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Responses to Comment Set 9 – 
Donald J. McFarland 
9-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is 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).  Please also refer to Response to Comment PPH1-4 from the testimony of 
Don McFarland from the August 12, 2003 Public Participation Hearings. 

9-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF.  According to PG&E, electricity bill inserts 
addressing EMF are regularly mailed to customers.  Also, please see Response to Comment 
PPH1-5 from the testimony of Don McFarland from the August 12, 2003 Public Participation 
Hearings. 

9-3 While the proposed 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.  Please see 
General Response G-3 and PPH1-6. 

9-4 The range of environmental impacts of the Proposed Project is fully disclosed in the EIR, 
including significant visual impacts, land use and recreation impacts, and impacts on biological 
resources.  Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  Also, please refer to 
Response to Comment PPH1-7 from the testimony of Don McFarland from the August 12, 
2003 Public Participation Hearings. 

9-5 The attached photographs show the existing transmission lines, their proximity to residences, 
and their affects on visual resources.  The visual analysis in the Draft EIR incorporated the 
potential effects of the existing and proposed towers and lines.  The Partial Underground 
Alternative and PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative both were developed to reduce potential 
environmental impacts, including EMF concerns, to the Southern Segment of the Proposed 
Project by laying the lines underground or in improved locations from residences. 
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Responses to Comment Set 10 – 
Ed and Elsie Carlson 
10-1 The commenters’ preference for underground lines is noted.  The Partial Underground Alternative 

and PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative both include underground some or all of the line, 
respectively. 
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Responses to Comment Set 11 – 
Letters Opposing the Proposed Project (PG&E Route 
Option 1A) 
11-1 The commenters’ opposition to PG&E Route Option 1B and use of Trousdale Drive is noted.  

Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

11-2 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

11-3 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative and opposition to the PG&E 
Route Option 1B are acknowledged.   
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Responses to Comment Set 12 – 
Sarkis Sarkisian 
12-1 The commenter’s description of Trousdale Drive and opposition to its use for the proposed trans-

mission line are noted.  Please see General Response GR-2 regarding potential effects on 
property values. 

 
 



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

 

 
October 2003 405 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13 

 

13-1



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

 

 
Final EIR 406 October 2003 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-2

13-3

13-4



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

 

 
October 2003 407 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-4

13-5

13-6

13-7



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

 

 
Final EIR 408 October 2003 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-7

13-8

13-9



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

 

 
October 2003 409 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-10

13-11



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

 

 
Final EIR 410 October 2003 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-11

13-12

13-13

13-14



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

 

 
October 2003 411 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-14



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

 

 
Final EIR 412 October 2003 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-15

13-16



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

 

 
October 2003 413 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-16

13-17



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

 

 
Final EIR 414 October 2003 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-17



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

 

 
October 2003 415 Final EIR 

Comment Set 13, cont. 

 

13-17

13-18



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

 

 
Final EIR 416 October 2003 

Responses to Comment Set 13 – 
Sarkis Sarkisian 
13-1 The commenter’s opposition to PG&E Route Option 1B and use of Trousdale Drive and El 

Camino Real is noted. 

13-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

13-3 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).  The electric fields associated with the Proposed 
Project’s transmission lines may be of sufficient magnitude to impact operation of a few older 
model pacemakers resulting in them reverting to an asynchronous pacing.  Cardiovascular spe-
cialists do not consider prolonged asynchronous pacing to be a problem; periods of operation in 
this mode are commonly induced by cardiologists to check pacemaker performance.  Therefore, 
while the transmission line’s electric field may impact operation of some older model pace-
makers, the result of the interference is of short duration and is not considered significant or 
harmful (Class III).  No mitigation measures are required or recommended. 

13-4 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF.  As discussed in Section D.8.7.4, Consid-
eration of Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF), no-cost/low-cost mitigation is proposed by PG&E 
with priority given to schools and daycare centers.  Also, please see Response to Comment Set 
D (City of Burlingame). 

13-5 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. 

13-6 The PG&E Route Option 1B would have similar impacts as those described for the 
underground segment of the Proposed Project.  Several mitigation measures are identified in the 
Draft EIR that are designed 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-4d (Maximum Distances 
from Residences), 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).   

13-7 Impact T-3, Physical Impacts to Roads and Sidewalks, in Section D.12.3.3, Transportation and 
Traffic, addresses damage to roadways and resurfacing requirements.  Mitigation Measure T-3a 
(Repair Damaged Roadways) expands on APM 13.3 to ensure that potential impacts to 
roadways would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

13-8 To ensure that the line is buried at an appropriate distance from the water supply line and all 
underground utilities, Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities) would be 
implemented to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.  Please refer to Section 
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D.14.3.5, 230 kV Underground Transmission Line, and D.14.4.1, PG&E Route Option 1B – 
Underground for a more detailed impact discussion along Trousdale Drive. 

13-9 Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding EMF and responses 13-6 and 13-7 discussing 
construction impacts.  In addition, specifically Mitigation Measure T-6a (Ensure emergency 
response access) in Section D.12.3.5 reduces the potential for construction interference to affect 
emergency vehicles.  

13-10 Please refer to Response to Comment 13-8 for a discussion of existing underground utilities and 
Response to Comment 13-6 for a list of mitigation measures that would reduce potentially 
significant construction disturbance impacts to less than significant levels. 

13-11 Please refer to Project Description, Section B.3.3, and Figures B-9, B-10, and B-11 for 
descriptions of underground construction and design of the duct banks. 

13-12 As discussed in the Description of the Proposed Project, Section B.3.3, PG&E would excavate 
and place up to approximately 43 pre-formed concrete splice vaults at approximately 1,600-foot 
intervals during trenching for pulling cables and housing cable splices.  The vaults would be 
used initially to pull the cables through the conduits and to splice cables together.  During 
operation, vaults provide access to the underground cables for maintenance, inspections, and 
repairs.  Vaults would be constructed of steel-reinforced concrete (either prefabricated or cast-in-
place), with inside dimensions of approximately 22 feet long, 8 feet wide, and 8 feet deep.  The 
vaults would be designed to withstand the maximum credible earthquake in the area, as well as 
heavy truck traffic loading.  

The total excavation footprint for a vault would be approximately 26 feet long by 12 feet wide 
and 10 feet deep. Installation of each vault would take place over a 3-day period with exca-
vation and shoring of the vault pit being followed by delivery and installation of the vault, 
filling and compacting a backfill, and repaving of the excavation area.  Manhole openings 
would provide access to the vaults. 

13-13 Please see Responses to Comments 13-6, 13-7, and 13-8 for a discussion of construction 
impacts and potential disturbances to existing underground utilities. 

13-14 The commenter’s support for the Partial Underground Alternative and opposition to the PG&E 
Route Option 1B and use of Trousdale Drive/El Camino Real are acknowledged.  

Responses to Comment Set 13, Sarkis Sarkisian, supplemental letter 

13-15 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

13-16 Please see Responses to Comments 13-6, 13-7, and 13-8 for a discussion of construction impacts 
and potential disturbances to existing underground utilities. 

13-17 Please see Responses to Comments 13-8 and CC13-2 for a discussion regarding the water main 
pipeline.  

13-18 The commenter’s opposition to the use of Trousdale Drive and support for the use of Sneath 
Lane are noted. 

 


