Fremont Blvd. for about 900 feet and then turn easterly 
along Dixon Landing Parkway, to a point west of I-880.  At this point the line 
would turn southeasterly and parallel I-880 and Dixon Landing Parkway.  
After crossing West Warren Avenue, the line would be located in landscaped 
areas in front of the building on Lakeview Drive.  South of Gateway Blvd., 
Lakeview Drive runs immediately west of the freeway; in this segment, the 
transmission line would be located in the landscaped area just west o f the street.  
Where Lakeview Drive turns west, the alternative route would turn southwest 
along Lakeview Drive to the westerly edge of Fremont Blvd.,  then it would turn 
south, re-connecting with the proposed route at the pole at MP 4.3 of the 
proposed route. 

The second sentence of the second full paragraph on the same page should be revised to 
read: 
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The alternative would require removal of approximately 321 ornamental trees 
along Cushing Road and Interstate 880.  A number of trees would require 
periodic trimming for electrical clearances.  

The third full paragraph on the same page should be revised to read: 

A transmission line along the freeway would be a compatible land use.  However, 
because development in the Caltrans right-of-way is discouraged, the right-of-way 
would probably have to be acquired from adjoining private property owners.  The 
line would also cross the Garden of Noah Cemetery (a small pet  cemetery) south 
of West Warren Avenue and adjacent to the I-880.  PG&E Co. has state that 
construction of towers could interfere with existing land uses (unless an easement 
can be voluntarily acquired, land rights cannot be obtained by eminent domain). 

 The last full paragraph on the same page should be revised to reflect the correct 
mileage along the alternative route.  The second sentence s hould read: This alternative is 
slightly shorter than the proposed route (about 7.0 miles versus 7.3 miles of 230 kV line), 
. . . 

 The DEIR should be revised at page B-57, as follow.  The first paragraph, second 
sentence should read: South of that point, in this alternative, the overhead line would turn 
easterly and cross the westerly pair of 115 kV lines (the proposed route is going in a 
southeasterly direction  at this point). 

 The fifth sentence of the second paragraph on page B-57 should be revised to add 
the following text: The corridor would then include two 115 kV overhead lines (Newark-
Milpitas and Newark-Montague; see Figure B.2-7) and one underground 230 kV line, 
double circuit line in two trenches . 

 The last paragraph on page B-65 should be revised to reflect the correct 
transmission line lengths.  The last sentence should read: This alternative would require a 
nearly 50 percent longer 230 kV transmission line (about 11.4 miles, whereas the 
proposed project would require 7.3 miles). 

C.3 Biological Resources 
 The chart shown on page C.3-17 combines a number of plant community 
classifications.  Ruderal salt marsh is not the same thing as northern coastal salt marsh, 
and ruderal upland is not the same as non-native annual grassland.  These classifications  
should not be combined and the chart should be revised to reflect this. 

 The DEIR beginning at page C.3-25 misstates the species that could potentially 
occur along the proposed project route.  This in turn lists many species that would never 
occur in the project area due to lack of habitat.  This list should be reviewed and species 
that lack the requisite habitat should be removed. 

 Clarification is needed on page C.3-33 in the Western Snowy Plover discussion.  
The sentence states that “they have begun breeding in salt ponds around the bay this 
century.”  Please clarify which century, the twentieth or the twenty-first. 

 The DEIR at pages C.3-45 - C.3-46 references the CEQA definition of 
significance, the same definition that PG&E used in its PEA studies.  However, the 
example given at C.3-47 suggests that the DEIR considers the disturbance of a single 
burrowing owl next site as significant, even if the nest is abandoned only for one season.  
This impact would not affect the population levels of burrowing owls by itself, and is not 
permanently reducing the species habitat available for the burrowing owl.  Most 
biologists would consider this impact to the population as insignificant.  Page C.3-47 
should be revised to provide a more appropriate example of a significant impact to 
wildlife resources. 

 The DEIR at page C.3-53 incorrectly identifies the amount of habitat disturbed in 
the Wildlife Habitat Disturbance discussion.  This sentence should be revised to read: 
The primary form of habitat disturbance would be the use of heavy equipment during 
stringing of the line, and use of off-road vehicles within the 100-130’ ROW (see Project 
Description).   

 The DEIR at page C.3-54 reads: “Most bird collisions with powerlines occur 
under two common conditions. . .”  This paragraph does not accurately summarize 
Wendy Brown’s 1993 paper at the 1993 Avian Interactions Workshop (Brown 1993).  
For example, this paper discusses a number of factors that can influence the rate of 
collision mortality.  The paper also discusses biological significance and mitigation 
measures, but the EIR ignores these.   

 Table C.3-7, Avoidance and Buffer Requirements for Reducing Impacts to 
Special Status Species on page C.3-61, identifies various buffer distances for different 
species but fails to provide a source or rationale for these buffer zone distances.  
Moreover, the buffer zones are not consistent for the species designated as Special Status 
Species.  The table should provide a reference for the buffer distances and should be 
revised to show consistent buffer distances for species under the same designation. 
 The DEIR at page C.3-63, the last paragraph incorrectly references the proposed 
project.  The first sentence should be revised to read: The westerly alternative parallels 
an existing PG&E Co. transmission line corridor.  Also, though the bird collision impact  
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is considered significant even after implementation of PG&E’s Applicant Proposed 
Measure 10.27a, there is no discussion of the basis of that conclusion.  The paragraph 
should be revised to explain the proposed Mitigation Measure and discuss the reduction 
in number of bird collisions it will achieve.  As discussed supra at page 7, there is ample 
evidence showing that Mitigation Measure 10.27a will reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels.  If, after further analysis, the Energy Division disagrees, the basis for 
its position must be presented in the FEIR.    

 The DEIR at page C.3-66, the last sentence in the seventh paragraph states “In 
addition, staging areas required for conductor stringing equipment may impact shrew 
habitat at MP 4.1.”  It should be noted that staging areas in habitat suitable for sensitive 
species will be avoided as construction plans are developed and PG&E has not yet 
determined that it will utilize a staging area at MP 4.1.     

 The DEIR at page C.3-77 discusses the Westerly Route Alternative and concludes 
that this alternative would have a higher potential for bird collisions.  This statement is 
incorrect.  The Westerly Route Alternative calls for replacing the two 115 kV lines with 
two tubular steel tower lines with bundled 230 kV circuits.  Because this alternative does 
not involve any new routes through the salt ponds, it would result in no net increase in 
bird mortality.  On the contrary, because the proposed structures are more visible, this 
alternative would likely reduce current levels of bird collisions, if any.  This section 
should be revised to illustrate that, in terms of bird collisions, this is the least impactful 
alternative.   

C.5 Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 

 The first line of page C.5-2 should be revised to read: proposed 115 kV power 
lines generally follow established roadways. 

 The Helly and Wesling report referenced on page C.5-2 has a different date than 
the reference shown on page C.5-26.  Please verify and provide the correct reference. 
 The discussion on page C.5-6 states that “Regionally damaging earthquakes may 
also occur on other known faults in northern California.  In addition, it is important to 
note that earthquake activity from unmapped subsurface faults or surface faults, which 
are classified as being potentially active, is a possibility that is currently not predictable 
without detailed studies investigating each fault.” (Emphasis added)  This paragraph 
leads the reader to believe that there are a number of active faults that have yet to be 
mapped.  This paragraph should be revised to explain this, although there are unmapped 
and undiscovered faults, due to the lack of studies available on the faults they cannot be 
classified at this time.   

 The second paragraph on page C.5-7 should be revised to read: The 
characteristics of significant local faults that could contribute to seismic shaking along 
the proposed project are listed in Table C.5-4, Fault Activity. 

 In the Liquefaction Potential discussion on page C.5-8, please clarify how the 
frequency of earthquakes in the surrounding region affects liquefaction potential.  On the 
same page, the liquefaction related phenomena text should be revised to include a 
discussion of sand boils.   

 Table C.5-3, Applicant Proposed Measures for Geologic Impacts on page C.5-14, 
at Measure 6.2a there is a reference to mud mats.  This t erm is not clear and should be 
clarified.  Wood mats may be needed for construction access, but do not fall in the same 
foundation improvement category. 

 Mitigation Measure G-1 on page C.5-15 discusses the same issue identified 
above.  The term mud mats should be clarified. 

 The DEIR at page C.5-20 states:  “A site-specific assessment is necessary for each 
transmission tower along Coyote Creek and at the proposed substation site because of the 
high potential of liquefaction and the history of liquefaction at the site.”  Please clarify 
whether this includes a boring or CPT at each site. 

 In the Proposed Route, Underground through Business Park discussion at page 
C.5-20, please identify whether a level of risk is known for lateral spreading.   

 The DEIR at page C.5-21, the I-880-B Alternative discussion again references 
lateral spreading.  The lateral spreading potential in this area should be discussed further. 

 Table C.5-4 on page C.5-24 again references mud mats in the G-1 Mitigation 
Measure discussion.  Please clarify this term.  Also, the Monitoring/Reporting Agency is 
identified as an approved engineer.  Please define what an approved engineer is.  

C.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 On page C.6-31, the H-10 heading and section should be revised to read:  

H-10 Tower footings along the I-880 B Alternative shall not encroach 
within the right of way of the Fremont Flood Control Channel. 

The right-of-way limits of the channel have been set by the Flood Control Agency, 
so impacts caused by other projects do not af fect  
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the channel.  Construction of tower footings along the I-880-B 
Alternative route could generate sediment transport and contamination 
into the adjacent Fremont Flood Control Channel . . .  

 The second to last sentence on page C.6-33 should be revised to read: The 
potential for spilled or construction related contaminants to reach groundwater is greater 
for the Westerly Route because travel time will be less than with the proposed route. 

 Table C.6-3 on page C.6-40, Mitigation Measure H-10 should be rewritten 
because the 50 feet encroachment limit is an arbitrary figure with no basis in actual 
calculations.  The measure should be revised to state that Tower Footings should not 
encroach within the Flood Control Channel right-of-way. 

C.7 Land Use and Public Recreation 

 In order to mitigate or avoid potential impacts or conflicts, PG&E suggests that 
the FEIR should evaluate the variants shown on Exhibit C. 

 The DEIR at page C.7-2 incorrectly states the proposed project alignment from 
the existing transmission line corridor.  The second sentence in the first full paragraph 
should be revised to read: The proposed project alignment would parallel this existing 
transmission line corridor for approximately 2 miles and would be located about 85 feet 
west of it. 

 The DEIR at page C.7-8 incorrectly states the direction when describing the 
Trimble-Montague 115 kV upgrade land uses.  The first sentence in the first paragraph 
should read: Heading southwesterly along the alignment. . .  The first sentence in the 
second paragraph should be revised to read: Continuing southwesterly, the alignment 
crosses Coyote Creek. . .  On the same page, the first paragraph in the R ecreational Uses 
discussion should be revised to read: 

. . . The Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge also provides 
recreational opportunities in the vicinity of the transmission line alignment.  The 
federally owned refuge is west of the proposed project alignment from about MP 
0.9 to about MP 6.6.  However, trails within the federally owned refuge are a 
considerable distance from the alignment - generally more than a mile.  No other 
existing recreational facilities were identified in the vicinity of the 230 kV 
alignment. 

 The DEIR at page C.7-11 incorrectly states the location of Pinewood Park from 
the Montague Substation.  This sentence should be revised to read: As noted above,  

Pinewood Park is also in this neighborhood, approximately 1,400 feet north of the 
substation.   

 We disagree with the statement regarding San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (“BCDC”) jurisdiction as stated on page C.7-11.  Salt ponds 
A-22 and A-23 were diked prior to 1966 and are therefore outside BCDC’s jurisdiction.  
Since there is no project development in other areas of the salt ponds, and the salt ponds 
where the project is proposed is not within BCDC jurisdiction, this sentence should be 
removed. 

 Table C.7-1 Land Use Policy Consistency at page C.7-20 incorrectly states that 
the review is for the City of Fremont.  The heading on this page should be for the City of 
San Jose. 

 The DEIR on page C.7-28 incorrectly references the City of Fremont.  The last 
full paragraph on that page should be revised to read: . . .It should be noted that the 
zoning of the substation site is inconsistent with the City of San Jose’s land use 
designation of the site as light industrial.   

 The DEIR on page C.7-35, the last two sentences in the paragraph before section 
C.7.2 should be revised to read: The segment of Bay Trail that parallels the proposed 
project from about MP 4.9 to MP 6.7 would be located on the east level of Coyote Creek, 
while the transmission line would be west of the west levee. 

 On page C.7-50 of the DEIR, the following sentence should be added to the first 
full paragraph:  The City of Milpitas plans to install a 36” diameter sewer line 
adjacent to the Proposed 230 kV route between MPs 5.3 and 7.0.  Construction is 
expected to occur in 2000.  Based on the above analysis. . .  Section C.7.3.1.1 should 
also be revised to read: . .  The underground segment continues through the entire length 
of the business park, turning west at Lakeview Boulevard, then converting to two 
overhead structures at the end of Fremont Boulevard. 

 The last paragraph on page C.7-53 should be revised to reference the full name of 
the automobile factory and read: . . .The New United Motors automobile factory is on the 
east side of the freeway. 

 The DEIR on page C.7-56 incorrectly states the parameters of the 230 kV line.  
This last paragraph on the page should be revised to read: 
This alternative involves two 230 kV lines that have different routes at the southern end, 
and a new 115 kV connector (approximately 2.3 miles long) as shown on Figure B.6-5.  
The first line (the follows the same alignment as the  
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Westerly Route Alternative from MP 0.0 to the Los Esteros Substation; see 
Section C.7.3.4.1 for a discussion of the land jurisdiction and uses for along this 
line. . . would be connected to the Los Esteros Substation via a new 115 kV 
connector and follow the first line back to the existing 115 kV transmission line 
fight-of-way. 

 The DEIR at page C.8-18, the first paragraph under section C.8.3.2 should be 
revised to read: . . .The north side of Auto Mall Parkway near the alignment is lined with 
office and light industrial development.  Part of the alignment segment along the west 
side of the I-880 is through undeveloped open space. 

 The first full paragraph on page C.8-19 should be revised to add the full name of 
the automobile factory and read: As the alternative alignment  veers southeast at I-880, it 
passes four hotels on the west side of the alignment.  The New United Motors 
automobile factory is on the east side of the freeway. 

C.9 Public Health, Safety and Nuisance 

 The DEIR discusses the results from the epidemiological study by Nancy 
Wertheimer and Ed Leeper on Page C.9-4.  The report states “This study observed an 
association between the wiring configuration on transmission lines outside of homes in 
Denver and the incidence of childhood cancer.”  The study titled “Electrical Wiring 
Configurations and Childhood Cancer” published in the American Journal of 
Epidemiology in 1979 by Wertheimer and Leeper mainly looked at distribution primary 
and secondary voltage wiring configurations next to homes.  On Page 278 in Table 3 the 
authors list the wiring configurations at the homes of cancer cases and controls used in 
the study.  This table indicates that only one control and one case had ever lived in a 
home within 20 meters of a high tension (transmission) power line.  The statement in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report should be changed to read: 
 

“This study observed an association between the wiring configuration of 
distribution power lines outside of homes in Denver and the incidence of 
childhood cancer.”      

 
 The DEIR discusses international EMF guidelines on Page C.9-7.  The report 
references the International Radiation Protection Association’s recommended guidelines 
published in 1990.  A more recent version of the guidelines was published in April of 
1998.  Below is a table comparing the old and new power-frequency exposure guidelines: 

 1998 1990 

 50 Hz 60 Hz 50/60 Hz 

 Public Workers Public Workers Public Workers 

5 kV/m 10 kV/m 4.2 kV/m 8.3 kV/m 5 kV/m 
(up to 24 
hours)  

10 kV/m 
(whole work day)  

ELECTRIC 
FIELD 

    10 kV/m 
(few hours) 

> 30 kV/m 
(few hours) 

MAGNETIC 
FIELD 

0.1 mT 
[1 G] 

0.5 mT [5 
G] 

0.083 mT 
[0.83 G] 

0.42 mT 
[4.2 G] 

0.1 mT 
[1 G] 
(up to 24 
hours)  

0.5 mT [5 G] 
 
(whole work day)  

  

 

  1 mT [10 
G] 
(few hours) 

5 mT [50 G] 
(few hours)  

25 
mT [250 G] 
(for extremities) 

 
International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection. Guidelines for 

limiting exposure to time-varying electric, magnetic, and electromagnetic fiel ds (up 
to 300 Hz). Health Physics 1998 April; 74(4):494-522. 

International Non-ionizing Radiation Committee of the International Radiation 
Protection Association. Interim guidelines on limits of exposu re to 50/60 Hz electric 
and magnetic fields. Health Physics 1990 January; 58(1):113-22. 

 
 The DEIR discusses PG&E Co.’s transmission and substation EMF design 

guidelines on Page C.9-14.  The report states that the guidelines can be found at PG&E 
Co.’s website at: http://www.pge.com/customer_services/other/emf/index.html.  This 
website provides a summary of PG&E Co.’s EMF policies and information about 
national and state programs on the issue of EMF.  Copies of the “Transmission Line EMF 
Design Guidelines” and “Substation EMF Design Guidelines” were included in the 
application and can be requested by calling the project information line. 

 
 At page C.9-17, San Jose Bomb Disposal Facility, the project is referenced 
incorrectly and the text should be revised to read: A number Two of the alternative 
transmission line routes (Westerly Route Alternative and the Westerly Upgrade 
Alternative, and NRS Alternative) pass the general vicinity of a San Jose Police 
Department facility used for training and disposal of bombs and explosive devices.  (The 
route for the 230 kV line that is part of the NRS alternative uses the easterly alternative 
that bypasses Los Esteros substation.)  Exhibit D contains additional relevant information 
on this issue. 
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C.11 Transportation and Traffic 
 
 PG&E, as part of its daily business, does not enter into access agreements 

or acquire easements from governing agencies.  Rather, it compiles with conditions of 
encroachment permits to do work in the public right-of-way.  The word “encroachment 
permit” should be substituted for “access agreemen t easement” throughout this section.  
At page C.11-12, the last sentence of Mitigation Measure T-1 should be revised to read: 
Said measures shall be incorporated in an encroachment permit with the applicable 
governing agency prior to construction.   

 
 PG&E in the course of normal business practice does not use registered 

Traffic Engineers to prepare traffic control plans.  Traffic control plans are prepared by 
PG&E personnel familiar with utility operations.  At page C.11-18, Mitigation Measure 
T-8 should be revised to remove the reference to preparation by a registered traffic 
engineer to read: PG&E Co. shall develop and implement detailed Traffic Control Plans 
(TCPs) for the entire route at all locations where construction activities would interact 
with the existing transpiration system.   

 
 The DEIR at page C.11-23 does not state the environmental setting for the 

I-880-A Alternative with specificity and the text should be revised to read:  
 

The I-880A alternative would replace the first 2.7 miles of the proposed 
route.  Rather than starting at the Newark Substation, it would start about a mile 
east of the substation at a tap off PG&E Co.’s existing Newark-Metcalf 230 kV 
line, which crosses Auto Mall Parkway (in a northwest to southeast direction) at a 
point immediately west of I-880.  This alternative would then follow the west 
side of I-880 (along business parks and the eastern edge of soon to-be-created 
Pacific Commons Preserve) for about 0.75 miles.  North of Cushing Parkway, the 
line would turn south and enter the parking lots of commercial bus inesses 
located along the west side of Northport Loop west.  Further south the 
alternative crosses salt ponds A-22 and A-23.  At MP 2.7. . . 

 
 The DEIR at page C.11-25, the Westerly Route Alternative Environmental 

Setting incorrectly describes the alternative alignment and should be revised to read: . . 
.There it would parallel an existing 115 kV route across the San Francisco Bay Natural 
Wildlife Refuge. . . 

 
 The DEIR at page C.11-26, the Northern Receiving Substation Alternative 
Environmental Setting states the current buildout by the City of Santa Clara and PG&E 
with limited specificity.  This paragraph should be revised to read: 

 

Because the City of Santa Clara and PG&E Co. has over-built one of the 
two existing 115 kV double circuit lines between SR 237 and the substation 
location, the overbuilt line south of SR 237 could be used for a 230 kV line.  
This line would need to be replaced with another 115 kV double circuit line 
between SR 237 and the NRS Substation.  

 The second paragraph in the Barber 115 kV Alternative, at page C.11-27, 
should be revised to add: This alternative would require more roadway crossings than the 
Trimble-Montague 115 kV upgrade (including an additional freeway crossing at SR 237 
and I-880). 

 As identified supra, the Chart at page C.11-30 should be revised to delete 
the reference to preparation by a registered traffic engineer in Mitigation Measure T-8.   

C.12 Visual Resources 
 
 Figures C.12-2 through C.12-4, C.12-6, C.12-9, C.12-11, C.12-12, C.12-

14, C.12-15, C.12-17, C.12-18, C.12-19, C.12-21, and C.12-22 incorrectly show the 
crossarms on the proposed towers for the 230 kV line.  This is not the type of crossarm 
proposed in PG&E’s application.  Please see Figure B.2-5 in the DEIR for the correct 
type of gull-winged crossarm that is proposed.  These figures should be revised to reflect 
the crossarm referenced in PG&E’s application.  

 
 The DEIR at page C.12-19, does not fully recognize the visual impacts 

caused by the transition structures required at either end of the underground segment of 
the Underground through Business Park alternative (two structures at each end).  These 
structures are very large, contain many cross-arms and other accessories that contribute to 
a sense of visual clutter.  Those structures will be located in proximity to one another and 
to the viewer, and will not be shielded from view by topography or other structures, and 
thus will have a moderately severe visual impact in the immediate vicinity of the 
structures.   

 
# # # 
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PG&E appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.  Should you have 
questions about these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

 

Michael H. Zischke 
 
Enclosures 
 

cc: Ms. Susan Lee 

bcc: Mr. Tom Marki 
Mr. Robert Bonderud 
Ms. Sheila Byrne 

 Ms. Mary Boland 

 Mr. Craig Seltenreich 

 Michelle L. Wilson, Esq. 
David T. Kraska, Esq. 
David C. Levy, Esq. 
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