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Responses to Comment Set 41 – 
Michael Nagle and Jean Connolly 
41-1 The commenters’ opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. 

41-2 Please refer to Appendix 1, Section 2.3.2.1 for a discussion of the CEQA legal issues regarding 
line collocation.  Unless the Proposed Project is undergrounded in the existing ROW then the 
existing 60 kV lines may not be undergrounded as well.  Also, please see the discussion in 
Appendix 1, Section 4.2.2, for PG&E’s Route Option 1B with Undergrounding the 60 kV 
Line.  There are portions of the Partial Underground Alternative that would include moving the 
existing 60 kV lines overhead in an alignment west of I-280 with the new 230 kV lines, such as 
in the vicinity of Edgewood Park and Burlingame, as well as undergrounding the 60 kV and 
230 kV lines in the existing corridor from Ralston to Carolands Substations.  An all-
underground line in the existing ROW was eliminated from consideration due to significant 
biological impacts, the topographic setting that affected technical feasibility, and regulatory 
feasibility concerns.  Given this, the commenters’ support for the Partial Underground Alternative 
is noted. 

For a discussion regarding public health and safety and EMF, please see General Response GR-1. 

 
 



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

 

 
Final EIR 560 October 2003 

Comment Set 42 

 

42-1



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

 

 
October 2003 561 Final EIR 

Comment Set 42, cont. 

 

42-1



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

 

 
Final EIR 562 October 2003 

Comment Set 42, cont. 

 

42-1

42-2

42-3



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

 

 
October 2003 563 Final EIR 

Comment Set 42, cont. 

 

42-3

42-4



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

 

 
Final EIR 564 October 2003 

Responses to Comment Set 42 – 
Richard Cole  
42-1 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 CPUC 
does not have the authority to require construction of generating facilities.   

The closure of Hunters Point Power Plant (HPPP) Unit 4 and the Williams’ turbines are 
discussed in Section C.6 in 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 the status or constraints of the Williams’ turbines, 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 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 General Proceeding with information presented by PG&E, 
Cal ISO, and other parties.   

Please see Responses to Comments 40-4 and 40-5, as well as General Response GR-3, regard-
ing 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.   

Regarding implementation of distributed generation, this would likely require State of Cali-
fornia action or a federal incentive program, since the technology is available but expensive. 

Regarding the possibility of power plants that may be sited in the future at the San Francisco 
Airport, no applications are currently under review by the California Energy Commission, 
which is the agency responsible for review of such proposals.   

42-2 Please see Response to Comment 42-1 (above) for a discussion of need.  As stated in the Draft 
EIR in Section A.2, Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project, the project objectives are 
those developed by PG&E upon submittal of their Proponent's Environmental Assessment.  
Under CEQA, the project proponent defines project objectives, and alternatives are evaluated 
based on project objectives, as well as other CEQA criteria defined in Appendix 1 of the EIR. 

42-3 As discussed in Responses to Comments 42-1 and 42-2, need for the Proposed Project is not 
addressed in this EIR.  Pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this EIR is 
to objectively evaluate the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and a reasonable 
range of alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, and recommend mitigation, which 
will be used by the CPUC commissioners as a tool in the decision process.   

42-4 Each CPUC proceeding is evaluated for major issues and the assigned Administrative Law 
Judge (ALJ) then issues a Scoping Memo.  In this case, the ALJ determined that the issue of 
need would be addressed after release of the Final EIR.   
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Responses to Comment Set 43 – 
Jacqui Moore Lopez 
43-1 Please refer to 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.   

43-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF.  The commenter’s opposition to the 
Proposed Project and support for underground lines are noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 44 – 
Dennis Tom, M.D. 
44-1 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative is noted, as are its 

environmental benefits that are mentioned. 

44-2 Please see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF. 

44-3 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative is again noted as a less 
expensive alternative to PG&E’s Route Option 1B and a “win-win” situation for all. 
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Responses to Comment Set 45 – 
Laura Nagle 
45-1 The commenter’s opposition to The Proposed Project is noted.  Please see General Response 

GR-1 for a discussion of EMF.  As for the condition of the line and potential health risks, there 
is no relationship between line maintenance and the magnetic field.  Magnetic field varies only 
with the amount of current carried by the line. 

45-2 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.   

Corona noise is addressed in Section D.11.3 (Noise and Vibration) under Impact N-3, Corona 
Noise from the Operation of the Overhead Transmission Line.  PG&E states that it is unaware 
of any maintenance requests in the project area.  Also, please see Response to Comment G-4. 

Please refer to Sections D.8.7.2 and D.8.8.2, Public Health and Safety, for a discussion of 
effects on radio and television interference (Impact PS-1).  Mitigation Measure PS-1b addresses 
the documentation and response to impacts to television interference.  Individual sources of 
adverse radio/television interference can be located and corrected on the power lines. 

45-3 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  Please see Response to 
Comment 41-2 discussing undergrounding both the 60 kV and 230 kV along the Southern 
Segment of the Proposed Project, as well as Section 2.3.2.1 in Appendix 1 on legal issues 
related to alternatives. 
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Responses to Comment Set 46 – 
Ralph and Doris Voice 
46-1 Please see Response to Comment 42-1 regarding project need. 

46-2 The EIR presents updated data on load forecasts from that presented in PG&E’s Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (Section A.2).  It must be acknowledged, however, that accurately 
forecasting demand for electricity is very difficult, especially when economic conditions have 
changed quickly and dramatically in the Bay Area.  However, the EIR makes it clear that no 
determination of project need is made in the CEQA process.  Project need would be considered 
in the CPUC’s general proceeding.  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).   

46-3 Please see Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding alternatives west of I-280.  Please 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).   
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Responses to Comment Set 47 – 
Lee Cauble Lahoz 
47-1 The commenter’s concerns about the Proposed Project are acknowledged.  The scenic quality 

of the project area is acknowledged in EIR Sections D.2 (Land Use), D.3 (Visual Resources), 
and D.9 (Recreation).  Appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed under each issue 
area in Section D of the EIR to reduce potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. 

47-2 Please see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF, as well as Section D.8 (Public 
Health and Safety). 

47-3 The commenter’s support for an all-underground route, such as PG&E Route Option 1B, is 
noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 48 – 
Edward and Susanne Li 
48-1 The commenters’ opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  Please see General Response 

GR-1 for a response regarding EMF. 

48-2 Please see General Response GR-2 for a discussion of property values. 

48-3 Please see Response to Comments 40-4 and 40-5, 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. 
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Responses to Comment Set 49 – 
Ronald Schaffner 
49-1 The commenter’s support for a transmission line route that removes EMF concerns is noted.  

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

49-2 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

49-3 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.  PG&E states that it is unaware 
of any maintenance requests in the project area.  Also, please see Response to Comment G-4. 

Please refer to Sections D.8.7.2 and D.8.8.2, Public Health and Safety, for a discussion of 
effects on radio and television interference (Impact PS-1).  Mitigation Measure PS-1b addresses 
the documentation and response to impacts to television interference.  Individual sources of 
adverse radio/television interference can be located and corrected on the power lines. 

Please see Response to Comment 4-4 for a discussion of seismic risk in the event of an 
earthquake.  Section D.6.3 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology) discusses potential seismic 
impacts and mitigation measures of the Proposed Project. 

Please see Response to Comment PPH1-10 regarding routes west of I-280.  Please refer to 
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).  The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and preference for under-
ground collocation of the existing and proposed lines west of I-280 past the Highlands, Hills-
borough, and Burlingame are noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 50 – 
Maureen Olson 
50-1 The major subdivision planned off of Polhemus Road in the San Mateo Highlands is included in 

Table F-1, Cumulative Scenario – Approved and Pending Projects, as Site Number 4 and was 
incorporated into the cumulative impact analysis of the Proposed Project.  The Hillcrest 
Juvenile Detention Facility project has been added to the text in Table F-1 in this Final EIR as 
Site Number 7c.  Figure F-1a has also been revised to incorporate this addition. 

Please see General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF.  In addition, please see Response 
to Comments 40-4 and 40-5, 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. 

50-2 The scenic quality of the project area is acknowledged in EIR Sections D.2 (Land Use), D.3 
(Visual Resources), and D.9 (Recreation).  Appropriate mitigation measures have been pro-
posed under each issue area in Section D of the EIR to reduce potential environmental impacts 
of the Proposed Project. 

Please see Response to Comment 4-4 for a discussion of seismic risk in the event of an 
earthquake.  Section D.6.3 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology) discusses potential seismic 
impacts and mitigation measures of the Proposed Project. 

50-3 Please see Response to Comment 50-1 for a discussion of cumulative projects.  All alternatives 
to the Proposed Project are summarized in Section C and are described in detail in Appendix 1 
of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to General Responses GR-1 and GR-3 for a discussion of EMF 
and about the benefits and burdens of the Project, respectively.  
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Responses to Comment Set 51 – 
Tom Roberts  
51-1 The commenter’s support of the Proposed Project is noted.  Mitigation measures developed for 

each issue area in Section D of the EIR are proposed to reduce the effects of potential 
environmental impacts, including construction and ecosystem disturbances.  Please see 
Response to Comment CC8-6 for a discussion of energy conservation, renewable resources, 
and the closure of Hunters Point Power Plant (HPPP) Unit 4.   
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Responses to Comment Set 52 – 
Nuri Otus 
52-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  Please see General Response 

GR-1 for a discussion of EMF. 

52-2 The commenter’s support for a watershed route or an underground line in the current route is 
noted.  An all-underground line in the existing ROW was eliminated from consideration due to 
significant biological and technical and regulatory feasibility concerns.  Please see Response to 
Comment PPH1-10 regarding routes 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) and it would be 
underground along the areas of San Mateo Highlands and Hillsborough. 

 
 


