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*Please print. Your name, address, and comments become public information and may be released to inferested parties if requested.

Please either deposit this sheet at the sign-in table before you leave today, or fold, stamp, and mail, Insert
additional sheets if needed. Comments must be received by February 27, 2003. Comments may also be faxed
to the project hotline at (650) 240-1720 or emailed to jeffiartin@aspeneg.com.
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Jefferson-Martin Transmission Project

From: joe mahood [cjimahood@speakeasy.net]
Sent; Wednesday, February 18, 2003 12:03 PM
To: Jefimartin@AspenEG.com

Subject: Please put power lines undergroud

per upgrading the electrical systems in the BRelmont area, please consider
plan "B" seriously. Both for safety and esthetics, having these lines
underground is our neighborhood choice!

Thank you.

Carmen and Joseph Mahood
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February 20, 2003

TO:  California Public Ulilities Commission (CPUC)
FROM: Michael & Laura Nagle
1756 Lexington Ave.
San Mateo, CA 94402
(650) 522-0003
RE:  Proposed Jefferson-Martin 230kV Transmission Line Project

My husband and I are completely aguinst PG&E’s proposed plan to
replace the current towers because:

1. The larger towers pose a health risk from the increased Electric and
Magnetic Field emissions so close to our homes and families, The
most recent studies by the National Institutes of Health show a higher
incidence of childhood leukemia, brain tumors, and miscarriages as a
result of EMF exposure.

2. Placing bigger, wider towers with thicker cables carrying nosier
currents on this watershed property would negatively impact our daily
lives and our view and that of the whole neighborhood. We conld
find that the higher EMF emissions so close to our homes could
interfere with our home electrical equipment and computers.

3. Their proposed plan would have an immediate and significant
negative impact on our property value because of the safety and health
concerns due to more EMF emissions and the aesthetic ruination of a
beautiful open-space land. We have all purchased our homes
knowing and accepting where the current towers are. It is not right
that their proposed plan could mean that some of us currently without
a tower in our view could end up WITH a tower in our view, My
husband and 1 would not have purchased our home if we had a tower
directly in our view. The negative impact on our daily life due to
Jooking at and hearing one of these monstrous towers where before
there was none would be great. We would also lose a significant
amount of property value when we sell (if we could sell).

4. [ cannot believe that the San Francisco watershed would allow the
heavy equipment such as helicopters and carthmovess, and possible
blasting in such an ecologically sensitive area. It is our understanding
that there are endangered plants in this arca. We thought that this was
protected land.

5. PG&E should not be allowed to close down plants in areas in need of
power (specifically in San Francisco) because they have let them
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deteriorate or become outdated. Each community should be
responsible for bearing the burden of housing power facilities and
they should not be able to close an existing and accepted one and add
the burden on outer-lying areas.

6. I would accept their plan if they installed the proposed 230kV line
underground. It would be great if they could put the current 60kV
lines underground at the same time. or

7. They develop an underground/over ground route, with lines
underground whtere they are close to homes and over ground where
they are not near homes. Again, | would want the existing 60KV lines
near homes be moved underground at the same time, or

8. They move the power lines west of 280 where they cannot negatively
impact us, or

9. They cancel this project.
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RICHARD COLE
1431 TARRYTOWN STREET
SAN MATEO, CALIFDRNIA 94402-3819
650-345-0567

February 19, 2003

Ms, Billie C. Blanchard
505 Van Ness Avenue, 4th Floor
San FrancisccT, California 94102

Ref.: Comments; Jetfersari/ Martin EIR Scope
Dear Ms. Blanchard:

At the end of the afternoon hearing on February 4, I told you that I would be sending
written. comments, amplifying the oral comments I had made there. Here are those
comments. You will note that the major addition has to do with cogeneration.

My comments concentrate on the No-Projact Alternative.

It was my experience as an environmental consultant that too many EIRs contained a
No-Project Altamative-ﬂuttread, more or less, as follows: =

“If the No-Project Alternative were selected, the project as proposed would not

be built, and none of mmtenﬁal significant adverse environmental impacts

discussed in this EIR would occur. However, the applicant has stated that his

objectives would not be met if the No-Project Alternative were selected by the
s decision makers;.OVER AND OUT.

I know that the PUC plans more than this for the Jefferson/Martin EIR. The question
is, “How much more?” In particular, how much of a PUCrevaluated project
justification will you include in the No-Project Alternative section? You did say that
Loretta Lynch would be /reviewing the justification for the project, on a
separate timeline, but not in-the context of the EIR. . This disturbs me, as the PUC’s full

- evaluation of PG&E's justification for the project may not appear in the EIR. In my
judgment, that would make the.EIR incomp]r , -in-that the Nu-Prnjg:t Alternative itself
would be lacking a vital component.. It seems to me that Ms. Lynch’s evaluation of the
justification for the project-should-be completed:in time-to ap in the EIR rather
than later, as I suspect the PUC is £llznning to have happen. To putitianother at;r&v: The
EIR will have Aspen’s (Mr:Pau} Sherman's) secﬁan{sfm:p jeet-description need,
which may not be compatible with Ms. Lynch’s {probably later] evaluation of project
justification. This muddies-the dedsion -path for the n!timabe-dw?ionmakers, which
may include the courts, -

1 turn now to the spedifics of project justification. The proposed transmission line will
serve the City of San Fraf\ciscop,'rplu's ‘gome_pam ofnortgzﬁn San M'aﬁlCmmty, but its
primary adverse-environmental impacts will fali-on the citizens of ventral San Mateo
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Ms. Billie C. Blanchard

February 19, 2003

Page Two

County. It seems to me that the PUC must examine PG&FE’s stated needs for this
project very / and sensitively, given this context.- A n line is a

t mechanism for providing electrical power to a user.

lossesofmergyoccurfore’vegmﬂéofmsuﬁmionq' ransmission lines

should be used-only when they are the only way to deliver pow m the source to

the user. If, for example, hydroelectric power is very chéap, then one may accept

transmission line losses, in order to carry such power to the ultimaté user, However, it

makes no sense to use transmission lines to carry fossil-fuel-geneyated power over
gmatdistanee&t% the ultimate user. :

A better alternative is ta. te power close to the user. If the Jefferson/Martin
project were not built, a amount of money would be ref; to build, or
renovate, power plants close to.the ultimate user, spedifically in San Frandisco itself. In
this context, it makes litfle sense to mmmmm oint powerplants,
local politics aside.

From an energy-efficency point of view, the best way to provide power for the
residents, and the commercial arel ‘industrial users;- i San - ; would be io
renovate existing fossil-fuel plants there, and to create many new plants scattered
around the City. Without even getting into thé area of renewable sources, PG&E
should-becmuidmingsmallmﬂuﬁgasphnts,withmeyeto' ing cogeneration.
ltwandwbngago&btdomﬂmﬁnmwd‘pubﬁﬂgn ines, providing
heating energy to buildings. Why not build small natural-gas-turbing plants, produd
electricty. and using waste energy to provide steam for circulation to a number
large downtown buildings? o

The PUC should incliide such considefations in a serious No-Project:Alternative section.
It-s%otﬂd-not accept: PG&E obfuscation io the effect that these ideas’would not “pencil

om -
Ilook'forrndtoamalﬁm.
1

Yours very truly,
Jlda t Ct

P. 8. After completing this letter, I read the business pages of this morning’s San
Franeisco Chronicle. Lo-and behold! An article about “distributive energy generation!”
gl &ndjv(;%;?l building owners can do it, why not the City as a whole? THINK
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