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Responses to Comment Set O – 
City and County of San Francisco 
O-1 The value of the Watershed Lands is recognized throughout the EIR.  Numerous mitigation 

measures are recommended to minimize impacts on water quality, biology, visual resources, 
and recreation resources in and adjacent to Watershed Lands. 

O-2 PG&E was asked to provide information in response to this comment.  Following is PG&E’s 
response: 

The 100 foot right-of-way requirement represents a general estimated width along the entire 
proposed Route Option 1A based on preliminary design analysis.  The actual required right-of-
way width will vary somewhat along each tower span and the ultimate size of the right-of-way 
will not be determined until final design is completed.  Upon review of their comments, the 
City and County of San Francisco (“CCSF”) appears to misunderstand the purpose and use of 
the overhead transmission line right-of-way.  In describing potential conflicts in “constricted 
areas,” CCSF expresses concerns about interference with an access roads or the placement of 
facilities within or immediately adjacent to reservoirs.  The primary purpose of establishing a 
right-of-way corridor around transmission lines is not to construct facilities (other than the 
towers and supporting structures) but rather to retain control over this land to ensure that 
nothing is built or grows nearby that will interfere with the conductors, and to ensure adequate 
access for maintenance purposes.  The existence of the right-of-way will not impact existing 
uses of the access road nor will it result in the construction of facilities within the reservoir or 
shoreline. 

O-3 In Section D.4.3.3, 230 kV/60 kV Overhead Transmission Line, under Impact B-1 (Temporary 
and Permanent Loss of Sensitive Vegetation Communities) the spread of invasive weeds is 
discussed.  APM Bio-5 and Bio-6 discuss invasive species and coordination with the San Fran-
cisco Watershed and resource and public agencies, and Mitigation Measure B-1g implements 
weed control guidelines.  Regardless, an additional paragraph has been added to Mitigation 
Measure B-1g that includes the preparation and implementation of a comprehensive Vegetation 
Management Plan for review and approval by the SFPUC and appropriate resource and local 
agencies.   

Impact B-2, Loss or Damage to Trees, discusses ongoing vegetation clearing around tower 
footings that would be necessary to reduce fire hazard.  The Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (Mitigation Measure B-1i) discusses fire protection measures, as does APM 11.1 
(Environmental Training and Monitoring Plan), which details a Fire Response Plan.  In 
addition, APM 11.6 from the PEA requires PG&E to prepare a Fire Risk Management Plan to 
reduce the potential for fire during construction.  The wording of APM 11.1 has been added to 
Section D.8.8.2 (Public Health and Safety), Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
for the Proposed Transmission Line, under Impact PS-4, Wind, Earthquake, and Fire Hazards, 
in this Final EIR.  The potential for fire hazards during operation is discussed in Section 
D.8.7.2, Other Field Related Public Concerns.   

O-4 The presence of lead-based paint on the tubular steel poles that are scheduled for removal 
requires consideration of minimizing paint chipping during dismantling, and methods to 
contain, collect and dispose of any paint chips generated.  The Draft EIR has been revised in 
Section D.7.3.3, Impact H-2 (Degradation of Surface or Ground Water Quality Through Spill 
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of Potentially Harmful Materials Used In Construction), to include a discussion of lead-based 
paint.  Mitigation Measure H-2a has been modified to incorporate requirements for lead paint. 

O-5 The Cumulative Project table (Table F-1) has been modified to include plans for new trails 
proposed for the Peninsula Watershed North-South Trail, including the Hallmark Parcel.  
Development of trails in the Hallmark Parcel as a mitigation measure for Proposed Project 
visual impacts to recreation resources in the Peninsula Watershed is not appropriate.  The 
Hallmark Parcel is part of a larger regional planning process currently underway, and 
development of the trails would require design and approvals through that regional process.  
Additionally, development of trails on the Hallmark Parcel would create impacts, which would 
require separate environmental analysis under CEQA.  For these reasons, development of the 
Hallmark Parcel trails as mitigation for impacts of the Proposed Project would not be roughly 
proportional to the impact it attempts to mitigate.  In addition, there is no nexus that would tie 
impacts of the Proposed Project or alternatives to the suggested mitigation (trail development in 
another location as part of a regional trail system).   

The EIR recreation section (Section D.9) addresses impacts of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives and provides mitigation measures for these impacts where a nexus between the 
project and the impacts has been established.  While the impacts of the Proposed Project in 
Edgewood Park are identified as significant and unmitigable (Class I), other impacts identified 
have been mitigated to less than significant (Class III) levels. 

O-6 Based on comments of the City of San Bruno (see Comment Set B), which is the city with 
jurisdiction over the transition station property, a new mitigation measure has been added to 
Section D.2.3.4, Land Use – Transition Station.  Mitigation Measures L-6a (Design of 
Proposed Transition Station) would require that the site design for the transition station allow 
for the proposed 112-car parking lot to be used for the San Andreas Trail trailhead.  However, 
it is not appropriate for PG&E to pay for that lot, because impacts of the Proposed Project are 
unrelated to parking availability at trails in the area.  Even so, the parking lot proposal can 
proceed without the number of proposed spaces being affected by the proposed structure. 

O-7 Section D.14.3.5 (230 kV Underground Transmission Line) in the Public Services and Utilities 
Section of the Draft EIR acknowledges impacts (Impact U-1: Utility System Disruption) to under-
ground utilities throughout the underground portion (including the cities mentioned in the comment) 
of the Proposed Project, and provides Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground 
Utilities) to reduce impacts to less than significant (Class III) levels.  Mitigation Measure U-1b 
does require the Applicant to submit to the CPUC written documentation (construction plans 
designed to protect existing utilities and showing the dimensions and location of the finalized 
alignment), including evidence of review by appropriate jurisdictions (such as the SFPUC).  
Please see page D.14-9 of the Draft EIR for the full text of Mitigation Measure U-1b. 

O-8 Section D.14.4.1 (PG&E Route Option 1B) in the Public Services and Utilities Section of the 
Draft EIR acknowledges impacts (on page D.14-13 of the Draft EIR) to underground utilities in 
public roadways, and provides Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities) 
to reduce impacts to less than significant (Class III) levels.  Mitigation Measure U-1b does 
require the Applicant to submit to the CPUC written documentation (construction plans designed 
to protect existing utilities and showing the dimensions and location of the finalized alignment), 
including evidence of review by appropriate jurisdictions (such as the SFPUC).  Please see page 
D-14-9 of the Draft EIR for the full text of Mitigation Measure U-1b. 
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O-9 Attaching the cable to the dam should have no effect on the SFPUC’s ability to operate this key 
water utility structure.  Please see PG&E comments (Comment Set PG), Attachment C, which 
defines the method of the dam attachment, and PG&E Supplemental Comment dated September 
12, 2003 (PG-319), which provides a letter postmarked September 4, 2003 from the California 
State Office of Dam Safety. 

The environmental effects of an underwater cable are considered in Section D.4.4.1 of the EIR, 
under “Impact B-9: PG&E Route Option 1B – Underwater crossing Around Dam,” which 
describes fish species that were identified in the reservoir in a 1995 SFPUC study.  Also, this 
text has been amended to include the historic steelhead population referenced in the comment.  
This section describes the effects of the expected heat from the cable, and concludes that it 
would not affect the reservoir as a whole.  Fish, which are mobile, would be able to relocate to 
portions of the reservoir distant from the cable. 

O-10 The trails proposed in the SFPUC brochure Preliminary Peninsula Watershed Trail Concepts 
have been identified in the Cumulative Impact section of the EIR.  The Proposed Sweeney 
Ridge Connector Trail and San Andreas Trails are identified in the Recreation Section of the 
EIR in Tables D.9-1 and D.9-4 and discussed in Section D.9.3.4 (Disruption of Recreational 
Activities) and Section D.9.5 (Northern Alternatives) in relation to the transition station 
alternatives.  While a number of the trails along the proposed Peninsula Watershed North-South 
Trail would be in the vicinity of project activities, as the timing of the development of these 
trails is currently uncertain, it is not anticipated that the project would conflict with any of these 
proposed trails.  Please see Responses to Comments O-5 and O-6. 
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Responses to Comment Set P – 
California Department of Transportation 
P-1 If the project is approved and a specific route is selected, PG&E would be required to 

coordinate with the affected jurisdictions, including Caltrans, as appropriate.  Coordination 
would include Caltrans review of PG&E’s final design of traffic control measures that would be 
used within the public ROW pursuant to each jurisdiction’s permit process, and implementation 
of Mitigation Measure T-1a, which requires input and approval of prepared Transportation 
Management Plans by each responsible public agency.  

P-2 It is acknowledged that PG&E would be required to obtain an encroachment permit for any 
work or traffic control within the State ROW. See EIR Transportation and Traffic Sections 
D.12.2 and D.12.3.3 for discussion of encroachment permits.  The Caltrans requirement for 
encroachment permits has also been added to EIR Table A-3. 
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Responses to Comment Set Q – 
City of Brisbane 
Q-1 Because final design for the Proposed Project or any alternative has not been completed, the determi-

nation of available space in any roadway is based on a preliminary assessment of visible roadway 
indicators.  Bayshore Boulevard north of Van Waters and Rodgers Road does not appear to 
present constraints to new substructures.  North of Guadalupe Canyon Parkway, PG&E 
assessed the road as having adequate space.  However, in response to this comment, CPUC has 
requested that PG&E coordinate with the City regarding available space in Bayshore Boulevard 
and Route Options D and F have been developed (see Figure Ap.1-12a).  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. 

Q-2 The City’s opposition to the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative is 
acknowledged.  Based on information provided in comments on the Draft EIR and further analysis 
conducted for this Final EIR, this alternative and the Proposed Project’s underground segment are 
found to be comparable in their level of impact so both routes are found to be environmentally 
superior.   

With respect to the Modified Underground alternative, consideration of traffic impacts is one of 13 
resource areas considered in the EIR, and the selection of the environmentally superior alternative 
is based on consideration of the complete range of impacts.  Because traffic impacts are short-
term, they are given somewhat less “weight” in the comparison of alternatives than impacts to 
sensitive land uses, which could be affected during both project construction and operation.  
Also, please see Response to Comment PG-36.  With respect to potential use of the railroad ROW, 
please see Responses to Comment Set J. 

Q-3 Disruption to traffic, public transit, and emergency transport operations would occur also with 
the Proposed Project route in Daly City and Colma, where the route would be within narrower 
streets that also provide bus service.  These impacts are acknowledged for both routes, and 
mitigation is recommended to ensure that impacts would be less than significant.  It is inevitable 
that construction of a project such as the Proposed Project would cause some disruption during 
construction, and it is generally considered preferable that such disruption occur in more 
industrial (rather than residential) areas, and along more major streets where the additional 
lanes offer flexibility for traffic control. 

Q-4 The potential disruption to businesses on Van Waters and Rodgers Road is acknowledged.  
However, as illustrated in Figure Ap.1-12a and Ap.1-12b, several route options have been 
identified that would minimize this disruption.  By use of Route Option D (acknowledged in 
Comment Q-5 below) and Route Option F, in which the transmission line would be installed in the 
roadway east of the buildings on Van Waters and Rodgers Road immediately adjacent to the railroad 
right-of-way and the connection with Bayshore Boulevard would occur north of the existing 
ramp, disruption to shipping operations would be prevented.  Maps illustrating Route Option D 
were provided to the City in late August 2003, and additional copies were provided when the 
CPUC Project Manager attended the City Council meeting on September 2, 2003. 
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Q-5 Route Option F was added as an option to the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV 
Alternative in order to eliminate impacts to business operations that could occur if the 
transmission line were installed in the access ramp/driveway from Baysore Boulevard to Van 
Waters and Rodgers Road.  

Q-6 Mitigation Measure T-3a (Section D.12.3.3 under Impact T-3, Physical Impacts to Roads and Side-
walks) would ensure repair of damaged roadways after construction.  Other specific requirements 
of the City would be incorporated into encroachment permit requirements when/if issued to PG&E. 


