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Responses to Comment Set 53 – 
Erika and Ivan Crockett 
53-1 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. 

The commenters’ opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  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.  In addition, each individual 
issue area within Section D of the Draft EIR, discusses potential environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures of the Proposed Project.  General Response GR-3 discusses the benefits 
and burdens of the Proposed Project.   

53-2 The commenters’ concerns about the Partial Underground Alternative are noted.  Please see 
Response to Comment 53-1 (above).  Support for Alternative 1B with modifications, including 
collocation and following the Partial Underground Alternative past Burlingame, is also noted.  
Please refer to Appendix 1, Section 4.2.2 for a discussion of the CEQA legal issues regarding 
line collocation of the 60 kV line with the Underground Route Option 1B Alternative, as well 
as Appendix 1, Section 2.3.2.1 for a general discussion regarding legal collocation feasibility 
and conditions.   
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Responses to Comment Set 54 – 
Richard and Barbara Kuersteiner and George T. Lenehan 
54-1 Sections D.2.1 and D.2.3 (Land Use), D.3.1 and D.3.3 (Visual Resources), D.4.1 and D.4.3 

(Biological Resources), and D.9.1 and D.9.3 (Recreation) in the Draft EIR, discuss the 
ecological and/or scenic qualities of the environmental setting of the I-280 corridor and the 
SFPUC Watershed, and how the Proposed Project would affect each individual issue area (both 
construction and operational phases).  As mentioned above, Section D.4.3 (Biological Resources, 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project), in the Draft EIR 
discusses the impacts of the Proposed Project on wildlife and the watershed, and recommends 
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts. 

54-2 Please refer to Section 4.2.2 in Appendix 1 for a discussion of PG&E’s Route Option 1B with 
Undergrounding the 60 kV Line and the rationale for elimination due to inconsistencies with 
CEQA law.  Also, please see Appendix 1, Section 2.3.2.1 for a discussion of the legal issues 
regarding line collocation. 

54-3 The commenters’ support of PG&E Route Option 1B is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 55 – 
Bettina and Stephen Holquist 
55-1 Please refer to General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

55-2 EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts in Burlingame in Section 
D.3.3 (Impact V-13, Carolands Substation to Transition Station). 

55-3 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.  Also, please see Response to 
Comment G-4. 

55-4 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.  Also, please see General 
Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF. 

55-5 Please see Responses 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. 

55-6 For a discussion of public health and safety concerns regarding EMF, please see General 
Response GR-1. 

55-7 The commenters’ opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  The need for this project is not 
addressed or decided within this EIR (see Response to Comment CC8-1).  The Administrative 
Law Judge evaluates project need during the General Proceeding based on information 
presented by PG&E, Cal ISO, and other parties.   

Please refer to Response to Comment PPH1-10 for discussion of routes 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).  The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project 
and preference for underground or overhead collocation of the existing and proposed lines west 
of I-280 past Hillsborough and Burlingame are noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 56 – 
Kurt Newick 
56-1 Please refer to Response to Comment CC8-8 for a discussion of renewable resource 

technologies, including solar power.  Solar technologies were eliminated from consideration 
because they did not meet the objectives of the Proposed Project, per the rationale discussed in 
Section 4.5.2.2 in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, it was not necessary to carry the 
alternative further through the tiering process and analyze potential environmental impacts in 
depth. 
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Responses to Comment Set 57 – 
Pamela S. Merkadeau 
57-1 Please refer to General Response GR-1 for a response regarding EMF. 

57-2 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 
proposed under each issue area in Section D of the EIR to reduce potential environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Project. 

57-3 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

57-4 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 Pro-
ceeding 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, 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 58 – 
Les Kratter 
58-1 Potential effects and 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.  
Please see General Responses GR-1 and GR-2 for a discussion of EMF and property values, 
respectively.   

Please see Section 4.2.2 in Appendix 1 for a discussion of PG&E’s Route Option 1B with 
Undergrounding the 60 kV Line and the rationale for elimination due to inconsistencies with 
CEQA law, as well as Appendix 1, Section 2.3.2.1 for a general discussion of the legal issues 
regarding collocation of transmission lines.  The commenter’s support of PG&E Route Option 
1B is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 59 – 
Phillip Dixon 
59-1 The commenter’s support for placing the towers away from homes or underground wherever 

possible is noted.  This Draft EIR does not address cost in the evaluation of alternatives.  Cost 
of the Proposed Project and alternatives is addressed by the CPUC Administrative Law Judge 
in the general proceeding on the project.  Please refer to General Response GR-1 regarding 
EMF. 
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Responses to Comment Set 60 – 
Esther Emergui Gillette 
60-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  Please see General Response 

GR-1 regarding EMF. 

60-2 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  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. 
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Responses to Comment Set 61 – 
Brigitte and Pete Shearer 
61-1 For a discussion of public health and safety concerns regarding EMF, please see General 

Response GR-1. 

61-2 Please see Responses to Comments 23-1 and 40-7 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). 

61-3 EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed Project and 
alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts.  Please see General Response 
GR-1 regarding EMF, as well as General Response GR-2 regarding property values. 

61-4 It is beyond the scope of this EIR to address current operations and maintenance practices of the 
Applicant.  In addition, in response to a data request from the CPUC, PG&E states that it is 
unaware of any maintenance requests in the project area. 

61-5 For a discussion of public health and safety concerns regarding EMF, please see General 
Response GR-1.  The commenters’ support for underground alternatives that would be removed 
from residences is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 62 – 
Harvey Schmit 
62-1 EIR Section D.3 presents a detailed analysis of visual impacts of the Proposed Project and 

alternatives, including identification of significant visual impacts.   

62-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 

62-3 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values.  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.  Class 
I significant and unmitigable visual impacts still exist along the I-280 corridor and in the areas 
around Lexington Avenue, Black Mountain Road, Skyview Drive, Loma Vista Drive, and the 
proposed transition station site.  The existence of the scenic highway designation is 
acknowledged in the first paragraph of EIR Section D.3.1, and this designation was considered 
in the visual resources impact analysis. 

62-4 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF.  As discussed 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 residences. 

The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project and support for any alternative is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 63 – 
Marilee Minkel 
63-1 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF, as well as General Response GR-2 

regarding property values.  The commenter’s concerns about the Proposed Project are noted. 

63-2 The Southern Segment of the Proposed Project is almost entirely on SFPUC Peninsula 
Watershed land.  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 a route west of I-280 is noted. 

 
 



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

 

 
October 2003 615 Final EIR 

Comment Set 64 

 

64-1

64-2

64-3



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

 

 
Final EIR 616 October 2003 

Comment Set 64, cont. 

 

64-3



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

 

 
October 2003 617 Final EIR 

Responses to Comment Set 64 – 
Richard S. Darling and Ann M. Darling 
64-1 The commenters’ support for undergrounding the line (PG&E Route Option 1B) is noted.   

64-2 Please see Responses 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.  General Responses GR-1 
and GR-2 discuss EMF and property values, respectively. 

64-3 PG&E works with the CAISO and other stakeholders to develop load forecasts and design the 
overall transmission system to incorporate future demand projections and long-term planning.  
Please refer to Response to Comment 42-1 for a discussion of generation and need.   
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Responses to Comment Set 65 – 
Brad Strutner 
65-1 The commenter’s preference for underground lines is noted.  Sections D.2.1 and D.2.3 (Land 

Use), D.3.1 and D.3.3 (Visual Resources), D.4.1 and D.4.3 (Biological Resources), and D.9.1 
and D.9.3 (Recreation) in the Draft EIR, discuss the ecological and/or scenic qualities of the 
environmental setting of the I-280 corridor and the SFPUC Watershed and how the Proposed 
Project would affect each individual issue area (both construction and operational phases) and 
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts.  The area in and around Edgewood Park is 
also discussed under each of the issue areas.   

As illustrated in Draft EIR Figure D.4-4, the proposed overhead transmission route would 
require the construction of seven transmission towers within sensitive habitat areas in or 
adjacent to Edgewood Park and Pulgas Ridge Preserve (Towers 0/1-1/11).  In comparison, the 
Partial Underground Alternative (Figure Ap.1-3a) would require one tower in the sensitive 
habitat area near the Jefferson Substation, while allowing removal of all existing towers in 
Edgewood Park and the Pulgas Ridge Preserve.  Mitigation Measure B-1c addresses impacts 
associated with tower removal.  PG&E Alternative 1B would also avoid Edgewood Park by 
underground the 230 kV lines in Cañada Road.  The 60 kV lines would remain unchanged.  
Please see to Section 2.3.2.1 in Appendix 1 for a discussion regarding collocation of the 60 kV 
line with the 230 kV line. 
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Responses to Comment Set 66 – 
Gabrielle Crawford 
66-1 The commenter’s support for undergrounding the transmission lines to protect the Watershed 

is noted. 




