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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Transportation and Traffic 
PG-51 Narrative descriptions of Produce Avenue, the intersection of Produce Avenue and South 

Airport Boulevard, Oyster Point Boulevard, the limited access to the Marriott Hotels north 
of Oyster Point Boulevard, and Van Waters and Rogers Road were added to Section 
D.12.5.6 of the Final EIR to highlight potential traffic related issues that could occur 
during construction of the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative. 

The Colma Creek bore associated with the originally proposed alternative would not be 
located in Produce Avenue under the Colma Creek Bridge.  The south entrance pit would 
likely be in the parking lot or landscaped portion of the Shell Station property and the 
northern receiving pit would likely be in the western shoulder of the Produce Avenue right-
of-way or on private property immediately west of the Produce Avenue right-of-way.  
Implementation of Draft EIR land use Mitigation Measures L-7a (Provide Continuous 
Access to Properties) and L-7b (Coordinate with Businesses) would reduce potential 
impacts associated with business access and parking to less than significant levels. 

However, several optional segments for the Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative route 
have been identified based on comments on the Draft EIR.  As illustrated in Figure Ap.1-8a 
of the Final EIR, Route Option A would avoid construction-related impacts along Produce 
Avenue, the Produce Avenue and South Airport intersection, and the South Airport 
Boulevard underpass.  The entrance bore pit just north of Shaw Road would remain in the 
business parking lot south of the Colma Creek tributary; however, the bore would proceed 
to the northeast to Marco Way under the freeway and the tributary to Colma Creek.  From 
Marco Way, the line would continue northeast to South Airport Boulevard where it would 
turn north-northwest.  On South Airport Boulevard the line would continue north-northwest 
then north to Gateway Boulevard where it would meet the Modified Existing 230 kV 
Alternative route presented in the Draft EIR.   

In addition, Route Option D would require the line to be installed on the east side of 
business facilities along Van Waters and Rogers Road, avoiding the active loading docks 
and paralleling the railroad ROW.  Please refer to Responses PG-52 and PG-202 for 
discussion regarding public access issues near the Marriott hotels north of Veterans 
Boulevard 

PG-52 The CPUC believes that maintaining emergency access from Veteran's Boulevard to Sierra 
Point Boulevard is feasible.  However, there are several short portions along the alternative 
ROW on the Marriott hotel properties where implementation of Mitigation Measure T-6a 
(Ensuring Emergency Response Access) would be required to ensure emergency response 
access to the hotels as well as from Veterans Boulevard to Sierra Point Boulevard.  The 
measure requires provisions to be ready at all times, such as plating over open excavations, 
in areas where access to nearby properties would be blocked.  Please refer to Response 
PG-202 for discussion about maintaining public access in this area. 

As described above, Route Option D would require the line to be installed on the east side 
of business facilities that are located along Van Waters and Rogers Road, avoiding the 
active loading docks and paralleling the railroad ROW.  Implementation of this route option 
would avoid disturbing loading dock operations of the facilities along Van Waters and 
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Rodgers Road.  The bore pit west of the railroad associated with Rout Option D could be 
located east of the Cal-Rite building so as to not disturb operations of the south loading 
docks.  Please see Responses to Comments PG-202 and PG-206. 

PG-53 Once a project route is selected, PG&E would be required to work with the appropriate 
jurisdictions on the final design of the project that would be built within public road ROWs 
through each jurisdiction’s permit process.  To ensure that crossings of high traffic volume 
roadways (e.g., Highway 101 overpass along South Airport Boulevard) are not too 
disruptive to local traffic patterns, the following sentence has been added to Mitigation 
Measure T-1b:  

PG&E shall implement bored crossings or nighttime construction if the appropriate 
jurisdiction determines that trenched and/or daytime roadway crossings would be too 
disruptive to local traffic patterns. 

In addition, as described in response to Comment PG-51 above, Route Option A for the 
Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative route would avoid construction-related impacts in the 
vicinity of the Highway 101 overpass along South Airport Boulevard. 

PG-54 Although it is acknowledged that certain road segments and areas may involve more traffic 
related issues than others, both the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW 
Alternative and the Proposed Project have unique traffic related issues.  Heavy traffic 
volumes also exist on some of the roads that would be disturbed associated with 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  The CPUC believes that a comparison of the 
distance of underground roadway construction work that would be necessary for the 
Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative and the Proposed Project is an 
adequate method for comparing routes when construction of the routes (in this case the 
Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative and the Proposed Project) would 
cause approximately the same level of short-term impacts.   

The Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative with Route Options A and D 
and the Proposed Project would both result in less than significant transportation and traffic 
related impacts with mitigation incorporated.  Because neither of the routes would involve 
potentially significant, unmitigable construction impacts, a simple examination of the 
lengths of the routes is appropriate for a comparison of the routes with respect to 
transportation and traffic issues.  Additional text has been added to Section D.12.5.6 of the 
Final EIR to more clearly indicate that a comparison of route lengths is appropriate in this 
case because both routes would result in similar less than significant impacts with mitigation 
incorporated and neither of the routes would result in potentially significant and unmitigable 
impacts.  

There are no access related issues associated with the Modified Existing 230 kV 
Underground ROW Alternative that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels (see 
Responses PG-52 and PG-202).  In addition, the CPUC does not believe that there are any 
transportation related permit challenges that would lead to potentially significant, 
unmitigable impacts or to the infeasibility of the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground 
ROW Alternative. 

PG-55 Brief text descriptions of Sneath Lane and Tanforan Avenue have been added to the Impact 
T-9 discussion in Section D.12.3.5 of the Final EIR.  Section D.12.5.6 of the Final EIR. 
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PG-56 The CPUC believes that the roadway characteristic information in Table D.12-4 for Golf 
Course Road and Trousdale Drive provides an adequate level of summary information 
about the subject roads for the scope of this EIR.  In addition, Table D.2-9 in Section D.2, 
Land Use, also lists the land uses and sensitive receptors along alternative routes, including 
Golf Course Road and Trousdale Drive.   

PG-57 Though the terminology differs, the terms “trip” and “vehicle” reflect the same unit of 
measurement.  The CPUC believes its descriptions of average daily traffic volumes in the 
form of trips instead of vehicles are appropriate and common in EIRs and other 
environmental documents.   
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Responses to Comment Set PG – 
PG&E Attachment A: Geology, Soils, and Paleontology 
PG-58 References to excavation characteristics in Table D.6-1 were altered to be consistent with 

the wider interpretation of soft and loose materials being also classified as “difficult” to 
excavate. Text was added to the paragraph following Table D.6-1 that defines the criteria 
used to describe excavation characteristics.  A sentence was added to specify that excavation 
characteristics described in the table are general and that actual conditions will vary. 

PG-59 The description of slope stability in Section D.6.1 on page D.6-5 has been modified to 
include mention of the possibility of encountering unmapped landslides and slope instability 
in the southern portion of the project area. 

PG-60 A brief discussion of debris flow hazards is now included in the slope stability description 
in Section D.6.1 on page D.6-5 for a more complete description. 

PG-61 Additional details about the San Andreas Fault Zone have been added to the fault rupture 
discussion in Section D.6.1 on pages D.6-6 and D.6-7, but excessive description and 
discussion of fault mechanics are not in the scope of an EIR.  The reviewer’s general 
questions are addressed below. 

The San Andreas Fault is over 680 miles long.  Major earthquakes have occurred in numerous 
places along its length.  The epicenter of the 1906 earthquake has traditionally been 
identified as near Olema, but more recent work suggests it may have been offshore of the 
Golden Gate.  The length of that rupture was at least 350 miles on-land and an 
undetermined amount in the ocean north of Point Arena. The maximum amount of offset 
measured was described by Lawson (1908) in the following quote: 

“The road running southwest from Point Reyes Station and crossing the valley at the head 
of Papermill Creek delta was offset 20 feet. … As the fault-trace at this point was between 
50 and 60 feet wide, and as the embankment of the road for that distance was broken into 
several pieces, it was not possible to make certain that the dissevered remnants of the road 
had originally been in exact alinement [sic]. It is probable, however, that the road was 
approximately straight before the earthquake, …” (Lawson, 1908, p. 71). 

Other descriptions of narrow faults zones in the Olema area showed between 11 and 16 feet 
of displacement along a single fault trace.  There are numerous accounts of distributed fault 
displacement as well as one or two fault traces carrying all the displacement along the 
described portions of the 1906 rupture.  The next great earthquake could occur anywhere 
along the San Andreas Fault and expected offset in the project area should not be limited to 
the 10 distributed feet of offset described by Lawson in the area of today’s San Bruno Ave 
and Skyline Blvd intersection.  Whether 20 feet or 11 feet of displacement occur along a 
fault trace during a seismic event, a large-diameter underground cable would not likely 
accommodate the offset.   

PG-62 The potential fault displacement information for Serra Fault in Table D.6-3 has been altered 
to read “Up to 3 ft”, which is consistent with the evaluation in the second paragraph of 
Section D.6.3.5 that describes the hazard impact posed at the crossing of the Serra Fault as 
mitigable to a less than significant level. 
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PG-63 References to the San Bruno Fault in all text, including Table D.6-3, have been removed 
from the text in recognition that no evidence has been found to support its existence in 
recent investigations. 

PG-64 The description of liquefaction susceptible materials in Section D.6.1 on page D.6-12 of the 
Draft EIR has been modified to include artificial fill and Bay mud deposits as being 
susceptible to liquefaction within the project area. 

PG-65 A brief discussion of ground cracking and seismically induced landslides is now included in 
Section D.6.1 under Faults and Seismicity. 

PG-66 A brief discussion of artificial fills is now included in the subsection 
Subsidence/Differential Settlement under Faults and Seismicity in Section D.6.1. 

PG-67 A description of the lack of rating of the Urban Land-Orthents soil category was added to 
the text under the heading Soils in Section D.6.1.  Descriptions of potential for reuse of 
excavated soils were added to the discussion in the section. 

PG-68 The paragraph under Slope Stability in Section D.6.1.1 about landslide susceptibility has 
been modified to indicate some risk of slope instability exists for all portions of the 
alignment in this section of the project area. The Wentworth, et al., 1997 reference is cited. 

PG-69 The paragraph under Slope Stability in Section D.6.1.2 about landslide susceptibility has 
been modified to indicate some risk of slope instability exists for all portions of the 
alignment in this section of the project area. The Wentworth, et al., 1997 reference is cited. 

PG-70 The paragraph under Slope Stability in Section D.6.1.3 about landslide susceptibility has 
been modified to indicate some risk of slope instability exists for all portions of the 
alignment in this section of the project area. The Wentworth, et al., 1997 reference is cited. 

PG-71 Text in Section D.6.1.3 under Faults and Seismicity has been edited to be more specific 
with regard to potential magnitude and location of ground displacement within the fault 
zone.  Actual locations of where the overhead line would cross the known and mapped 
active trace are discussed.    

PG-72 According to the format of the EIR, Section D.6.1.4 only discusses the general conditions 
or environment along the Proposed Project route.  Impacts affecting the project, such as 
liquefaction and subsidence/differential settlement are addressed in the appropriate section, 
specifically Section D.6.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 
Proposed Project, Subsection D.6.3.5 230 kV Underground Transmission Line. 

PG-73 The incorrect reference to fault crossing was deleted; more detail about active, potentially 
active, and secondary faults was added to the faults and seismicity discussion for San Bruno 
Boulevard in Section D.6.1.4.  Relevant information from the Geomatrix (2002) report was 
also added. 

PG-74 All references to the San Bruno Fault have been removed from the text (see response to 
Comment PG-63, above). 
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PG-75 The text of Section D.6.1.4, Underground Segments, under subheadings Colma to Martin 
Substation and Faults and Seismicity has been modified to read “No active or potentially 
active faults cross the alignment …”. 

PG-76 The suggested additions to the significance criteria were made to Section D.6.3.1 to include 
a more accurately reflect the types of impacts analyzed in the impact analysis discussions. 

PG-77 The first sentence of Section D.6.3.3 has been modified to clarify that the overhead line 
route lies within one mile of the main active fault trace. 

PG-78 Rational for less than significant with mitigation (Class II) impact classifications are 
provided in the responses below.   

PG-79 The mitigation measure requirements for CPUC review and approval of submitted 
geotechnical reports and other studies are designed to ensure that the reports have been 
adequately completed.  In addition, CPUC review of reports and associated measures 
allows for potential misinterpretations or misunderstandings to be worked out in advance, 
before construction begins.  The CPUC will provide responses to PG&E as soon as the 
applicable reviews are complete.   

PG-80 Applicant Proposed Measures (APM) do not include a requirement to conduct design-level 
geotechnical studies of soil conditions at all locations along the approved project route.  
Therefore, Mitigation Measure G-1a, which requires design level geotechnical studies to be 
performed, remains a requirement to ensure that impacts are mitigated to less than 
significant levels.  

PG-81 Refer to Response PG-80, above. 

PG-82 PG&E's APMs do not include requirements for design-level geotechnical studies of 
potentially problematic subsurface conditions to take place at each tower location and along 
the underground route.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure G-2a, which requires measures to 
be implemented to protect against slope instability, remains a requirement to ensure that 
impacts are mitigated to less than significant levels.  Also, please refer to Response PG-79, 
above. 

PG-83 Refer to Response to Comment PG-82, above. It is common industry practice for 
permitting agencies to review and approve applicable construction and excavation plans to 
monitor permit compliance.  (PG&E’s request to perform the required construction and 
excavation without review of any excavation plan is tantamount to a request to perform the 
work without a permit.) 

PG-84 Mitigation for loss of non-renewable resources is an essential element of compliance.  The 
wording of Mitigation Measure G-3a has been revised to clarify which geologic units shall 
be monitored and what PG&E must document and provide to the CPUC to demonstrate 
initial compliance.  Also, please refer to Response PG-79, above. 

PG-85 Incorrect text in Draft EIR Section 10.3.3 under the Impact A-3 (encountering naturally 
occurring asbestos) discussion has been replaced so as to correctly describe the occurrence 
of serpentinite along the proposed route. 
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PG-86 Text has been added Mitigation Measure G-5a, which is designed to reduce the effects of 
ground shaking, to include the specific types of documentation required to demonstrate 
compliance.  PG&E's APMs do not include requirements for site-specific seismic analyses 
to evaluate the peak ground accelerations for design of project components.  Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure G-5a remains a requirement to ensure that impacts are mitigated to less 
than significant levels.  Also, please refer to Response PG-79, above. 

PG-87 Refer to Response PG-86, above. 

PG-88 PG&E’s APMs do not include a requirement to conduct design-level geotechnical studies 
for liquefaction and slope instability for all portions of the approved project and all 
associated facilities.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure G-6a, which requires design level 
geotechnical studies to assess the potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, seismic slope 
instability, and ground-cracking hazards to affect the project facilities, remains a 
requirement.  Also, please refer to Response PG-79, above. 

PG-89 Refer to Response PG-88, above. 

PG-90 The reference in first sentence under Ralston Substation in Section D.6.3.3 that there is no 
evidence of slope instability in the segment has been deleted. The second paragraph under 
Ralston Substation to Carolands Substation contains the slope instability impact discussion 
(Impact G-7). 

PG-91 Impact G-1, potential for soft and loose soils, has been added to the impact discussion 
under Ralston Substation to Carolands Substation in Section D.6.3.3.  

PG-92 Impact G-7, Slope Instability Including Landslides, Earth Flows, and Debris Flows, has 
been added to the Jefferson Substation to Ralston Substation and the Carolands Substation 
to Transition Station impact discussion subsections to include other areas of potential 
landslide and slope instability hazards.  

PG-93 PG&E’s APMs do not include a requirement to conduct design-level geotechnical studies 
for evaluation of unstable slopes, landslides, earth flows, and debris flows at each tower 
location and along the underground trench route.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure G-7a, 
which requires design level geotechnical studies to assess the potential for unstable slopes, 
landslides, earth flows, and debris flows to affect the project facilities, remains a 
requirement. Also, please refer to Response PG-79, above. 

PG-94 First sentence of the Carolands Substation to Transition Station impact discussion in Section 
D.6.3.3 has been deleted to correct the reference to the location of San Mateo Creek 
Canyon.  

PG-95 Reference to Impacts G-1 (soft and loose soils) and G-7 (slope stability) were added to the 
Carolands Substation to Transition Station impact discussion in Section D.6.3.3 to more 
accurately describe the potential impacts that would be associated with the segment.  

PG-96 The Geomatrix Report referenced in this comment provides detail regarding the location of 
active traces of the San Andreas fault, and how those traces could affect the proposed 
transition station.  Section D.6.3.4 text has been revised to reflect the findings of the 
referenced Geomatrix Report, which indicates that no active or potentially active fault 
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traces cross the proposed transition station site.  In addition, the description of the transition 
station site has been revised to more accurately describe its proposed location.  

PG-97 The impact classification for fault rupture in Section D.6.3.4 at the proposed transition 
station site has been changed from Class I (significant and unmitigable) to Class II (less 
than significant with mitigation) based on the findings of the Geomatrix Report (also see 
Response PG-96, above).   

PG-98 The Merced Formation was added as a unit that could contain potentially significant fossils 
in Section D.6.1, Table D.6-1, and in the subheading of Paleontologic Resources in Section 
D.6.1.  A qualified paleontologist would identify the paleontologic sensitivity of each of the 
geologic units in the preliminary paleontological report as required in Mitigation Measure 
G-3a, thereby providing the most knowledgeable assessment of paleontologic sensitivity. 

PG-99 The discussion in Section D.6.3.5 about potential fault rupture impacts (Impact G-8) to the 
underground transmission line has been corrected to exclude reference to San Andreas Fault 
and to include the inferred secondary fault traces noted in the referenced Geomatrix Report.  
The discussion in Section D.6.3.5 relative to the fault locations has also been modified to 
include better fault location descriptions.  Based on the findings of the Geomatrix Report, 
the Class I (significant and unmitigable) impact level associated with potential fault rupture 
hazard to the underground line has been reduced to Class II (less than significant with 
mitigation) to reflect that the San Andreas Fault does not cross the proposed route.   

In addition, Mitigation Measure G-8a (see Section D.6.3.3 under the Carolands Substation 
to Transition Station impact discussion), which would reduce fault rupture impacts to less 
than significant levels, has been modified to include consideration of engineering/design 
options for underground fault crossings, including: installing oversized cable vaults that can 
accommodate as much slack as possible; or installing the underground cable in shorter, 
more easily replaceable sections.   

PG-100 Impact G-9, as applied to the Colma to Martin Substation of the Proposed alignment refers 
predominantly to the impacts of excavating for transmission line construction within the 
alluvium along Colma Creek and the Bay mud and artificial fill deposits mapped east and 
north of San Bruno Mountain.  Impact G-9 is discussed in the appropriate sections for each 
component of the Proposed Project, and for each alternative segment or component where 
appropriate. 

PG-101 Mitigation Measure G-9a, requiring standard engineering methods for problematic soils to 
be implemented, is recommended to mitigate potential impacts associated with expansive, 
soft, loose and/or compressible soils.  because PG&E’s APMs do not include requirements 
for design-level geotechnical studies for evaluation of expansive, soft/loose, and/or com-
pressible soils to occur along all portions of the underground trench route.  Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure G-9a remains a requirement.  Also, please refer to Response PG-79, 
above. 

PG-102 Refer to Response PG-101, above. 

PG-103 Reference to Impact G-11 and Mitigation Measure G-11a has been added to all appropriate 
portions of the proposed route and alternative routes.  



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

 

 
October 2003 705 Final EIR 

PG-104 PG&E’s APMs do not include requirements for design-level geotechnical studies for 
evaluation of corrosive soils to occur along all portions of the underground trench route.  
Therefore, Mitigation Measure G-11a remains a requirement.  Also, please refer to 
Response PG-79, above. 

PG-105 Refer to Response PG-104, above 

PG-106 Impact G-1 is not applicable to the Hillsdale Junction Switchyard site.  The switchyard sits 
on Franciscan sandstone and is not susceptible to hazards resulting from soft or loose soil – 
there is no soft or loose soil, only hard, fractured sandstone.  Impacts G-2, excavation slope 
stability; G-6, seismic slope stability; and G-7, landslides and debris flow, were added to 
the Hillsdale Junction Switchyard impact discussion in Section D.6.3.6. 

PG-107 Impact G-5 (strong ground shaking) has been added to the Carolands Substation, Martin 
Substation, and Tap location impact discussions in Sections D.6.3.6 to more accurately 
describe the extent of the impact. 

PG-108 The environmental setting discussion for the PG&E Route Option 1B-Underground 
Alternative (Section D.6.4.1) has been modified to include discussion about the hilly terrain 
and the presence of weak and unstable bedrock material along portions of the alignment, 
unmapped landslides and unstable slopes. 

PG-109 The discussion of the Cañada trace in the environmental setting discussion for the PG&E 
Route Option 1B-Underground Alternative (Section D.6.4.1) has been expanded to include 
mention of its active status, and mention that it apparently did not rupture during the 1906 
earthquake. 

PG-110 Potential Impacts G-1 (soft and loose soils), G-2 (excavation related slope stability), G-7 
(slope stability), G-9 (expansive, soft, loose, and compressible soils) and G-11 (corrosive 
soils) have been added to the impact discussion for the PG&E Route Option 1B – 
Underground Alternative (Section D.6.4.1) to more accurately describe impacts that would 
be associated with the alternative. 

PG-111 References to the Cañada trace of the San Andreas Fault as an active trace have been made 
consistent in Section D.6.4.1.  Discussion of potential fault crossing impacts (Impact G-8) 
has been expanded here to fully consider the effects of crossing the fault obliquely with 
underground cables. 

PG-112 Some of the suggested additional text in this comment accurately reflects the conclusions of 
the section, and therefore was incorporated into the text of Sections D.6.4.1, D.6.4.2, and 
D.6.4.6.  However, much of the comment addressed issues that are not covered in the 
geology section (e.g., traffic, utility conflicts, and contaminated soils).  This language was 
not added as these topics are addressed in other parts of the EIR. 

PG-113 The comparison was expanded to more realistically and completely address the impacts of 
undergrounding.  Please also see response to PG-112. 

PG-114 Please refer to Response PG-112. 
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PG-115 Potential Impacts G-7 (landslides), G-9 (expansive, soft, loose, and compressible soils), and 
G-11 (corrosive soils) have been added to the impact discussion for the Partial Underground 
Alternative (Section D.6.4.2) to more accurately describe impacts that would be associated 
with the alternative.  In addition, the Impact G-2 (slope stability) discussion was modified to 
indicate that slope stability would also be a concern associated with underground construction.  

PG-116 Reference to Cañada trace being a potentially active fault have been changed in Section 
D.6.4.2 (Partial Underground Alternative) to indicate that the Cañada trace is an active 
fault.  Impacts associated with fault rupture (Impact G-8) are still considered less than 
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure G-8a because the fault would be 
crossed by the overhead line rather than an underground line. 

PG-117 Text in Section D.6.4.2 (Partial Underground Alternative) has been modified to describe 
the similarities in the alternative route and the proposed route and to include information 
regarding impacts from possible surface fault rupture of the San Andreas fault both at the 
Cañada trace and near the San Bruno Ave transition station.   

PG-118 Section D.6.4.3 (Partial Underground Alternative), Comparison to Proposed Route 
Segment, has been modified to reflect other changes that were made to Section D.6.4.3. 

PG-119 Comparison of the transition station alternatives included a comparison of fault rupture 
hazards at each location.  A full discussion of all potential impacts at each alternative is 
redundant and not especially helpful.  Only the most important impacts were mentioned and 
incorporated into the comparison – primarily the relative hazards associated with fault 
rupture.  Text regarding fault impacts at the transition station locations were corrected to 
reflect the new information from the Geomatrix (2003) report. 

PG-120 New information from the Geomatrix (2003) report has been incorporated into the Final 
EIR to indicate fault rupture hazard impacts at the proposed transition station site are 
mitigable to less than significant levels, and to correct the discussion of the arrangement of 
the main trace and secondary traces.   

PG-121 Please refer to Response to Comment PG-120. 

PG-122 The conclusions in Section D.6.5.2 (Sneath Lane Transition Station) acknowledge that the 
seismic risk of the underground route leaving this station is greater than that of the 
proposed transition station.  

PG-123 The location, size, and potential impact of the landslide identified in Wentworth, et al. 
(1977) is incorporated into the EIR text of Section D.6.5.1 and D.6.5.2.  Reference to 
Mitigation Measure G-7a (requiring geotechnical reports for landslides) has been added. 

PG-124 The Section D.6.5.3 (Cherry Avenue Alternative) impact discussion has been modified to 
include impacts associated with soft and loose soils (Impact G-1), cohesive areas causing 
trench walls to become unstable (Impact G-2), and corrosive soils (Impact G-11). 

PG-125 The Section D.6.5.4 (PG&E's Route Option 4B-East Market Street Alternative) impact 
discussion has been modified to include impacts associated with soft and loose soils (Impact 
G-1), cohesive areas causing trench walls to become unstable (Impact G-2), liquefaction or 
other seismically induced ground failure could occur in saturated soils (Impact G-6), expansive, 
loose, compressible, and corrosive soils (Impacts G-9 and G-11). 
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PG-126 The Section D.6.5.5 (Junipero Serra Alternative) impact discussion has been modified to 
include impacts associated with soft and loose soils (Impact G-1), cohesive areas causing 
trench walls to become unstable (Impact G-2), landslides (Impact G-7), and corrosive soils 
(Impact G-11).  The landslide mentioned by the commenter occurs on the Westborough 
segment and is not considered a part of this alternative segment.  The Westborough 
segment is included in the discussion of the Junipero Serra alternative and the landslide is 
described.  Discussion of impacts G-1, G-2, G-7, and G-11 have been added for this 
alternative. 

PG-127 The Comparison to the Proposed Project portion of Section D.6.5.5 (Junipero Serra 
Alternative) has been modified to reflect the impact changes associated with the Proposed 
Project and the Junipero Serra Alternative, per the comments received on the Draft EIR 

PG-128 Additional information has been added to Section D.6.5.6 (Modified Existing 230 kV 
Underground ROW).  The CPUC believes that the level of detail provided is adequate to 
assess potential impacts associated with the alternative.  Under CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6(a), Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project, the 
evaluation of alternative within the EIR, “shall include sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project.  A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects 
of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.  If an alternative would 
cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the 
project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less 
detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.  (County of Inyo v. City of Los 
Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1).” 

PG-129 Soil conditions played a very minor role in the selection of the environmentally superior 
alternative.  However, additional information about the soils along Modified Existing 230 
kV Underground ROW Alternative has been added to Section D.6.5.6.  Also, please see 
Response to Comment PG-36 regarding the identification of both the Proposed Project’s 
underground segment and the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Alternative as 
environmentally superior to other northern segment alternatives. 

PG-130 Impacts associated with encountering the cover system and refuse of the Sierra Point Landfill 
during construction of the Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative 
addressed in Section D.8.5.6, Public Health and Safety.  Please see also the Response to 
Comment PG-44 regarding hazardous materials. 

PG-131 The impact discussion in Section D.6.5.6 (Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW 
Alternative) has been modified to include impacts associated with soft and loose soils 
(Impact G-1), cohesive areas causing trench walls to become unstable (Impact G-2), and 
corrosive soils (Impact G-11).  The CPUC believes that the level of detail provided in the 
Final EIR is adequate to assess potential impacts associated with the alternative.  In 
addition, the level of detail provided is appropriate for the scope of an EIR. 

PG-132 The impact comparison discussion in Section D.6.5.6 (Modified Existing 230 kV 
Underground ROW Alternative) has been modified to include liquefaction related impacts.  
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PG-133 The Comparison of Alternatives Section (Section E) has been modified to reflect the 
changes presented in the Final EIR Geology, Soils, and Paleontology Section as described 
above. 

PG-134 Text in Section D.6.1 (Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project) under the heading 
of Artificial Fill has been modified to read “ … fill made before 1965 is nearly always 
uncompacted and consists …”. 

PG-135 Text in Section D.6.1 (Environmental Setting for the Proposed Project) under the heading 
of Slope Stability has been modified to eliminate references to the alternatives. 

PG-136 The referenced text under the heading Subsidence/Differential Settlement in Section D.6.1 
has been modified to read “Stream channel deposits and recent valley alluvium …”. 

PG-137 Text under the heading Faults and Seismicity in Section D.6.1.1 has been modified to 
clarify that the Jefferson Substation lies within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Hazard zone 
due to its proximity to the Cañada trace of the San Andreas Fault (approximately 100 feet 
west of the west edge of the site), but is not crossed by any mapped trace of the fault. 

PG-138 Text descriptions under the headings of Slope Stability have been corrected in Sections 
D.6.1.2 (Ralston Substation to Carolands Substation) and D.6.1.3 (Carolands Substation to 
Transition Station) to correspond to the appropriate sections. 

PG-139 Under the heading of Faults and Seismicity in Section D.6.1.2, the first sentence has been 
modified to indicate that no mapped faults cross the subject alignment of the proposed 
project.” 

PG-140  Please refer to Response PG-138, above. 

PG-141 The word “pipeline” has been replaced with the words “transmission line” in the first 
sentence of Section D.6.3.1 (Definition and Use of Significance Criteria). 

PG-142 Reference to the Cañada trace has been removed from the Impact G-8 (Surface Fault 
Rupture at Crossings of Active and Potentially Active Fault Traces) discussion in Section 
D.6.3.3.  In addition, discussions have been modified under the general Fault Rupture 
heading in Section D.6.1 and under the Faults and Seismicity heading in Section D.6.1.1 
Jefferson Substation to Ralston Substation to specifically reference the Cañada trace. 

PG-143 The “unnamed” trace that was referenced in the Draft EIR Section D.6.3.3 under the 
Impact 8 (Surface Fault Rupture at Crossings of Active and Potentially Active Fault Traces) 
discussion is actually the Cañada trace.  Reference to the unnamed trace has been 
eliminated from the Impact G-8 discussion. 
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