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Comments from Non-Profit Organizations and Community 
Groups  
This section provides responses to 10 non-profit organizations and community groups that provided written 
comments on the Draft EIR.   

• Environmental Justice Advocacy (Comment Set CC1) 

• San Francisco Community Power Cooperative (Comment Set CC2) 

• The San Mateo Highlands Community Association (Comment Set CC3) 

• Sequoia Audubon Society (Comment Set CC4) 

• People for a GGNRA (Comment Set CC5) 

• Committee for Green Foothills (Comment Set CC6) 

• Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter (Comment Set CC7) 

• For Future Generations (Comment Set CC8) 

• Brisbane Chamber of Commerce (Comment Set CC9) 

• South San Francisco Chamber of Commerce (Comment Set CC10) 

Responses to oral comments by non-profit organizations and community groups made at the Public 
Participation Hearings in August are presented in the subsequent section. 
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Comment Set CC1 

 

CC1-1
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Comment Set CC1, cont. 

 

CC1-2
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Comment Set CC1, cont. 

 

CC1-2
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Comment Set CC1, cont. 

 

CC1-2
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Responses to Comment Set CC1 – 
Environmental Justice Advocacy  
CC1-1 The commenter’s views and concerns are acknowledged.  While the Jefferson-Martin 

project would not create new power generation, it would increase the reliability of the 
electric transmission system for the San Francisco Peninsula.  The purpose of this EIR is to 
analyze potential impacts of the project proposed by PG&E.  The CPUC does not have the 
authority to require construction of new generating facilities or the use of power from the 
CCSF’s Hetch Hetchy facilities. 

CC1-2 Please see Responses to Comments CC1-1, CC8-6, CC8-8 for a discussion of line 
maintenance, use of energy conservation measures, renewable energy and other alternative 
energy technologies.   

Section C.6 of the Draft EIR describes the No Project Alternative, which includes a 
discussion of existing and proposed facilities in the project area, including Hunters Point 
and Potrero Power Plants.  For a discussion of the existing power system facilities and 
capabilities, please refer to Section A.2.2 in the Draft EIR.  The energy flowing through 
the new transmission line would be generated by a range of existing power sources 
throughout Northern California, including natural gas-fired power plants, wind power, and 
hydroelectric facilities.  Gas-fired power plants can cause emissions of air contaminants, 
but the level of power plant operation depends on the power load to be served, which would 
not be changed by the Proposed Project.  The load forecast for the region and the area load 
growth are discussed in the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project, Section A.2 of the 
Draft EIR.   

In Section D.5, Cultural Resources, a discussion of the methodology of the analysis 
includes a description of the process for contacting the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) for information on sacred lands and for a contact list of local tribal 
representatives or most likely descendants (MLD’s).  Please refer to Appendix 6 for the 
NAHC correspondence letters and a table of contacts and comments (which includes Native 
American comments).  In addition, APM 7.2 and Mitigation Measures C-1b and C-1c 
include consultation with and hiring of Native American monitors in the vicinity of sacred 
resources as dictated in the Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (see Draft EIR Section 
D.5.3 for the Proposed Project and Sections D.5.4 and D.5.5 for Alternatives).  
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Comment Set CC2 

 

CC2-1
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Responses to Comment Set CC2 – 
San Francisco Community Power Cooperative 
CC2-1 The commenter’s recommendation for project approval is noted.  The proposed Potrero 

Power Plant Unit 7 and closure of Hunters Point Power Plant (HPPP) Unit 4 are discussed 
in Section C.6 on page C-51 in the Draft EIR under the No Project Alternative.  Regarding 
the need for additional electrical reliability in San Francisco, improvements in both 
transmission and generation are recommended by the California ISO.  The ISO is the 
authority that would determine when it can be closed in order that closure has no serious 
effects on the region’s ability to provide electric service.  The CPUC is required, 
independent of HPPP closure and energy conservation measures in place, to consider the 
effects of the Proposed Project.  The Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project is briefly 
discussed in Section A.2, but it is not an issue addressed under CEQA.  The need for this 
project is not addressed or decided within this EIR (see Response to Comment CC8-1).  
The CPUC Administrative Law Judge would evaluate project need during the General 
Proceeding at a later date based on information presented by PG&E, Cal ISO, and other 
parties.   
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Comment Set CC3 

 

CC3-1

CC3-2

CC3-3

CC3-4
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Responses to Comment Set CC3 – 
The San Mateo Highlands Community Association 
CC3-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  Please see General Response 

GR-1 regarding EMF.  Sections D.2.1 and D.2.3 (Land Use), D.3.1 and D.3.3 (Visual 
Resources), D.4.1 and D.4.3 (Biological Resources), and D.9.1 and D.9.3 (Recreation) in 
the Draft EIR discuss the ecological and/or scenic qualities of the environmental setting of 
the I-280 corridor and the SFPUC Watershed, and how the Proposed Project would affect 
each individual issue area (both construction and operational phases). 

CC3-2 The commenter’s’ support for PG&E Route Option 1B and recommendation of a 60 kV 
collocation is noted, with no towers being erected at or near Crystal Springs Dam or in the 
canyon of San Mateo Creek.  Please see Response to Comment N-4 and Section 2.3.2.1 in 
Appendix 1 for a discussion of the CEQA legal issues regarding line collocation.  Section 
4.2.1 of Appendix 1 in the Draft EIR discusses various options of crossing Crystal Springs 
Dam.  See Response to Comment 4-10 for a discussion regarding an underground crossing 
of San Mateo Creek.  Sections D.3.4.1 and D.3.4.2 (Visual Resources) discuss the visual 
impacts of overhead crossings of Crystal Springs Dam and San Mateo Creek. 

CC3-3 Please see Response to Comment CC1-1.  Also, please see the No Project Alternative in 
Section C.6 for a discussion of existing and proposed local San Francisco power generation 
options.  In addition, EIR Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) considered 
generation alternatives in its discussion of “Non-Wires Alternatives” in Section 4.5.1. 

CC3-4 Please see General Response GR-3 for a discussion of benefits and burdens of the Proposed 
Project. 
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Comment Set CC4 

 

 

CC4-1
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Comment Set CC4, cont. 

 

CC4-4

CC4-5
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Responses to Comment Set CC4 – 
Sequoia Audubon Society 
CC4-1 The Audubon Society letter dated February 20, 2003 was received and noted during the 

scoping process.  A summary of these written comments is located on Draft EIR page 
B.2-1 of Appendix B, and the letter in full is located in Appendix C-2 of the Public Scoping 
Report, published in April 2003.  Please see Response to Comments CC4-4 and CC4-5 
below for a description of the locations within the Draft EIR that these comments were 
addressed.   

CC4-2 The majority of migrant and resident shorebirds utilizing San Francisco Bay typically feed 
on exposed mudflats during low tides, and roost in upland areas, salt ponds, and levees at 
high tide.  The shorebird community along the Pacific Ocean side of the San Francisco 
Peninsula is characterized by species associated with beaches and rocky intertidal habitats.   
It is unlikely that large concentrations of these groups regularly migrate on a daily basis 
across the peninsula to forage in potentially unsuitable habitat.  Radio-tracking studies of 
western sandpipers (Calidris mauri), one of the most abundant wintering shorebirds in the 
Bay, show that it is very limited in its movements within San Francisco Bay.  Birds marked 
in South San Francisco Bay were not found outside the South Bay despite extensive search 
efforts in surrounding areas; birds typically moved between Bay mudflats at low tide to salt 
pond roost areas at high tide regardless of time of day.1 

Radar studies have found that nocturnal migrants fly at different altitudes at different times 
during the night.  Birds generally take off shortly after sundown and rapidly gain maximum 
altitude.  This peak is maintained until around midnight, then the migrants gradually descend 
until daylight.  There is considerable variation, but for most small birds the favored altitude 
appears to be between 500 and 1,000 feet.2  Results of a bird-strike study at Mare Island 
suggest that gulls, terns, passerines, and raptors were infrequent victims in comparison to 
their likely populations and were thus probably not adversely affected by power lines.3 

Bird electrocution is unlikely because the high-voltage 230-kV transmission lines would 
have clearances between conductors or between conductors and ground that are sufficient to 
protect even the largest birds (see Draft EIR, p. D.4-44).  However, the Draft EIR agrees 
that the potential for collision mortality of waterfowl and other birds is a potentially 
significant impact.  Mitigation Measure B-7a addresses both bird electrocution and collision 
impacts, reducing potential impacts to less than significant levels.  It is likely that the 
incidence of bird collisions, particularly those involving waterfowl and water birds, would 
be similar to that associated with the existing transmission lines.  Line marking would likely 
reduce diurnal collisions.  Nocturnal migrants would likely be at an altitude that avoids the 
transmission lines. 

                                              
1 Goals Project 2000.  Baylands Ecosystem Species and Community Profiles: Life histories and environmental 

requirements of key plants, fish, and wildlife.  Prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem 
Goals Project.  P.R. Olofson, editor.  SFBWQCB, Oakland, Calif. 

2 U.S. Geological Survey.  2003.  Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center.  Migration of Birds: Migratory 
Flight Altitude.  Internet http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov 

3 Pacific Gas and Electric Company.  1992.  Bird Mortality in Relation to the Mare Island 115-kV Transmission 
Line: Final Report 1988-1991.  Prepared for the Department of the Navy.  PG&E Report Number 443-91.3. 
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CC4-3 Please see Response to Comments 40-7 and CC2-1 for a discussion of project need and load 
forecasts.  The commenter’s preference for the No Project Alternative followed by PG&E 
Route Option 1B Alternative is noted.  As discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the 
Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative was found to be 
the environmentally superior alternative in the Southern Segment of the project area 
compared to both the Proposed Project and the No Project Alternative, respectively. 

CC4-4 Impact B-7 (Bird Electrocution and Tower/Line Collisions), beginning on page D.4-44 in 
Section D.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR discusses the impact of larger and 
taller towers and more power lines on birds flying through the area.  APM Bio-8, presented 
by PG&E in the PEA, in conjunction with Mitigation Measure B-7a, are presented in the 
Draft EIR to reduce potential impacts of bird electrocution and collision to less than 
significant levels.  In addition, impact to specific species, such as raptors, are also 
addressed under Impact B-8 (Habitat Removal or Disturbance of Special Status Wildlife 
Species), and impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure B-8a (Protection for Special Status Wildlife Species).  Also, please see 
Response to Comment CC4-2. 

As stated in the summary of PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative on page D.4-56 in the 
Draft EIR, with undergrounding the lines “no overhead towers would be constructed or 
removed, no new conductors and fiber optic wires would present collision potential for 
birds…”  In Section D.4.4.2 beginning on page D.4-56 in the Draft EIR, the Partial 
Underground Alternative discusses the effects of the removal of towers in Edgewood Park 
stating, “this alternative would eliminate the Proposed Project’s installation of new towers 
within Edgewood Park, would allow removal of existing towers, eliminating the need for 
future maintenance activities in that highly sensitive area…”  Both removal of the towers, as 
well as undergrounding the transmission lines, would reduce the potential for significant 
impacts to birds and/or would improve the baseline conditions. 

Also, please see Response to Comment PG-164 regarding the impact of bird electrocution and 
collision. 

CC4-5 Sections D.2.1 and D.2.3 (Land Use), D.3.1 and D.3.3 (Visual Resources), D.4.1 and 
D.4.3 (Biological Resources), and D.9.1 and D.9.3 (Recreation) in the Draft EIR, discuss 
the ecological and/or scenic qualities of the environmental setting of the I-280 corridor and 
the SFPUC Watershed, and how the Proposed Project would affect each individual issue 
area (both construction and operational phases).  Responses to Comments N-11 through 
N-14 and Section D.2.2.1, Federal and State Regulations, in the Draft EIR specifically 
discuss consistency with the Scenic and Recreation Easements (copies of the easements in 
full are printed in Appendix 4B).  PG&E Route Option 1B and the Partial Underground 
Alternative both include undergrounding the transmission lines for some or all of the 
Southern Segment of the project area.  In “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
for Southern Area Alternatives,” the fourth section of each issue area section in Section D, 
the ecological and scenic impacts are discussed and compared with respect to southern area 
alternatives. 

 
 



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

 

 
October 2003 241 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC5 

 

CC5-1

CC5-2
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Comment Set CC5, cont. 

 

CC5-3

CC5-4

CC5-5
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Responses to Comment Set CC5 – 
People for a Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
CC5-1 The commenter’s support for PG&E Route Option 1B with the removal of the 60 kV 

towers is noted.  The Watershed Restoration Alternative is addressed in EIR Appendix 1, 
Section 4.2.8, but it is not found to be the environmentally superior alternative.  Please 
refer to Responses to Comment Set N by the National Park Service, and more specifically, 
Response to Comment N-4 and Sections 2.3.2.1 and 4.2.2 in Appendix 1 for a discussion 
of the CEQA legal issues regarding line collocation 

CC5-2 The comment is acknowledged.  Under the Partial Underground Alternative, from Jefferson 
to Ralston Substation, the new lines would be overhead and would then be installed 
underground from Ralston Substation to Carolands Substation (see Section 4.2.3 in 
Appendix 1).  Due to the highly sensitive serpentine habitat in Edgewood County Park and 
Preserve, underground construction in the existing ROW is not feasible.  Therefore, in 
order to remove the existing towers from the park, the new line must be built overhead, in 
an alignment that would roughly parallel Cañada Road through an area known as “The 
Triangle”.  For a discussion of this area and its biological resources, please refer to Section 
D.4.4.2 (Biological Resources) and Response to Comment CC6-5. 

CC5-3 Sections D.2.1 and D.2.3 (Land Use), D.3.1 and D.3.3 (Visual Resources), D.4.1 and 
D.4.3 (Biological Resources), and D.9.1 and D.9.3 (Recreation) in the Draft EIR discuss 
the ecological and/or scenic qualities of the environmental setting of the I-280 corridor and 
the SFPUC Watershed, and how the Proposed Project would affect each individual issue 
area (both construction and operational phases).   

The Watershed Restoration Alternative is addressed in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8, of this 
Final EIR, but it is not found to be the environmentally superior alternative.  Please see 
Responses to Comment Set 40 for a discussion of the Watershed Restoration Alternative. 

CC5-4 One of the objectives of the Proposed Project is to further increase reliability by providing a 
second independent major transmission pathway into the area (see Section A.2).  Both 
overhead and underground lines would achieve this objective.   

This Draft EIR does not address cost in the evaluation of alternatives.  Cost of the project 
and alternatives is addressed by the CPUC Administrative Law Judge in the General 
Proceeding on the project.  In addition, security is not an issue within the scope of this 
environmental analysis, but it could be considered by the CPUC in its decisionmaking 
process. 

CC5-5 Please see Response to Comment N-7 for a discussion of NEPA compliance.  In addition, 
please see Responses to Comment Set N for a discussion of the applicability of the scenic 
and recreation easements to the Proposed Project and alternatives. 
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Comment Set CC6 

 

CC6-1

CC6-2
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Comment Set CC6, cont. 
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Comment Set CC6, cont. 
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CC6-5

CC6-6
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Responses to Comment Set CC6 – 
Committee for Green Foothills 
CC6-1 The locations in which responses to each of the environmental and operational principles 

stated by the commenter can be found, are listed below. 

1. Sections D.2.1 and D.2.3 (Land Use), D.3.1 and D.3.3 (Visual Resources), D.4.1 and 
D.4.3 (Biological Resources), and D.9.1 and D.9.3 (Recreation) in the Draft EIR, 
discuss the ecological and/or scenic qualities of the environmental setting of the I-280 
corridor and the SFPUC Watershed, and how the Proposed Project would affect each 
individual issue area (both construction and operational phases).   

2. Please see Section D.2 (Land Use) and Responses to Comments N-7 through N-18 
regarding consistency with NPS easements. 

3. Please see Response to Comment CC5-4 for a discussion of reliability. 

4. Please see Response to Comment CC5-4 regarding security. 

5. Please see General Response GR-1, which discusses public health and safety regarding 
EMF. 

CC6-2 The Watershed Restoration Alternative is addressed in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8, of this 
Final EIR but it is not found to be the environmentally superior alternative.  Please see 
Responses to Comment Set 40 for a discussion of the Watershed Restoration Alternative.  
Please see Response to Comment N-4 and Sections 2.3.2.1 and 4.2.2 in Appendix 1 for a 
discussion of the CEQA legal issues regarding line collocation.  The commenter’s 
preference for underground construction of the Proposed Project, and acceptance of the 
Partial Underground Alternative north of Carolands Substation are noted. 

CC6-3 Please see Comment Set N by the NPS, and more specifically, Response to Comment N-4 
and Sections 2.3.2.1 and 4.2.2 in Appendix 1, for a discussion of the CEQA legal issues 
regarding line collocation.  Also please see Responses to Comment Set 40.   

CC6-4 Please see Response to Comment CC5-4 for a discussion regarding cost and security. 

CC6-5 As illustrated in Draft EIR Figure D.4-4, the proposed overhead transmission route would 
require the construction of seven transmission towers within sensitive habitat areas in or 
adjacent to Edgewood Park and Pulgas Ridge Preserve (Towers 0/1-1/11).  In comparison, 
the Partial Underground Alternative (Figure Ap.1-3a) would require one tower in the 
sensitive habitat area near the Jefferson Substation, while allowing removal of all existing 
towers in Edgewood Park and the Pulgas Ridge Preserve.  Mitigation Measure B-1c 
addresses impacts associated with tower removal.  Two other alternative route towers 
within “The Triangle”, which is roughly bounded by Edgewood Road, Cañada Road, and 
Interstate 280, would be sited to avoid sensitive habitat (see new Mitigation Measure B-1e 
in Section D.4.4.2 in this Final EIR).  No other sensitive habitat is present between the 
Jefferson Substation and Tower 1/12 of the alternative overhead route of the Partial 
Underground Alternative.  Also, please see Response to Comment CC5-2. 
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Other mitigation measures for biological resources would ensure that impacts in the area of 
“The Triangle” would be less than significant: B-1b (Restoration and Compensation for 
Vegetation Losses), B-1c (Protect Serpentine Grasslands and Edgewood Park), B-1d 
(Perform Pre-Construction Surveys), B-1f (Protect Sensitive Habitats During Construction), 
and B-1g (Implement Weed Control). 

CC6-6 Please refer specifically to Response to Comment N-7 for a discussion of NEPA compliance, 
and in general to Responses to Comment Set N for responses to GGNRA relative to the 
applicability of the scenic and recreational easements to the Proposed Project and alternatives. 
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Comment Set CC7 

          

CC7-1
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Comment Set CC7, cont. 

       

CC7-1

CC7-2

CC7-3

CC7-4

CC7-5
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Comment Set CC7, cont. 
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CC7-7
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Comment Set CC7, cont. 

       

CC7-7

CC7-8

CC7-9
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Comment Set CC7, cont. 

    

CC7-9

CC7-10

CC7-11
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Responses to Comment Set CC7 – 
The Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 
CC7-1 EIR Section C.5, Alternatives Eliminated from Full EIR Evaluation, and Section C.6, No 

Project Alternative, address energy conservation/demand side management alternatives, and 
existing and proposed power plants.  In the course of the alternatives screening process, the 
length of the route was considered, as well as the use of an existing corridor as aspects of 
each alternative’s comparison to the Proposed Project.  In addition, under policy WA-6 of 
the SFPUC Peninsula Watershed Management Plan, the establishment of new utility 
corridors on the Peninsula Watershed is restricted. 

CC7-2 The commenter’s policy and concerns regarding impacts of older plants are acknowledged.  
However, closure of power plants is beyond scope of this EIR.  Please see Response to 
Comment CC8-6.  

CC7-3 The use of renewable resource alternatives and clean energy, such as solar power, are 
considered in Section 4.5.2.2 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR, but do not meet project 
objectives and cannot provide the 300+ MW of electricity as needed under the Proposed 
Project (see also Response to Comment CC8-8).   

CC7-4 The commenter’s concerns about global warming are acknowledged.  Transmission lines 
are also used to transmit energy from renewable resource technologies.  Please see 
Responses to Comments CC8-6 and CC8-8. 

CC7-5 Please see Response to Comment N-7 for a discussion of NEPA compliance.  CPUC is the 
lead agency under CEQA only, and the National Park Service under the Department of the 
Interior (DOI) may take the role to prepare an EIS as the lead agency under NEPA.  In a 
letter addressed to Barbara Goodyear, Counsel, Department of the Interior, from Pamela 
Nataloni, CPUC Staff Attorney, dated January 27, 2003, the CPUC states that “the 
environmental staff has concluded that it is not feasible to undertake the additional 
responsibility for the preparation of a NEPA compliant environmental document.  As we 
discussed, due to a number of factors, any federal NEPA document should be prepared by 
the DOI as the stated lead federal agency for the Proposed Project.  Among these factors 
include: (1) Whether the DOI has any federal jurisdiction related to the Proposed Project 
remains a subject of dispute between the Office of the City Attorney, PG&E, and DOI.  (2) 
The DOI has not yet determined the scope or form of federal NEPA document that would 
be required for the Proposed Project.  (3) Expanding the scope of the CEQA document to 
additionally comply with NEPA requirements (particularly re: the alternatives analysis), 
would result in substantial delay which would preclude the Commission from meeting the 
stringent schedule advocated by the parties and adopted by the ALJ as necessary for a final 
Commission decision.” 

CC7-6 Please see Comment Set 40 and CC6-5 and their Responses for a discussion of the 
Watershed Protection Alternative and the area around Edgewood County Park and 
Preserve.  Also, please see Response to Comment CC6-1 for a discussion regarding the five 
listed principles. 
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CC7-7 Please see Response to Comment N-4 and Section 2.3.2.1 in Appendix 1 for a discussion of 
the CEQA legal issues regarding line collocation.  Please see Comment Set 40 and 
Response to Comment 40-18 for a discussion of the Watershed Restoration Alternative. 

CC7-8 Security is not an issue within the scope of this environmental analysis, but it could be 
considered by the CPUC in its decisionmaking process. 

CC7-9 Please see Responses to Comments CC5-2 and CC6-5 regarding the area referred to as 
“The Triangle”. 

CC7-10 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative north of Carolands 
Substation is noted. 

CC7-11 The commenter’s preferences are acknowledged.  Also, please see previous Responses to 
Comments CC7-6 and CC7-10. 
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Comment Set CC8 

          

    

CC8-1

CC8-2

CC8-3
CC8-4

CC8-5

CC8-6
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Comment Set CC8, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC8 – 
For Future Generations 
CC8-1 Please see Response to Comment CC2-1 regarding need for the Proposed Project. 

CC8-2 As discussed in Response to Comment CC8-3, the energy flowing through the new 
transmission line would be generated by a range of existing power sources throughout 
Northern California, including natural gas-fired power plants (e.g., Moss Landing and 
power plants in Contra Costa County), wind power (e.g., Altamont), and hydroelectric 
facilities.  The venues, types of energy, and percentages of each do not affect the potential 
environmental impacts related to the Proposed Project, and, therefore, are beyond the scope 
of this EIR analysis. 

CC8-3 The Draft EIR discusses the air quality impacts that would occur during construction of the 
transmission line in Section D.10.3 on page D.10-7.  The discussion of air quality impacts 
related to the transmission line during its operational life begins under Impact A-4 
(Operational Air Quality Impacts Associated with Maintenance and Inspections) on page 
D.10-10.  These discussions explain that the transmission line would not create any new 
stationary sources of emissions.   

The energy flowing through the new transmission line would be generated by a range of 
existing power sources throughout Northern California, including natural gas-fired power 
plants, wind power, and hydroelectric facilities.  Power plants can generate emissions of air 
contaminants, but power plant operation depends on the power load to be served, which 
would not be changed by the Proposed Project.  The load forecast for the region and the 
area load growth are discussed in the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project in Section 
A of the Draft EIR.   

Deregulation of the electricity markets has made it difficult to predict which power sources 
would supply the load served by the transmission line.  Because the CPUC or PG&E cannot 
predict or control how the energy would be generated, and because the source of the energy 
may vary day-by-day, the Draft EIR does not quantify emissions associated with the power 
sources.  It is worth noting that California power plants are subject to various air pollution 
control requirements established by local air districts, CARB, U.S. EPA, and the California 
Energy Commission. 

CC8-4 Emissions from existing and future sources of power depend on the power load to be 
served, which would not be changed by the Proposed Project.  Also, please see the 
Response to Comment CC8-3.   

CC8-5 Section D.4.3, Biological Resources, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for 
the Proposed Project, in the Draft EIR discusses the impacts of the Proposed Project on 
wildlife and the watershed and recommends mitigation measures.  Section D.7.3, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 
Proposed Project, discusses the environmental impacts and mitigation measures with respect 
to impacts on ground and surface water in the watershed.  In addition, each issue area 
discusses potential impacts and mitigation measures along the Southern Segment of the 
Proposed Project, which is located within the SFPUC Peninsula Watershed. 
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CC8-6 Demand side management or energy conservation is discussed in Draft EIR Section 
C.5.5.3, System Enhancement Alternatives, and in more detail in Section 4.5.3 of 
Appendix 1.  It is also discussed as a component of Integrated Resource Alternative in 
Section C.5.5.4, Integrated Resource Alternatives, and Section 4.5.4 in Appendix 1.  The 
CPUC supervises various demand side management programs administered by the regulated 
utilities, and many municipal electric utilities have their own demand-side management 
programs.  PG&E already has a program of voluntary reduction in electricity known as 
Customer Energy Efficiency (CEE) in place.  However, the projected CEE benefits (no 
more than 2 to 7 MW in the Project Area) would not defer the required capacity addition 
(approximately 400 MW) and it would not meet the project objective to further increase 
reliability by providing a second independent major transmission pathway into the area.   

The closure of Hunters Point Power Plant (HPPP) Unit 4 is discussed in Section C.6.1 of 
the Draft EIR under the No Project Alternative.  The ISO is the authority that would 
determine when HPPP can be closed in order that closure has no serious effects on the 
region’s electric service.  The CPUC is required, independent of HPPP closure and energy 
conservation measures in place, to consider the effects of the Proposed Project.  Purpose 
and Need for the Proposed Project is briefly discussed in Section A.2, but it is not an issue 
required by CEQA.  The need for this project is not addressed or decided within this EIR 
(see Response to Comment CC8-1).  The CPUC Administrative Law Judge evaluates need 
during the General Proceeding with information presented by PG&E, Cal ISO, and other 
parties.   

The use of renewable resource alternatives and clean energy, such as solar power, is 
considered in Appendix 1, Section 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR, but found not to meet project 
objectives.  Also, please see Response to Comment CC8-8 below. 

CC8-7 The Proposed Project would not be funded by any public money, but all California elec-
tricity consumers would pay for the project as part of their electricity rates.  Please see 
Responses to Comments CC8-6 and CC8-7.   

CC8-8 The commenter’s preference for clean, renewable energy is noted.  Conscious efforts are 
being made to increase the renewable resource component of California’s generation 
supply.  In response to SB 1078, which established the California Renewables Portfolio 
Standard Program (RPS) and the objective that 20% of electricity sold to California 
customers will be procured from eligible renewable energy resources by 2017, PG&E is 
working on a renewable resource transmission plan (SB 1038). 

As discussed in Section C.5.5, Non-wire Alternatives, and Appendix 1 (Section 4.5), these 
technologies, such as wind, solar, and tidal energy, also have environmental consequences, 
feasibility problems, and may not meet the objective of the Proposed Project.  Even if a 
renewable energy source were developed, new transmission would still be required to 
transmit the energy from an out-of-area source, creating similar impacts as those of the 
Proposed Project.   

CC8-9 The purpose of this EIR is to analyze potential impacts of the project proposed by PG&E.  
Consideration of public generation of electricity is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

CC8-10 Please see Response to Comment N-7 for a discussion of NEPA compliance. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC9 – 
Brisbane Chamber of Commerce 
CC9-1 The commenter’s concerns regarding the Modified Underground 230 kV Alternative are 

noted.  Based on comments on the Draft EIR and additional analysis conducted for the 
Final EIR, the EIR now considers that the impacts of the Proposed Project’s underground 
segment and those of the Modified Underground Alternative are comparable, and both 
routes are identified as environmentally superior to other northern segment routes. 

With respect to impacts of the Modified Underground Alternative, please refer to 
Responses to Comment Set CC12 (VWR International), Responses to Comment Sets H 
(City of South San Francisco), and Response to Comment Set Q (City of Brisbane).  
Several mitigation measures are identified in the Draft EIR to minimize disruption impacts 
to residents and businesses.  Refer to Draft EIR transportation and traffic Mitigation 
Measures T-1a (Prepare Transportation Management Plans), T-1b (Restrict Lane Closures), 
and T-3a (Repair to Damaged Road ROWs); traffic Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) 
13.6 (restricted access plan) and 13.8 (detours for pedestrian and bicycle access); land use 
Mitigation Measures L-4a (Provide Construction Notification), L-4b (Provide Public 
Liaison Person and Toll-Free Information Hotline), L-4c (Provide Compensation to 
Displaced Residents), L-7a (Provide Continuous Access to Properties), and L-7b 
(Coordinate with Businesses); noise APM 15.1 (noise suppression techniques); and utilities 
Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities). 

CC9-2 Increasing system diversity and reliability are discussed under the project objectives in 
Section A.2.1 and A.2.2 of the Draft EIR.  Security is not an issue within the scope of this 
environmental analysis, but it could be considered by the CPUC in its decisionmaking 
process.  Section D.14.5.6 (Public Services and Utilities) discusses space constraints with 
existing utilities within the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative 
ROW.  Also, please see Response to Comment H-4. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC10 – 
South San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
CC10-1 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project along the BART ROW and Lawndale 

Boulevard, as well as opposition to the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation 
Alternative, are noted.  Based on comments on the Draft EIR and additional analysis 
conducted for the Final EIR, the EIR now considers that the impacts of the Proposed 
Project’s underground segment and those of the Modified Underground Alternative are 
comparable, and both routes are identified as environmentally superior to other northern 
segment routes. 

Also, please see Responses to Comment Set H (City of South San Francisco) and Response 
to Comment CC9-1 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation measures presented for the 
Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative route.  For both the 
Proposed Project’s underground segment and the Modified Underground Alternative, 
mitigation measures are presented to reduce all potential impacts to less than significant 
levels.     

A very important part of the CEQA EIR process is the analysis of a “reasonable range of 
alternatives.”  Through this screening evaluation, documented in EIR Appendix 1, 
alternatives were developed that met all CEQA requirements.  In the evaluation of the Envi-
ronmentally Superior route, all jurisdictions and potential impacts were considered together.  
Also, please see Response to Comment H-2.   

CC10-2 The commenter’s concerns about the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation 
Alternative are noted.   As illustrated in EIR Table E-7 (Section E, Comparison of 
Alternatives), the alternative would have fewer impacts in seven issue areas and greater 
impacts in three issue areas.  However, all impacts on both routes would be less than 
significant.  As noted above, this alternative is considered to have comparable impacts 
(though in different environmental disciplines) to those of the Proposed Projects’ 
underground segment, so both routes are considered to be environmentally superior 

 






