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Comments from Public Agencies 

This section provides responses to comments from 21 public agencies and their representatives that 
provided written comments on the Draft EIR, as listed in Table 2.  Some agency representatives also 
provided oral comments at the Public Participation Hearings in August; responses to those comments 
follow the comments. 
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Responses to Comment Set A – 
Town of Colma 
A-1 The Town’s preference for the Modified Underground Existing 230 kV Collocation Alternative 

in the northern project area is acknowledged.  The Final EIR finds that this alternative and the 
underground segment of the Proposed Project route are both environmentally superior to the 
other northern segment alternatives considered in the EIR.  It is also noted that Section E.2.2.7 
(Proposed Project vs. Junipero Serra Alternative) finds that PG&E’s Proposed Project would 
have fewer impacts than the Junipero Serra Alternative, consistent with the conclusions of the 
Town of Colma. 

Impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives that would affect the Town of Colma are 
thoroughly defined in the EIR, and a wide range of mitigation measures are presented to reduce 
the level of severity of identified impacts.  The effects described in this comment (on roads, 
businesses, historic properties, and parks) are addressed in the appropriate EIR sections. See 
Responses to Comments A-2 through A-24 (below) for specific information on each issue. 

A-2 EIR maps have been corrected to refer to Lawndale Boulevard and Hillside Boulevard, where 
appropriate.  In some instances, McLellan was not deleted, but is referenced in parentheses so 
that readers of the EIR who are not familiar with the name change can understand the area and 
streets discussed. 

A-3 The Town’s preference for PG&E’s proposed route over other alternatives that would affect the 
town is acknowledged.  Regarding the project effects on newly constructed Lawndale Boulevard, 
please see the Response to Comment A-4 (below).  

A-4 Restoration of paved surfaces and restoration of landscaping is part of the Proposed Project as 
identified in the Project Description (Section B) in the sixth paragraph on page B-63 of the 
Draft EIR.  There is no need to identify these project components as mitigation measures since 
they would be required to be implemented as part of the project. 

However, to ensure that irrigation systems associated with landscaped mediums are repaired if 
damage occurs during construction, modifications to the Transportation and Traffic (Section 
D.12) Impact T-3 (Physical Impacts to Road ROWs) discussion and associated Mitigation 
Measure T-3a (Repair Damaged Road ROWs) have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 

A-5 Table B-6 and page C-24 have been revised in this Final EIR to note the correct street names.  
Text throughout the Final EIR has been corrected where appropriate.  In some instances, McLellan 
has not been deleted, but is referenced with Lawndale Boulevard so that readers of the EIR who 
are not familiar with the name change can understand the area and streets discussed. 

A-6 According to meeting notes of both the CPUC Project Manager and the CPUC’s consultant, 
City Planner Malcolm Carpenter suggested that Junipero Serra Boulevard be considered as a 
possible alternative route for the transmission line project.  This information was also 
documented in the Scoping Report, Section 2.4.2 (Alternatives Suggested), which was 
published in April 2003 and a copy provided to the Town. 

Section D.12.5.5 (Transportation and Traffic) of the Final EIR has been revised to include the cited 
existing conditions of Serramonte Boulevard. The business and traffic impacts that could be created 
by construction of the Junipero Serra Alternative along Junipero Serra and Serramonte Boulevards 
are documented in Sections D.2.5.5 (Land Use) and D.12.5.5 (Transportation and Traffic).   
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A-7 Table D.2-6, Proposed Route from Colma to Martin Substation, has been revised in this Final 
EIR to note the correct street name and add the sensitive receptors. 

A-8 The text within Section D.2.2.1, Town of Colma General Plan, and Figure D.2-2b, General 
Plan Land Use Designation (Northern Segment), have been revised in this Final EIR to note the 
correct street names, land use designations, and sensitive receptors. 

A-9 The text in Table D.2-15, Land Use and Sensitive Receptors: Junipero Serra Boulevard 
Alternative, has been revised in this Final EIR to note the correct street name of Hickey 
Boulevard and the sensitive receptors along Serramonte Boulevard. 

A-10 The conclusions of the EIR are consistent with this comment; the EIR in Section E.2.2.7 finds 
that the Proposed Project is preferred to the Junipero Serra Alternative.  A summary 
comparison of impacts by issue area is presented in Table E-9. 

A-11 These cemeteries were not included in the Draft EIR because they do not appear on any historic 
register.  However, because the City of Colma deems them to be historically significant, they 
have been added to the EIR.  These properties have been added to Section D.5.3.5 and to the 
Mitigation Monitoring Table.  In addition, specific mitigation monitoring protection has been 
defined following the cultural resources table in Section D.5.3.5. 

A-12 The additional cemeteries requested by the Town of Colma have been added to the discussion 
of the Junipero Serra Alternative (D.5.5.5) and the Mitigation Monitoring Table. 

A-13 EIR preparers believe that the Junipero Serra Alternative has less potential for affecting cultural 
and historic resources than the Proposed Project, as documented in Section D.5.5.5.  All of the 
cultural resources in the Junipero Serra alternative are known historic properties with defined 
boundaries.  These properties are relatively easily avoided by confining construction within the 
curb lines of the street.  Other alternatives contain subsurface sites with unclear boundaries, and 
multiple archaeological high probability areas.  Though the number of historic properties 
avoided by the different alternatives varies, existing historic structures and properties are much 
more easily avoidable, irregardless of quantity, than known and unanticipated subsurface sites.  
However, as noted in the Response to Comment A-1, overall the EIR finds that the Proposed 
Project would have fewer impacts than the Junipero Serra Alternative. 

A-14 The text on page D.7-31 in Section D.7.5.5, Junipero Serra Alternative, has been revised in 
this Final EIR to note the correct street names. 

A-15 The potential for unreported hazardous materials is indicated consistently in developed areas 
given the length and extent of development throughout most of the San Francisco Peninsula.  
Note that, consistent with this comment, Table E-9 states that the Junipero Serra Alternative 
would likely have fewer contaminated sites than the Proposed Project route. 

A-16 EIR Section D.8.7.4, under Proposed Project, Underground Segment, indicates that magnetic 
field would range from 70 to 15 mG in roadways, and would be about 9 mG at sidewalks.  
PG&E’s EMF Mitigation Plan will be revised when the CPUC approves a specific route to 
apply the EMF mitigation (approximately four percent of project cost) to areas adjacent to the 
highest priority sensitive receptors (schools and residences).  See also General Response GR-1 
regarding the EIR’s approach to EMF impact analysis. 
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A-17 The text in Table D.9-1, Recreational Resources by Jurisdiction along Proposed Project Route, 
has been revised in this Final EIR to correctly list the recreational resources in the appropriate 
jurisdictions.  Hillside Historical and Community Park is already listed in Table D.9-1 in the 
Draft EIR, therefore, it has not been added.  However, the text in the table has been changed to 
delete “Proposed” from its listing.   

A-18  Businesses are less sensitive to construction related dust than residences, schools, and hospitals.  
Each of the Northern Area Alternatives could be expected to cause a temporary nuisance to 
businesses, such as car dealerships.  Trenching through Serramonte Boulevard under the 
Junipero Serra Alternative would create a limited amount of dust because much of the activity 
would be on paved surfaces.  The impacts would be similar to those that would occur with any 
type of street work.  As identified under Mitigation Measure A-1a (Control Dust Emissions) 
(Draft EIR, p. D.10-9), and to be consistent with feasible dust control measures recommended 
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District for reducing the likelihood of a nuisance, 
APMs 14.1 and 14.2 would be implemented at all construction sites.   

A-19 The text on page D.12-4 in Section D.12.1.1, Existing Roadway Network, has been revised in 
this Final EIR to note the correct street name and route of Lawndale Boulevard and the correct 
name of Olivet Cemetery. 

A-20 Every underground route would require crossing of major utilities in various locations along the 
route.  Avoidance of each structure would be addressed during construction planning.  Mitigation 
Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities) presents specific requirements that would 
protect existing utilities during construction.  

A-21 The text in Table F-1, Cumulative Scenario – Approved and Pending Projects, has been revised 
in this Final EIR to include five Colma Capital Improvement Projects.  In addition, Figure 
F-1b, Cumulative Project Locations – Northern Segment, has been revised to incorporate the 
additions to the table.  

A-22 Please see Response to Comment A-6. 

A-23 The omission of the Colma General Plan and all other applicable general plans from the 
Bibliography of the Draft EIR was an oversight that has been rectified in this Final EIR.  The 
general plans of all planning jurisdictions which the Proposed Project or alternatives to the 
project would traverse were carefully evaluated during preparation of the Draft EIR, including 
the Town of Colma General Plan.  A brief summary of the results of the analysis of the 
project’s consistency with the Colma General Plan is provided on page D.2-25 of the Draft EIR. 

The References for Section D.2:  Land Use on pages Ap.2-4 through Ap.2-5 of Volume 2 of 
the Draft EIR has been revised adding 13 planning documents that were used in preparation of 
the Draft EIR. 

A-24 A reference section lists sources used in preparation of and cited in a report, and unless otherwise 
stated, it does not constitute a comprehensive bibliography of a given subject matter.  The purpose 
of this EIR was to identify known and potentially significant cultural resources and develop appro-
priate methods of avoiding them.  For CEQA compliance and to provide adequate decisionmaking 
information, it is not necessary to provide overly detailed background information for the agencies 
and interested parties involved in reviewing the current EIR document.  If the Cultural Resources 
section was limited in scope to the City of Colma, then a background section covering Colma history 
would have been included.  In reality, the document covers most of San Mateo County and must 
remain less specific. No changes were made in response to this comment. 




