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Responses to Comment Set CC11 – 
CalRite Services 
CC11-1 The commenter’s concerns about business disruption along Bayshore Boulevard are noted.  

During the Draft EIR comment period, detailed maps were prepared for the Modified 
Underground Alternative and distributed to affected agencies.  Section 4.3.4 of Appendix 1 
of this Final EIR has been updated to describe six options to this alternative route that 
would reduce impacts in areas where traffic congestion or business uses would be more 
intense.  The alternative was originally proposed to be bored from Sierra Point Parkway 
under the railroad tracks to the south end of Van Waters and Rodgers Road, and then travel 
north in the road.  Based on business use of the buildings (CalRite and VWR), it appears 
that Route Option D (illustrated on Figure Ap.1-12a) would reduce short-term construction 
impacts.  The commenter’s preference to utilize this eastern option (immediately west of the 
railroad tracks) is noted.  This route would not require use of railroad right-of-way, but 
would avoid impacts on shipping activities by using the access road along the east side of 
the warehouse buildings.  In addition, Route Option F has been developed, which 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 this option would eliminate any possibility 
that project construction would impact the businesses on Van Waters and Rodgers Road.   
Please see Responses to Comment Set J for a discussion of use of the Caltrain railroad 
corridor ROW and Section 4.3.11 in Appendix 1, which evaluates the Caltrain ROW 
Alternative, as a new alternative added in response to comments made during the comment 
period on the Draft EIR. 

Once a project route is selected, PG&E would be required to coordinate with affected 
jurisdictions, including Brisbane.  This coordination would include the City’s review of the 
final design of the project that would be built within public road ROWs through each 
jurisdiction’s permit process.  If it is determined that trenched crossings of heavily traveled 
streets, such as portions of Bayshore Boulevard would be too disruptive to local traffic 
patterns, the appropriate jurisdiction may require permit stipulations such as a bored 
crossing, or night-time construction to avoid adverse traffic disruptions.  Also, please see 
Responses to Comments CC9-1, H-2, and H-6 for a discussion of potential construction 
impacts and mitigation measures to minimize traffic impacts and business disruption.   

Also, please see Section D.12.5.6 for a discussion of the mitigation measures that would 
reduce traffic and transportation and land use impacts to less than significant levels.  These 
measures include: 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). 
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Responses to Comment Set CC12 – 
VWR International 
CC12-1 The commenter’s concerns about construction of the transmission line located on the west 

side of the buildings on Van Waters and Rodgers Road are noted.  Please see Responses to 
Comment Set CC11. 

CC12-2 Please see Responses to Comments CC9-1, H-2, and H-6 for a discussion of potential 
impacts and mitigation measures.  The commenter’s support for Route Option D, which 
would avoid construction in the loading dock area (as illustrated on Figure Ap.1-12a) is 
noted.  In addition, Route Option F has been developed, which would avoid the entrance 
ramp and 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.  With implementation of these route options and Mitigation 
Measure L-7a (Provide Continuous Access to Properties), and L-7b (Coordinate with 
Businesses), construction should not affect the businesses on Van Waters and Rodgers 
Road.  

CC12-3 Please see Responses to Comment Set J for a discussion of use of the Caltrain railroad 
corridor ROW and Section 4.3.11 in Appendix 1, which evaluates the Caltrain ROW 
Alternative, as a new alternative added in response to comments made during the comment 
period on the Draft EIR. 

CC12-4 Section 4.3.4 of Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR explains that while collocation of the 
proposed 230 kV line adjacent to the existing PG&E 230 kV oil-filled pipeline does not 
present electrical engineering constraints, there would be space and construction constraints 
along portions of the route.  These potential space constraint feasibility issues identified 
during the alternatives screening process led to the development of this Modified 
Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative and new South San Francisco 
Segment, which runs along van Waters and Rodgers Road to avoid sections of Bayshore 
Boulevard. 

 
 



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

 

 
Final EIR 274 October 2003 

Comment Set CC13 

 

CC13-1

CC13-2



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

 

 
October 2003 275 Final EIR 

Responses to Comment Set CC13 – 
Mills Peninsula Health Services  
CC13-1 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF and Response to Comment D-6 for a 

discussion specific to PG&E Route Option 1B and the City of Burlingame. 

CC13-2 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 underground utilities throughout the underground portion (including the City 
of San Francisco) of the Proposed Project, and provides Mitigation Measure U-1b 
(Protection of Underground Utilities) to reduce impacts to less than significant (Class III) 
levels.  The commenter is referred to Section D.14 (Public Services and Utilities) for a 
detailed discussion of potential service disruptions and associated mitigation measures.  
Also, as discussed in Section D.14.2 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards) of the 
Draft EIR, the responsibilities of utility operators and other excavators working in the 
vicinity of utilities are detailed in Section 1, Chapter 3.1 "Protection of Underground 
Infrastructure," Article 2 of California Code 4216, which requires that an excavator must 
contact a regional notification center at least two days prior to excavation of any subsurface 
installations.   
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Responses to Comment Set CC14 – 
Park ‘N Fly 
CC14-1 Please see Response to Comment H-6, which discusses the optional segments for the 

Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative, including Route Option A, 
which would avoid the Park ‘N Fly lot and Golden Gate Produce Terminal.  The commenter’s 
support for this alternative segment is noted. 

CC14-2 Final engineering of the transmission line would occur after a route is approved, at which 
point the exact location of the underground transmission line within each roadway will be 
defined.   

CC14-3 The commenter’s preference for the line to be located on the eastern edge of the property, 
along the current fence line is noted.  Please see General Response GR-2 for a discussion of 
property values and Response to Comment CC9-1 regarding mitigation measures that would 
reduce construction disruption impacts on businesses.  Section D.2.5.6 (Land Use) includes 
Mitigation Measure L-8a (Compensate Parking Lot Owner), which specifically provides for 
compensation based on both temporary and permanent impacts to revenue.   

CC14-4 Final engineering of the route would incorporate design to avoid the existing UST and gas 
pump.  However, in the event that the pump would have to be relocated, compensation 
would be provided as detailed in Mitigation Measure L-8a (Compensate Parking Lot 
Owner) in Section D.2.5.6 of the Draft EIR.  Also, please see Response to Comment 
CC14-3. 

CC14-5 Please see Response to Comment 14-3 regarding costs and compensation. 

CC14-6 Please see Response to Comment 14-3 regarding costs and compensation. 

CC14-7 All permitting required by local, State, and federal agencies would be completed prior to 
the start of project construction.  Section A.3 of the Draft EIR, Agency Use of this 
Document, discusses the permitting process and Table A-3 lists the permits required for the 
Proposed Project.  Section D.2 (Land Use) discusses compliance with local regulations. 

CC14-8 Compensation would be handled through negotiations with PG&E, or failing that, through 
eminent domain proceedings.  Also, please see Response to Comment CC14-3. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC15 – 
Oyster Point Owners Association 
CC15-1 The commenter’s concerns about the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Alternative 

are noted.  Based on comments on the Draft EIR and additional analysis completed for this 
Final EIR, both this alternative and the Proposed Project’s underground segment are found 
to be environmentally superior to other northern segment alternatives.   

Table D.2-16 in the Land Use section (Section D.5.2.6) has been modified to show that 
land uses along this alternative also include commercial land uses.  The impacts and miti-
gation measures identified for this alternative in the land use section remain the same.  In 
general, commercial and industrial land uses are preferred for locating a facility such as a 
transmission line, as compared to residential areas with many sensitive receptors.  Also, 
please see Response to Comment PG-36. 

CC15-2 Construction in this area should not cause a loss of business to the hotels, although it is 
acknowledged that coordination would be required to ensure that access is maintained 
throughout the construction process.  Mitigation Measure L-7c has been added (Section 
D.2.5.6 of this Final EIR) to define specific coordination required with the hotels in this 
area to ensure that access is maintained. 

CC15-3 The former U.S. Steel Shearwater Project (see Draft EIR, Table D.8-12, Site 33) was 
acquired by Chiltern Development Corporation.  This facility, located north of Oyster Point 
Boulevard, was under the oversight of the Regional Water Quality Control Board in 1982 
for site investigation and cleanup strategy of heavy metals, asbestos containing materials, 
and organic liquids with metals.  Part of this brownfield area has been redeveloped with 
new commercial uses and new road construction (e.g., along the north and east side of 
Veterans Road), and is compatible with construction of underground utilities. Route Option 
E would avoid the contaminated area and allow safe construction in a manner similar to 
other underground utilities that exist in this roadway.  See further discussion of this area in 
Section D.8.5.6 (Public Health and Safety, Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW).   

CC15-4 Cost of the project is not addressed in the scope of this EIR but would be addressed by the 
CPUC Administrative Law Judge during the CPUC General Proceedings.   

Impacts associated with encountering former structures that have been demolished and 
buried in place in the area north of the Gateway Boulevard and Oyster Point Boulevard 
intersection during construction of the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW 
Alternative would not be considered in the Geology, Soils, and Paleontology EIR Section 
because this is not a natural condition.   

See Public Health and Safety Section D.8.5.6 for environmental setting, impact, and 
mitigation measures related to subsurface hazards in this area.  Route Option E (use of 
Veterans Boulevard) would avoid the areas of potential hazard, and result in line installation 
within the roadway where other utilities are located.   

CC15-5 The commenter’s opposition to the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation 
Alternative, and support for the Proposed Project or a route west of Highway 101, are 
noted.  Based on comments on the Draft EIR, additional impact discussion, mitigation 
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measures, and route options to avoid identified problem areas have been added to this Final 
EIR.  As a result of this additional information, the conclusion of the Final EIR states that 
the Proposed Project and the Modified Underground Existing Alternative are both found to 
be environmentally superior.   

 The Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW discussions in Section D of this Final 
EIR have been modified to include six route options (A-F).  Route Option A has been 
identified to avoid Produce Avenue, the intersection of South Airport Boulevard and 
Produce Avenue, and the confined right-of-way under the Highway 101 overpass.  There 
are three route options through the Sierra Point area: a) the originally proposed route that 
would be within the landscaped area immediately east of the railroad ROW; or b) with 
Route Option B, the line would be installed within the parking lot just east of the railroad 
ROW; or c) with Route Option C, the line would be further east, following Shoreline Court 
north to Sierra Point Parkway.  Route Option D would require the line to be installed on the 
east side of facilities that front Van Waters and Rodgers Road, avoiding the active loading 
docks and paralleling the railroad ROW.  Route Option E would avoid the vacant parcel 
north of Oyster Point Boulevard by turning east on Oyster Point Boulevard to Veterans 
Boulevard, where the line would turn north proceeding within the Veterans Boulevard 
ROW to the edge of the UPRR, re-joining the originally described alternative.  Route 
Option F is a modification of Route Option D and would avoid the entrance ramp to Van 
Waters and Rodgers Road by entering Bayshore Boulevard just to the north.  

Please see Responses to Comment Set H (City of South San Francisco), and specifically 
Responses to Comments H-1 and H-14 for a discussion of hazardous materials and 
conditions.  Also, please see Response to Comment CC9-1 regarding mitigation measures 
that would reduce disruption to businesses. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC16 – 
Ross, Hackett, Dowling, Valencia & Walti  
(Golden Gate Produce Terminal) 
CC16-1 The commenter’s concerns about the Modified Underground Alternative are noted.  As a 

result of comments on the Draft EIR and additional analysis included in this Final EIR, the 
conclusion of the Final EIR is that the Proposed Project and the Modified Underground 
Existing Alternative are both found to be environmentally superior.   

Regarding comments about notification, please see General Response GR-4.  In addition to 
the mailed notice, newspaper notices were published in the project area and information 
was placed on the project website. 

CC16-2 Please refer to Appendix 1, Section 4.3.4 of this Final EIR, which has been modified to 
add descriptions of six Route Options to the Modified Underground Alternative, especially 
Route Option A, which would avoid impacts to the Produce Terminal.  Also, please see 
Response to Comment CC9-1 regarding mitigation measures that would reduce disruption 
to businesses. 

CC16-3 Please see Response to Comment H-3 regarding soil conditions in the vicinity of Shaw 
Road, Terminal Court, and Produce Avenue. 

CC16-4 Please see Response to Comment H-16 for the discussion of the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission jurisdiction. 

CC16-5 The commenter’s opposition to the Modified Underground Alternative and recommendation 
for use of the railroad ROW are noted.  Note that this Final EIR concludes that both the 
Proposed Project’s underground segment and the Modified Underground Alternative are 
environmentally superior to the other northern segment alternatives.  Please see Responses 
to Comment Set J regarding use of the railroad ROW.   

 
 




