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 Jefferson-Martin Transmission Project, A.02-09-043 
280 Corridor Concerned Citizens Group 
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Responses to Comment Set 40 – 
Davis Wright Tremaine for the 280 Corridor Concerned 
Citizens Group 

40-1 The commenter states that the Draft EIR “fails to adequately analyze a very important 
alternative”.  This alternative is presented for the first time in the comment letter (see Response 
to Comment 40-18, below), and was not presented during the CEQA scoping process, which 
would have allowed its consideration in the Draft EIR.  As documented in Appendix 1 of the 
EIR, Alternatives Screening Report, the EIR considers a wide range of alternatives and pursues 
consideration under CEQA of every alternative that was suggested in the scoping timeframe.  
The alternatives presented in the Draft EIR are adequate under CEQA’s required “reasonable 
range of alternatives.”  The commenter’s newly suggested “Watershed Restoration Alternative” 
has now been added to Appendix 1 (Section 4.2.8) of this Final EIR; see full discussion in 
Response to Comment 40-18. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze the No Project 
Alternative.  This is also inaccurate.  The No Project Alternative is defined in EIR Section C.6, 
and its impacts are considered in each issue area in Section D.  Determination of project need is 
not made under CEQA, but will be addressed in the CPUC’s general proceeding.  Regarding 
project “equities”, please see General Response GR-3. 

The EIR’s rejection of certain alternatives “without analysis” is fully compliant with CEQA, 
which requires consideration of alternatives and their ability to meet specific tests (screening 
criteria) before proceeding with environmental impact analysis.  An EIR is not required under 
CEQA to undertake full analysis of all alternatives suggested.  This EIR completes compre-
hensive alternatives analysis, as documented in Appendix 1, of all suggested alternatives that 
meet the CEQA screening criteria (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)).  A CEQA 
document is not required to consider alternatives which are deemed infeasible under these 
criteria (§15126.6(a)).  While the commenter may disagree with the rationale for elimination of 
certain alternatives, the EIR does consider an adequate range of alternatives as required by 
CEQA. 

Regarding the EIR’s analysis of health and safety impacts associated with EMF, please see 
General Response GR-1. 

40-2 The commenter suggests that the EIR is in error for eliminating alternatives on the grounds that 
they entail mitigations that cannot be lawfully imposed under CEQA.  It is the necessary goal of 
a CEQA lead agency to prepare an environmental document compliant with the body of 
statutory law governing environmental review.  CEQA requires that mitigation measures be 
enforceable (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). 

The commenter argues that the Commission should use its own broad statutory and 
constitutional power to essentially override CEQA requirements.  Traditionally, Commission 
EIRs include an alternative screening process consistent with CEQA in order to achieve a 
consistent and meaningful environmental review process.  While the Commission general 
proceeding may consider various issues outside the CEQA process itself in determining ultimate 
project approval, it has not been the Commission’s practice to apply its own statutory authority 
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to alter the environmental conclusions reached in an EIR if that would be contrary to the 
existing and specific body of governing law. 

40-3 Please see responses to subsequent comments for responses to the specific issues raised in this 
comment. 

40-4 The need for the project will be addressed in the CPUC’s general proceeding.  The proposed 
Jefferson-Martin project alone would not allow closure of Hunters Point Power Plant.  EIR 
Appendix 1 Section 2.3.1 describes PG&E’s objectives for the Proposed Project, including the 
reliability benefit of creating a more diverse transmission system.  Also, please see Comment 
Set O, the letter from the California ISO, which defines project need and the benefits that 
would accrue to San Mateo County residents, and General Response GR-3 regarding project 
benefits and equity. 

40-5 Regarding the specific “fundamental principles” identified in this comment: 

(1) The EIR preparers agree that it is more desirable to site high voltage power lines in less 
populated areas, and Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) documents the comprehensive 
effort that went into development of alternatives that would minimize impacts on residential 
areas and other sensitive land uses.  A substantial number of mitigation measures are also 
presented in the EIR to reduce impacts to residences and other sensitive land uses.  However, 
the San Francisco Peninsula is densely populated and has a growing demand for power.  
Therefore, it is increasingly difficult to site transmission lines in areas that completely avoid 
residences.   

(2) It is agreed that transmission lines passing through residential neighborhoods should 
minimize effects on residents.  The EIR presents alternatives and mitigation measures that carry 
out this objective.  In addition, the CPUC’s no-cost/low-cost EMF mitigation program requires 
PG&E to implement measures such as phase configurations of conductors and deeper burial of 
underground lines near sensitive receptors. While the Watershed Restoration Alternative 
(WRA) would allow removal of the existing 60 kV lines and avoidance of the visual impacts 
created by the Proposed Project, it is not a legally valid alternative, as explained in Response to 
Comment 40-18 (below). 

(3) Please see Response to Comment 40-2. 

(4) Please see General Response GR-3 regarding the benefits and burdens of the project, and 
Response to Comment 40-2.  The CPUC in its general proceeding may consider “community 
values” and other issues broader than those specifically addressed by the CEQA process. 

(5) Please see Response to Comment 40-4 and General Response GR-3.  It is not accurate that 
the residents of San Mateo County would not benefit from the project. 

40-6 The comment’s five points accurately characterize different aspects of the EIR’s No Project 
Alternative description and analysis.  The statement is made that the analysis of the No Project 
Alternative is deficient because it “looks too narrowly at the Project.”  The commenter states 
that the EIR is deficient because it evaluates alternatives without questioning the validity of 
PG&E’s project objectives.  Consideration of project objectives was completed in the EIR in 
strict compliance with CEQA (Guidelines Section 15126.6.a).  CEQA requires that alternatives 
be considered that would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.”  CEQA 
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does not require the assessment of the validity of a project proponent’s stated objectives.  
However, the Commission may consider this separately in its general proceeding on the 
Application.  The EIR assessed the ability of each alternative to meet the stated project 
objectives, and did not require that all project objectives be attainable for each alternative.  

The No Project Alternative is required to be considered under CEQA for all projects for which 
an EIR is prepared, and therefore is not evaluated under the CEQA screening criteria used for 
other alternatives.  For that reason, the No Project Alternative is not addressed in the 
Alternatives Screening Report (Appendix 1), but is defined in EIR Section C and analyzed in 
each issue area in Section D. 

40-7 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.  Need will be considered in the 
CPUC’s general proceeding.   

40-8 Definition of the No Project Alternative is difficult because it requires forecasting of actions 
that are considered most likely to occur in the future.  In spite of that, the No Project 
Alternative considers exactly the factors and projects defined in this comment.  It includes an 
assumption that the Williams turbines are more likely be installed, but it does not assume 
approval and installation of Potrero Unit 7.  The CCSF’s general opposition to siting of large 
generators in the City is also acknowledged in the No Project Alternative discussion. 

40-9 The commenter states that with the Jefferson-Martin project, the Martin Substation acts as a 
bottleneck for all power flowing into the City of San Francisco, shifting the current problem 
from San Mateo to Martin Substations.  Without knowledge of the substation bus configurations 
at these two substations, one could easily assume that the statement is true.  However, the bus 
configurations at these two stations are radically different, and as a result, the “bottleneck” issue 
is different at the two stations.  The San Mateo 230kV bus is configured as a “line bus” with each 
line connected to the bus via its own circuit breaker.  If anything happens to the bus (as was the 
case in 1989 when the entire Peninsula lost electric service) all lines connected to the bus must 
be disconnected.  At the Martin Substation, the 230kV bus is arranged in a “breaker and a half” 
configuration.  This type of construction results in a number of connected but separately pro-
tected bus sections, each with two circuits or transformers connected to it.  In this configuration, 
the loss of one bus section would not result in the need to disconnect all lines into the substation 
— only those elements that were connected to the section experiencing the problem.  Thus, by 
terminating the different 230kV lines on different bus sections at Martin they remain somewhat 
isolated from each other and would be more reliable than they are now at San Mateo. 

Regarding the comment that the recent northeastern U.S. blackout demonstrates the need for 
local generation, this comment is partially correct.  Generation and transmission must work as 
an integrated system.  Presently, there is insufficient generation in the northern San Francisco 
peninsula, and efforts are being made to close the existing Hunters Point Power Plant in the 
near future.  At the same time, California ISO studies have determined the need for new resources 
to supply the City and Peninsula loads.  To the extent that new generation in or near the CCSF is 
not constructed, other means (i.e., transmission), will be required.  It should also be noted that in 
the case of the recent northeast U.S. blackout, the power was being transmitted over significantly 
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longer distances than in the Bay Area.  Much of the power being consumed on the Peninsula 
comes from generation in and around the Bay Area (Contra Costa and Monterey Counties). 

40-10 The CCSF’s opposition to the proposed Potrero Power Plant Unit 7 is acknowledged.  This 
project was not included in the No Project Alternative in the EIR because it is considered 
unlikely that it would be permitted and certainly not within the near future.  The options 
presented in the comment for allowing Potrero Unit 7 to be constructed are beyond the scope of 
this EIR.  The commenter suggests various generation options that could be undertaken by PG&E 
or CCSF.  These options are noted.  However, the purpose of the EIR is to provide environmental 
review of the proposed transmission project, and feasible alternatives that meet stated 
objectives. 

40-11 The existence of line losses is acknowledged.  This situation results any time that generation is 
located at some distance from load, which is the present situation for electricity provided to 
meet both San Mateo County and CCSF load. 

40-12 Please see Response to Comment 40-4.  The Jefferson-Martin Project is not proposed solely to 
allow closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant.  The EIR’s consideration of the No Project 
Alternative is appropriate, and as accurate as can be forecasted given current legal and 
economic conditions. 

40-13 No alternatives were rejected based “solely on PG&E’s claims” and none were rejected solely 
based on the timing objective  All alternatives considered in the 154-page Alternatives Screening 
Report were evaluated independently by CPUC staff and consultants for compliance with all 
CEQA requirements, as defined in Section 2.3 of Appendix 1:  

1. Does the alternative allow meeting of most basic project objectives? [Note that no 
alternative was rejected because it did not meet all project objectives.] 

2. Is the alternative feasible (legal, regulatory, technical)? 

3. Does the alternative avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the Proposed 
Project (including consideration of whether the alternative itself could create significant 
effects potentially greater than those of the Proposed Project)? 

Based on investigation and review, the EIR presents independent conclusions regarding the 
ability of any alternative to meet the CEQA requirements.  As described in Appendix 1, Section 
2.3.1.1 (Meet Electric Demand), PG&E’s objective of having the project online in 2005/2006 is 
one of the objectives against which all alternatives were evaluated.  However, all alternatives were 
evaluated also for their ability to create new environmental impacts and for their feasibility. 

The Integrated Resources Alternative is fully described in Appendix 1, Section 4.5.4.  It was 
eliminated based on both feasibility and timing concerns – there is no mechanism under which 
such an alternative could be implemented in the timeframe suggested by project objectives. 

40-14 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMFs.  The information included in the Draft 
EIR regarding magnetic field from the project is based upon a worst case scenario. The 
magnetic field levels are evaluated for the location where the overhead conductors or 
underground cables are closest to the ground. While the underground cable distance to ground 
is typically constant, for overhead conductors the wire would be expected to be higher than 
modeled for over 60% of the line. The current level used in magnetic field analysis is based 
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upon the peak load which represents times of high power flow that would occur for only a few 
hours per year. 

The EPRI document referenced in this comment has been reviewed, and the comment itself 
appears to selectively quote the information provided by EPRI.  The EPRI document, under an 
overall heading of “There is no conclusive evidence that exposure to EMF causes health 
effects” does state that epidemiologic studies indicate that magnetic fields of 3 to 4 mG or 
above are weakly associated with leukemia in children, a cause-and-effect relationship has not 
been proven. For such weak epidemiologic associations, supporting data from laboratory 
studies are usually critical for establishing a causal link. The EPRI document goes on to 
indicate that in the absence of supporting laboratory and mechanistic evidence, scientists are 
investigating the possibility that the epidemiologic results have been generated by inadvertent 
errors in study design or that magnetic fields occur along with another exposure that could 
plausibly cause leukemia. The article concludes with a statement that EMF research is 
continuing throughout the world. 

40-15 A transmission line is considered to be an industrial facility.  One of the major factors used in 
screening and assessment of alternatives for industrial facilities is avoidance of sensitive 
resources, including residential areas, schools, and sensitive habitats.  This principle was used 
in the alternatives screening process for the Jefferson-Martin project in order to minimize both 
construction and operational impacts on sensitive receptors.  Complete avoidance of residential 
areas is not always possible in urban areas, and in those situations, care has been taken to 
identify areas and alternatives to minimize impacts.  For example, installation of an 
underground transmission line along Trousdale Avenue (as a component of the Route Option 1B 
Alternative), which is 84 feet wide, would be preferred over a narrower residential street where 
houses are closer to the street.  The Partial Underground Alternative provides rerouting and 
undergrounding adjacent to residential areas.  The Modified 230 kV Collocation Alternative 
routes the transmission line underground through more industrial and commercial areas. 

Magnetic fields for the Route Option 1B Alternative have been calculated for the area west of 
Skyline Drive between Hayne Road and Trousdale Drive.  The narrowest distance between the 
existing overhead double-circuit 60 kV line and the alternative underground single-circuit 230 
kV line is about 300 feet at the point just north of where Summit Drive intersects Skyline.  The 
distance between the two lines increases to over 400 feet between Scott Court and Trousdale 
Avenue.  A discussion of the magnetic field levels for each segment of both the Route Option 
1B and the Partial Underground Alternatives has been included in Section D.8.7.4 and in new 
Figures D.8-2a and Tables D.8-16a and D.8-16b of this Final EIR. 

Section D.8.7.4 of the Draft EIR, page D.8-44 stated, “The EMF field levels illustrated in 
Figure D.8-2 would be relevant to all underground alternatives: field levels directly over the 
buried cables would be as high as 70 mG, dropping to about 8 or 9 mG at sidewalks.” 

A further review of the magnetic fields in the area between the existing 60 kV lines and the 230 
kV underground along Skyline Boulevard has also been performed. A discussion of the 
magnetic field levels for each segment of Underground Route Option 1B has been included in 
Section D.8.7.4 and in Figure D.8-2a and Table 8-16a. This analysis indicates that the two 
lines are so far apart that the increase in magnetic field level is negligible in the vicinity of 
either the overhead 60 kV lines or the 230 kV underground line.  In the area between the two 
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lines the maximum additional magnetic field contribution of the other facility varies from 0.1 
mG to 0.4 mG. 

40-16 In this comment, the 280 Corridor Concerned Citizens Group challenges the elimination of 
PG&E's Route Option 1B With Undergrounding the 60 kV line Alternative (EIR Appendix 1, 
Section 4.2.2).  This Alternative involves both undergrounding the proposed 230 kV line and 
relocating and undergrounding the existing 60 kV line.  For the reasons explained in new 
Section 2.3.2.1 of Appendix 1 to the Draft EIR, this Alternative is impermissible under CEQA.  
The Partial Underground Alternative complies with both CEQA standards and constitutional 
norms as also explained in Appendix 1 Section 2.3.2.1.  Regarding the CPUC’s “broad authority,” 
please see Response to Comment 40-2. 

40-17 Please see Response to Comment 40-2. 

40-18 As stated in Response to Comment 40-1, the alternatives analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
was comprehensive and more than fully compliant with CEQA in presenting a reasonable range 
of alternatives.  Despite this, the newly suggested Watershed Restoration Alternative (WRA) as 
defined in this comment and as supplemented by later submittals to the CPUC by the 280 
Citizens group, has been added and 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 are presented in 
Appendix 1 as Figure Ap.1-8a and Ap.1-8b. 

As explained in Appendix 1 Sections 4.2.8 and 2.3.2.1, the WRA is eliminated from detailed 
consideration in the EIR primarily because the alternative is not legal for consideration under 
CEQA, as described in detail in Section 4.2.8.  In addition, it would reduce the overall 
reliability of the 60 kV system on the Peninsula, and would create new significant 
environmental impacts. 

It is noted, however, that one component of the WRA, a transition station at the south end of 
the golf course, is found to be feasible and is considered in the Final EIR.  Section 4.3.1.5 of 
Appendix 1 describes this transition station site, and each issue area in Section D presents 
analysis of this site.  This transition station site would allow creation of hybrid alternatives 
between portions of the Partial Underground Alternative, the Route Option 1B Alternative, and 
the Proposed Project. 

40-19 It is acknowledged that aspects of the WRA would have fewer visual impacts than the Proposed 
Project, because the existing towers would not be replaced with taller and larger towers as 
would be required with the Proposed Project.  It would also result in reduction of magnetic 
fields along the existing 60 kV corridor.  However, when compared with the Route Option 1B 
all underground alternative or the Partial Underground Alternative, the WRA would require 
changes to the existing environment and aspects of PG&E’s transmission system that would not 
otherwise require modification in order to complete the new 230 kV line.  The legal issues 
related to this proposal are addressed in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8 under “Feasibility”.  It is 
also noted, as discussed in Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8, that the WRA would require a major 
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expansion of the Ralston Substation and likely reductions in reliability of the 60 kV system that 
supports the Peninsula. 

Use of the WRA would require the use of the new 230 kV transmission line to serve local loads 
that are now served by the Ralston Substation. This use is contrary to the stated project 
description. The rework/rebuild of the 60 kV transmission network and additional 12 kV 
distribution circuits associated with the use of the WRA would potentially increase power flow 
(current) in many circuits, which, from an EMF perspective, would increase magnetic fields in 
the area of these lines. At a minimum, the use of the 230 kV line for this purpose is expected to 
require increasing the current flow in the 230 kV line in order to transmit the additional power 
to serve these areas, this increase in current would increase the magnetic field of the 230 kV 
line. 

40-20 It is agreed that the Watershed Restoration Alternative (WRA) could avoid significant visual 
impacts of the Proposed Project south of Carolands Substation (although it may create 
additional visual impacts due to substantial expansion of the Ralston Substation).  The WRA 
would also require a new transition station at the south end of the golf course (see Response to 
Comment 40-18) and undergrounding of the 230 kV and several 12 kV circuits through the 
serpentine grasslands northwest of Ralston Substation. 

40-21 The stated benefit is noted; however, the benefit results from removal of transmission system 
components that are not directly related to the Proposed Project or to the impacts of the 
alternative itself.  Note that the Partial Underground Alternative analyzed in the EIR would also 
provide this “net environmental benefit” because it would result in removal of most towers 
between the Ralston and Carolands Substations, within the same right-of-way where the 230 kV 
line would be installed. 

40-22 It is agreed that the WRA would improve visual character and quality along the scenic I-280 
corridor.  However, please see Responses to Comments 40-17, 40-18, and 40-21 regarding the 
feasibility of this suggested alternative. 

40-23 Please see General Response GR-2.  Section D.13.7 (Property Values) has been added to the 
Socioeconomics section (D.13) of the EIR, and provides a detailed discussion of issues 
associated with property values and industrial facilities such as transmission lines.  Also, see 
Response to Comment G-5. 

40-24 Community values, per se, are not considered under CEQA, but can be considered in the 
CPUC’s general proceeding on the project. 

40-25 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. 

40-26 Please see Response to Comment GR-3 regarding environmental equity.  The concept of 
environmental equity is not acknowledged in CEQA; alternatives must be evaluated under 
CEQA law, guidelines, and case law as defined in Section 4.2.8 of Appendix 1. 

40-27 The WRA would create other environmental impacts that are not stated in this comment.  These 
impacts are defined in Section 4.2.8 of Appendix 1, and include visual impacts of the expanded 
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Ralston Substation and the transition station south of the golf course, and biological impacts 
resulting from the expansion of Ralston Substation and installation of the underground lines 
from Skyline Boulevard. 

40-28 The following respond to the specific issues raised in this comment: 

(1) Please see General Response GR-3 regarding potential benefits of the project or the fully 
analyzed alternatives to Peninsula residents.  Note also that the Partial Underground Alternative 
offers many of the same local benefits (tower removal between Ralston and Carolands 
Substations) as the WRA.   

(2) Please see Response to Comment 40-15 regarding potential cumulative impacts of the 60 
and 230 kV lines along Skyline Boulevard. 

(3) Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF impacts and the CPUC’s no-cost/low-
cost mitigation.  Under Route Option 1B or any other route, if approved, PG&E would prepare 
a new EMF Field Management Plan that specifies mitigation for the land uses along that route. 

(4) It is acknowledged that the Route Option 1B would result in installation of a transmission 
line (underground) in areas that currently do not have high voltage transmission lines.  
However, the alternative was developed to underground in existing roads and to use wide 
streets where impacts to residences would be minimized. 

(5) According to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the “severe adverse visual impacts of 
PG&E’s existing 60 kV transmission system” are part of the environmental baseline against 
which impacts of this proposed project must be compared.  Therefore, the existing line is not 
considered as an “impact” but as a part of the existing environment. 

(6) Please see General Response GR-2 regarding impacts on property values. 

40-29 Please see Section E, Comparison of Alternatives, which is updated to reflect additional 
information and alternatives incorporated into this Final EIR.  This section presents the EIR’s 
conclusion regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  As stated in Response to 
Comment 40-18, the WRA is not found to be legally acceptable, so it cannot be considered 
environmentally superior.  Draft EIR Section E.2.1 and Table E-2 summarize the comparison 
of the Partial Underground Alternative with the Route Option 1B and the Proposed Project.  In 
the southern segment, the Route Option 1B was found to have fewer impacts overall due to the 
Partial Underground Alternative’s visual impacts (transition stations at the crossing of San 
Mateo Creek and the crossing of the I-280 south of Carolands Substation) and biological 
impacts (from undergrounding in/adjacent to serpentine soils). 

Section D.8.7.3 of the Draft EIR discusses the scientific background and studies conducted 
related to health risks from exposure to power line magnetic fields. As summarized by the 
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) “There is no conclusive evidence that exposure to 
EMF causes health effects.” Scientists and regulators have not made any determination 
identifying an “unsafe or safe” level of magnetic field exposure. 

Information regarding State, national and international Regulations is also provided in the Draft 
EIR.  While some guidelines or regulations have been adopted related to EMF exposure, the 
reasons for these actions have been varied; however, the actions can be attributed to addressing 
public reaction to and perception of EMF as opposed to responding to the findings of any specific 
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scientific research or health risk. International guidelines and the regulations adopted in other 
states are all well above the magnetic field values from this project, with the lowest regulated 
value being Florida’s requirement that magnetic field from 230 kV lines not exceed 150 mG at 
the edge of the right-of-way. 

In the absence of a scientific conclusion regarding the health risks of EMF exposure and lacking 
a regulatory basis for magnetic field limits, it is not possible to identify any threshold as a 
criterion for determining a significant impact from power line EMF. 

The EIR agrees with the commenter that locating the underground duct bank within the existing 
access road and disked firebreak along the existing 60 kV right-ofway would not result in an 
unmitigable impact to serpentine habitat (see analysis of the Partial Underground Alternative on 
biological resources, Section D.4.4.2).  It is also agreed that the disked firebreak and disturbed 
access road adjacent to the homes in the San Mateo Highlands do not support unique or 
sensitive flora.  However, high-quality, sensitive serpentine grassland habitat exists immedi-
ately adjacent to and west of the access road and disked firebreak.  This serpentine grassland is 
comparable to the quality of the serpentine grassland habitat present in Edgewood Park.  At 
least one rare plant species has been found in the vicinity of the proposed underground route 
(Marin dwarf flax), and it is likely that a comparable number of rare species found in 
Edgewood Park would also be found in this area (to west of the disturbed 60 kV corridor) if the 
property were as accessible to study as Edgewood Park.  Some impacts to this habitat would 
likely occur during trenching activities, and these impacts would be considered significant, but 
they can be mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures presented in the EIR.  
Therefore, significant but mitigable (Class II) impacts to serpentine grassland habitat are 
anticipated in both the Partial Underground Alternative and the Proposed Project. However, the 
majority of the Partial Underground Alternative’s underground route would utilize the disturbed 
area and is expected to result in less overall disturbance to the serpentine grassland habitat than 
the Proposed Project, due to this alternative’s removal of the lines from Edgewood Park. 

Regarding the suggested use of the disked firebreak adjacent to the I-280 freeway, this route 
has been evaluated in response to this and other comments.  As described in Appendix 1, 
Section 4.2.3, the firebreak is not continuous and its width varies greatly, so construction of an 
underground line there would disturb much greater areas of highly valuable habitat than that 
considered in the Partial Underground Alternative as originally defined.  Therefore, this route 
is not analyzed fully in the EIR. 

40-30 Assuming an alternative is approved by the CPUC over the Proposed Project, PG&E will have 
to prepare and submit a Final EMF Field Management Plan for the approved route.  This plan 
would implement the no-cost/low-cost EMF mitigation, such as the phase configurations 
mentioned in this comment.   

The proposed duct bank for the 230 kV underground line does place the cables in a triangular 
configuration with respect to each other. The proposed duct bank arrangement does not result in 
the cables being equal distance from each other. Additional analysis of an equilateral triangular 
cable arrangement has been performed and indicates that the magnetic field above the duct bank 
would be approximately 55 mG and 11 mG at 15 feet, decreases of 15 mG and 4 mG 
respectively. However, it is standard utility practice to include a spare duct for cable replace-
ment in the event one cable fails, and in this case use of an equilateral triangular arrangement 
would result in higher magnetic field of 97 mG above the duct bank and 19 mG at 15 feet. The 
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proposed duct bank configuration results in the same magnetic field in the initial installation and 
if the spare duct is used. 

40-31 The advantages of the Partial Underground Alternative detailed in this comment are acknowl-
edged, and are generally consistent with EIR impact conclusions.  However, as described in 
Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8, and in Response to Comment 40-18 above, the WRA is not found 
to be a legally valid alternative.  Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values, 
EIR Section F for consideration of cumulative impacts, and General Response GR-3 regarding 
economic and environmental equity. 

40-32 Please see General Response GR-3, and all previous responses in this comment set. 

40-33 Please see Responses to Comments 40-18 and 40-19. 

40-34 The commenter’s preference for the Partial Underground Alternative over the Proposed Project 
and the Route Option 1B Alternative is acknowledged.  Regarding CPUC authority, please see 
Response to Comment 40-2.  

 

 




