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Responses to Comment Set 27 – 
James Goodman 
27-1 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative north of Carolands 

Substation and opposition to PG&E’s Proposed Project are noted.  Please see General Response 
GR-1 regarding EMF and Response to Comment 40-29. 

27-2 As discussed in the response to Mr. Goodman on page 17 (a response during the Draft EIR 
comment period), the underground transmission line would not be the type cooled with circulat-
ing oil.  As shown in Draft EIR Table B-1, current technology for underground transmission 
lines is use of solid dielectric cable, a solid insulated cable that uses resin/polymers for insula-
tion and not oil.  As a result, there is no potential for leaks or contamination.   

27-3 The commenter’s issue concerning water supply and undergrounding the lines is acknowledged. 
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Comment Set 28, cont. 
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Comment Set 28, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 28 – 
Glenn and Carrie Hout 
28-1 The commenter’s support for underground collocation routes west of I-280 is acknowledged.  

Please refer to Response to Comment PPH1-10.  Please also refer to Appendix 1, Section 2.3.2.1 
for a discussion of the CEQA legal issues regarding line collocation.  It is noted that a 
significant portion of the Partial Underground Alternative would be west of I-280 (north of 
Hayne Road). 

28-2 Two alternatives in which the transmission line would be installed underground west of the 
existing ROW between the Ralston and Carolands Substations were considered in the 
Alternatives Screening Report, in Sections 4.2.5. (West of ROW, East of I-280 Alternative) 
and 4.2.6 (West of Reservoirs Alternative).  While these alternatives would reduce visual 
impacts to adjacent residences, they would create greater visual impacts to a much larger 
number of viewers from the I-280 (if overhead), as well as creating potentially significant 
biological impacts, especially if underground trenching is required.  The commenter’s 
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.  If the lines were 
underground in this ROW, there would be similar significant biological impacts to the SFPUC 
Peninsula Watershed.  Please see Response to Comment PPH1-10.   

28-3 Please see Response to Comment 28-2 above. 

28-4 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 (below) regarding potential 
cumulative EMF impacts along Skyline Boulevard between Hayne Road and Trousdale Avenue.   

The commenters’ support of an alternative collocation route west of I-280 and opposition to use 
of Skyline Boulevard or Trousdale Boulevard are acknowledged.  Please see Responses to 
Comments 28-1 and 28-2 for additional details.  Also, please see Response to Comment 
PPH1-10 regarding alternatives west of I-280.  This Draft EIR does not address cost in the 
evaluation of alternatives.  Cost of the project and alternatives is addressed by the 
Administrative Law Judge in the CPUC’s general proceeding. 

28-5 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding the benefits and burdens of the project, and 
Responses to Comments 40-2 and 40-4.   

28-6 Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF and health and safety 
concerns.  The commenters’ alternative preferences to reduce EMF concern are noted.  Also, 
please see Responses to Comments 28-1, 28-2, and 28-4. 

28-7 Regional or rolling blackouts do not generally result from lack of line maintenance, but from 
larger electric system problems.  Rolling blackouts can then be ordered by the transmission 
system operators, such as CAISO.  The transmission infrastructure in the area is designed by 
PG&E and approved by the CAISO, based on load studies and input from stakeholders, such as 
the public, and other local and regional resource agencies, jurisdictions, and utilities.  The EIR 
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serves to address health and environmental concerns of proposed projects and propose effective 
mitigation measures for these impacts pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

28-8 The commenters’ comparison of underground and overhead lines is noted.  Each alternative and 
its comparison to the Proposed Project, including operations and maintenance, is considered by 
each issue area.  Of the alternatives detailed in Appendix 1, there are several alternatives, such 
as the Partial Underground Alternative and PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative, where some or 
all of the route would be underground. 
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Comment Set 29, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 29 – 
Sandra Treanor 
29-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and dissatisfaction with PG&E Route 

Option 1B Alternative in the Burlingame area is noted. 

29-2 Please see Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding alternatives west of I-280.   

29-3 Please see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF levels and Response to Comment 
40-9 (below) for a discussion of EMF levels of 1 mG or less.  Please refer to the 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 because the 
distance between the two lines is large enough.  Also, please see Response to Comment 40-15 
(below) regarding potential cumulative EMF impacts along Skyline Boulevard between Hayne 
Road and Trousdale Avenue.   
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Comment Set 30, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 30 – 
Gregory Stein 
30-1 The commenter’s opposition to PG&E’s Proposed Project is noted.  The need for this project is 

not addressed or decided within the CEQA process (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.    

30-2 Please see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF. 

30-3 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  Pursuant to CEQA and the 
CEQA guidelines, the environmental effects of the Proposed Project are analyzed for each issue 
area in Section D of the EIR and mitigation measures are proposed, which would reduce 
potentially significant impacts of the project. 

30-4 Please see General Response GR-3 regarding the benefits and burdens of the project, and 
Responses to Comments 40-2 and 40-4.  The commenter’s ranked preference of the Partial 
Underground Alternative, PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative, and any alternative that would 
not allow new/enlarged towers built to the east of I-280 over the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 31 – 
Jose F. Campos and 254 Petition Signatures 
31-1 The commenters’ opposition to PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative and support for the Partial 

Underground Alternative of 254 petition signers are noted.  Please see General Response GR-1 
for a discussion of health, safety, and EMF.  Please refer to the text added in Section D.8.7.4, 
Consideration of Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs), for a discussion of EMFs along 
PG&E’s Route Option 1B Alternative. 

31-2 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 
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Comment Set 32, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 32 – 
Mr. and Mrs. Paul Ratto 
32-1 The commenters’ concerns regarding the use of Trousdale Drive in Route Option 1B are noted.  

For a discussion of EMF, please refer to General Response GR-1.  As detailed in Section 
D.8.7.4, Consideration of Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF), no-cost/low-cost mitigation is 
proposed by PG&E with priority given to schools and daycare centers and then to residences. 

32-2 Please refer to Sections D.8.7.2 and D.8.8.2, Public Health and Safety, for a discussion of 
effects on cardiac pacemakers (Impact PS-3).  Also, please see Response to Comment 13-3.  
Section D.2 (Land Use) and Section D.12 (Transportation and Traffic) discuss sensitive land 
uses and emergency vehicle response along Trousdale under PG&E Route Option 1B 
Alternative and the entire route. 

32-3 The commenters’ support for use of Sneath Lane or San Bruno Avenue, away from houses or 
schools, is noted. 
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Comment Set 33 
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Comment Set 33, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 33 – 
Calvin & Ellen Inori, Douglas & Kaeko Inori, David Inori, 
and Gladys & Jean Bartlett 
33-1 Please see General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 for discussions of EMF and property values, 

respectively.  The commenters’ support of the Partial Underground Alternative and opposition to 
PG&E’s Route Option 1B are noted.  Please see the 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.   
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Responses to Comment Set 34 – 
Akira A. Eejima, Pharm D., BCP, and Carol W. Eejima, 
I.A.R. 
34-1 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 CPUC General 
Proceeding with information presented by PG&E, Cal ISO, and intervenors, and other parties.  
Please see Responses to Comments 40-4 and 40-5 (below), as well as General Response GR-3, 
regarding the benefits and burdens of the Proposed Project.  It is not accurate to say that the 
residents of San Mateo County would not benefit from the project, as explained in General 
Response GR-3. 

34-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

34-3 The commenters’ support of collocated 60 kV and 230 kV lines west of I-280 is acknowledged.  
Please see Response to Comment PPH1-10.  Also, please see Appendix 1, Section 2.3.2.1, for 
a discussion of the CEQA legal issues regarding line collocation.  It is noted that a significant 
portion of the Partial Underground Alternative would be west of I-280 (north of Hayne Road).   
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Comment Set 35, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 35 – 
Ann Poncelet, M.D. 
35-1 Please see General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 for discussions of EMF and property values, 

respectively.  EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed 
Project and alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts along Lexington 
Avenue.  Please see Responses to Comments 40-4 and 40-5 (below), as well as General 
Response GR-3, regarding the benefits and burdens of the Proposed Project.  It is not accurate 
to say that the residents of San Mateo County would not benefit from the project. 

35-2 Please refer to General Responses GR-1 for a response regarding EMF. 

35-3 The commenter’s preference for placing the lines underground or farther west is noted.  Please 
see Responses to Comments PPH1-10, 34-3, and 28-2.  Regarding the opportunity to improve 
the neighborhood, it is noted that this project would be paid for by ratepayers statewide. 
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Responses to Comment Set 36 – 
David & Dale Loutzenheiser 
36-1 The commenters’ preference for placing the lines west of I-280 is noted.  Please see Response 

to Comment PPH1-10 regarding this issue.   

36-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF, health, and safety.  Pursuant to CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of the EIR is to objectively state the environmental effects of 
the Proposed Project in regards to the established significance criteria.  The CPUC’s 
Administrative Law Judge may take into consideration “community values” when making a 
decision.  The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 37 – 
Bennett Bibel 
37-1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed transition station is acknowledged.  Please see 

General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF and health hazard concerns.  North and east 
of the transition station, the Proposed Project defines the line as being underground through San 
Bruno (along San Bruno Avenue).  Figure B-3 of the EIR illustrates the route in detail.   

37-2 While the commenter’s preference for the undergrounding of all electric lines is acknowledged, 
modernizing and eliminating the wooden distribution poles is not included in the scope of the 
Proposed Project.  Undergrounding of distribution lines can happen only based on cooperation 
between local jurisdictions and PG&E, and after local cost sharing. 
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Comment Set 38, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set 38 – 
Burt Treanor 
38-1 The commenter’s support for PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative, with certain changes/modifi-

cations is noted.  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.    

38-2 Please see Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding installation of lines west of I-280.  It is 
noted that a significant portion of the Partial Underground Alternative would be west of I-280 
(north of Hayne Road).  The Partial Underground Alternative is the alternative described in the 
Draft EIR in Section 3.3.2, Alternatives, discussing Biological Resources on page ES-33.  It is 
stated in Section C.4.2.2 and Appendix 1, Section 4.2.3, that this alternative is feasible and 
would meet project objectives.   

The Executive Summary lists the Partial Underground Alternative as an alternative that was 
carried through the screening process and fully evaluated in the EIR.  To reach EIR evaluation 
under CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126(a)), an alternative must “feasibility attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project.”  As such, it is implied that the Partial Underground Alternative would 
be feasible and meet project objectives.  The environmental analysis as presented in the Draft 
EIR also found that the Partial Underground Alternative would be environmentally superior to 
the Proposed Project. 

38-3 Please see General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 for discussions of EMF and property values, 
respectively.  EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed 
Project and alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts along Burlingame.   

38-4 Please see Responses to Comments 40-4 and 40-5 (below), as well as General Response GR-3, 
regarding the benefits and burdens of the Proposed Project.  As described therein, it is not 
accurate to say that the residents of San Mateo County would not benefit from the project.   

The SFPUC does not have the ability to accept or decline the overall project.  The SFPUC may 
comment on the project.  The ultimate decision on the Proposed Project and its route would be 
made by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), which is the lead agency under 
CEQA. 

38-5 The commenter’s concerns about EMF are noted.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 
regarding EMF. 
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Responses to Comment Set 39 – 
Kris M. O’Neil 
39-1 The commenter’s preference for an underground route and opposition to the proposed transition 

station is noted.  EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed 
Project and alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts at the proposed 
transition station (Impact V-20).  PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative would include an all-
underground alternative route.  In addition, several alternative transition station locations have 
been considered (see Appendix 1, Section 4.3.1 in this Final EIR). 

 
 




