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Responses to Comment Set 21 – 
Scott Buschman 
21-1 The commenter’s support of the Environmentally Superior Alternative and opposition to 

transition stations located in San Bruno are noted.  Please refer to Response to Comments 
PPH2-35, PPH2-36, and PPH2-37 from the August 14, 2003 Public Participation Hearings. 
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Responses to Comment Set 22 – 
Rosemarie Lashkoff 
22-1 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative and opposition to PG&E 

Route Option 1B Alternative are noted.  Please see the text additions in Section D.8.7.4 of this 
Final EIR regarding the “sandwich” issue in the Burlingame area under PG&E Route Option 
1B.  With the 230 kV line installed in Cañada Road and Skyline Boulevard, there are essentially 
no cumulative impacts of the 230 and 60 kV lines.  Please see Response to Comment 40-15 
regarding potential cumulative EMF impacts along Skyline Boulevard between Hayne Road and 
Trousdale Avenue. 

Also, the article from the San Francisco Chronicle is acknowledged.  Please see General 
Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

22-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 
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Responses to Comment Set 23 – 
David & Diane Willoughby 
23-1 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project is briefly discussed in Section A.2, but it is not an 

issue included 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 evaluates 
project need during the CPUC General Proceeding with information presented by PG&E, Cal 
ISO, and other parties.  Transmission system reliability, an objective of the Proposed Project as 
discussed in Section A, is also addressed during the alternatives screening process as it is 
considered for each alternative in Appendix 1. 

23-2 Please see Responses to Comments 23-1, 40-7, 42-1 for a discussion of need of the Proposed 
Project.  Section A.2, Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project, briefly discusses need and 
recent area load forecasts (see also Tables A-1 and A-2).   

23-3 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

23-4 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  EIR Section D.3 presents a 
detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives, including 
identification of significant visual impacts in Burlingame in Section D.3.3 (Impact V-13, 
Carolands Substation to Transition Station). 

23-5 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

23-6 Corona noise is addressed in Sections D.11.3 (Noise and Vibration) under Impact N-3, Corona 
Noise from the Operation of the Overhead Transmission Line.  Also, please see Response to 
Comment G-4. 

23-7 Several mitigation measures are identified in the Draft EIR that are designed to minimize 
disruption impacts to residents and businesses during construction.  Please see Response to 
Comment 13-6. 
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Responses to Comment Set 24 – 
Letter Opposing Option 1A 
24-1 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding the equity of impacts and benefits of the project. 

24-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

24-3 Please refer to text addition in Section D.8.7.4 of this Final EIR regarding the “sandwich” 
issue in the Burlingame area under PG&E Route Option 1B.  With the 230 kV line installed in 
Cañada Road and Skyline Boulevard, there are essentially no cumulative impacts of the 230 and 
60 kV lines.  Also, please see Response to Comment 40-15 regarding potential cumulative 
EMF impacts along Skyline Boulevard between Hayne Road and Trousdale Avenue.   

The commenters’ support of an alternative collocation route is acknowledged.  The com-
menters’ preference for a route north of Carolands Substation that is entirely west of the I-280 
is consistent with the definition of the Partial Underground Alternative.  Regarding the installa-
tion of the 60 and 230 kV lines underground west of the existing ROW, please see the Response 
to Comment PPH1-10.  

24-4 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

24-5 EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts. 

24-6 The commenters’ opposition to PG&E’s Proposed Project and support of an alternative 
collocation route that is sufficiently distant from residences to allow for a level of one 
milliGauss or less are acknowledged.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion 
of EMF.  Also, please refer to Response to Comment 24-3. 
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Responses to Comment Set 25 – 
Letters Supporting the Watershed Restoration Alternative 
25-1 The commenters’ opposition to PG&E’s Proposed Project, thoughts on the PG&E Route Option 

1B and the Partial Underground Alternative, and support for the WRA are acknowledged. 

25-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF, as well as Response to Comment Set 40 
(below). 

25-3 Construction effects are discussed within each issue area in Section D.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment 13-6 for a discussion of mitigation measures that would reduce the 
effects of construction disturbance to properties, including schools. 

25-4 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

25-5 Please see comment 40-18 for a discussion of the newly suggested Watershed Restoration 
Alternative that has been considered in this Final EIR.  Section 4.2.8 of the Alternatives 
Screening Report (EIR Appendix 1) presents a description of the alternative (expanded from the 
comment letter based on commenter response to requests from the CPUC to clarify aspects of 
the alternative that were not fully defined in the original letter).  This analysis considers 
whether the alternative meets the CEQA requirements regarding project objectives, feasibility, 
and environmental impacts (as defined in Response to Comment 40-13).  In addition, a detailed 
set of maps of the WRA has been developed and is presented in Appendix 1 as Figure Ap.1-8a 
and Ap.1-8b.  The commenters’ support for the WRA is noted. 

25-6 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding the benefits and burdens of the project, and 
Responses to Comments 40-2 and 40-4.  It is not accurate to say that the residents of San Mateo 
County would not benefit from the project.  See General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 for 
responses regarding EMF and property values, respectively.   

Section D.3.3, Visual Resources, addresses visual impacts to the Southern Segment corridor 
and presents mitigation measures to reduce the potential impacts to less than significant levels 
where possible.  Significant and unmitigable (Class I) visual impacts still exist in the areas 
around Lexington Avenue, Black Mountain Road, Skyview Drive, Loma Vista Drive, and at 
the proposed transition station site.   

Regarding the allocation of additional funds for mitigation on the Peninsula, all funding must be 
compliant with the guidelines and laws of CEQA and CPUC policies.   
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Responses to Comment Set 26 – 
Deanne Thomas 
26-1 Please see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF and the response to testimony from 

Deanne Thomas (PPH1-55) in the Public Participation Hearing on August 12, 2003. 

26-2 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 project need during the General 
Proceeding with information presented by PG&E, Cal ISO, and other parties.  Also, see the 
response to testimony PPH1-55 from the Public Participation Hearings. 

 


