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Responses to Comment Set R – 
County of San Mateo 
R-1 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF, which presents additional data for two 

alternatives.  This information has also been incorporated into Section D.8.7.4, in which 
magnetic field levels for the PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative and the Partial Underground 
Alternative were not presented in the Draft EIR. 

R-2 The EIR presents detailed and comprehensive analysis of impacts to visual resources, biological 
resources, and recreation, devoting approximately 300 pages to discussion of these topics alone.  
Section D.3, Visual Resources, Section D.4, Biological Resources, and Section D.9, 
Recreation, identify impacts for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, and recommend a 
total of 40 separate mitigation measures.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure B-8b requires 
consultation with State and Federal resource agencies to ensure appropriate protection of 
biological resources.  This measure has been modified to require that County representatives be 
included in consultation concerning Edgewood Park and San Bruno Mountain. 

R-3 The EIR’s approach to comparison of alternatives, defined in Section E.1, acknowledges the 
importance of balancing impacts among affected routes and alternatives in order to determine 
the environmentally superior alternative.  While the EIR considers only environmental issues, 
as defined under CEQA, the CPUC’s general proceeding may consider other balancing issues 
such as community values and project need. 

The analysis of alternatives presented in Appendix 1 (Alternatives Screening Report) focuses on 
avoidance of Proposed Project impacts to residential areas and other sensitive land uses (e.g., 
schools, valuable habitat, and recreation areas).  It is agreed that minimizing impacts to resi-
dences is a high priority, as residences are considered to be sensitive land uses.  In addition, the EIR 
attempts to follow established utility corridors where they exist.  However, alternatives outside 
of these existing corridors are also presented where there appears to be the potential for overall 
environmental benefit, and where impacts to sensitive receptors are not significant.  Please see 
General Response GR-2 regarding consideration of project effects on property values. 

R-5 The County’s preference for the Partial Underground Alternative with the Sneath Lane 
Alternative Transition Station and Sneath Lane Underground Route is acknowledged.  In 
addition, the County’s support for a hybrid alternative (Route Option 1B in the south and the 
Partial Underground Alternative north of Hayne Road) is acknowledged.  The CPUC 
appreciates the County’s efforts to develop a consensus among cities affected by the southern 
segment of the project.   

R-6 The County’s support for a safe and reliable energy distribution system (and not the No Project 
Alternative) is acknowledged. 

R-7 This EIR is intended to allow for review of the Proposed Project by the public and affected 
agencies. Section B (Description of Proposed Project), along with Figure B-3a provide a 
sufficient level of detail for plans associated with tower removal and replacement in Edgewood 
Park for County Parks to review the potential project impacts on park activities and grant 
programs.  Additionally, per APM 5.4 in Section D.9 (Recreation), all construction activities 
affecting Edgewood parklands would be coordinated with County Parks 30 days prior to the 
beginning of construction in these areas.  
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R-8 Recreation Impact R-2 (Construction Disturbance at Recreation Facilities) in Section D.9.3.4, 
Disruption of Recreational Activities, has been modified to reflect that County Parks intends to 
construct improvements to Sawyer Camp Trail over the next three years.  Construction impacts 
to Sawyer Camp Trail would be mitigated to less than significant levels with the implementation 
of the following existing EIR Mitigation Measures: R-2a (Avoid Peak Use Periods and Notify 
On-Site), V-1a (Reduce Visibility of Construction Activities and Equipment), L-4a (Provide 
Construction Notification), L-4b (Provide Public Liaison Person and Toll Free Information 
Hotline), and L-7a (Provide Continuous Access to Properties).  No additional mitigation is 
necessary.  However, any significant impacts resulting from County Parks construction 
improvement or maintenance activities must be mitigated by County Parks.  As long as County 
Parks & Recreation Division activities result in less than significant impacts, then no significant 
recreation impacts would occur between the combined projects.   

Conflicts between Proposed Project construction and County Parks construction would be akin 
to those described for Land Use Impact L-5:  Interference with SFPUC Maintenance Activities.  
Under this impact, Proposed Project construction interference with SFPUC maintenance 
activities was determined to be minor and would not exceed the significance criteria.  Similarly, 
due to the short duration and temporary nature of Proposed Project construction adjacent to the 
Sawyer Camp Trail, interference with County Parks & Recreation Division construction 
activities also would be minor.  While schedule conflicts between the construction activities 
could result in adverse impacts, it is not anticipated that they would exceed any significance 
criteria.  Impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

R-9 As described in Section B (Description of Proposed Project) and Section D.2.2.1 (San Bruno 
Mountain State and County Park Master Plan), all project activities, including staging, would 
occur within the Guadalupe Canyon Parkway ROW.  With project activities confined to the 
ROW, minimizing encroachment in sensitive habitat areas, and the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure R-2b (Construction Plan for San Bruno Mountain State and County Park), 
which would require coordination with County Parks to ensure consistency of the project with 
the HCP, an amendment to the HCP would not be necessary. 

R-10 Please see Responses to Comments R-1 through R-6. 

R-11 Please see responses to Comment Sets B (City of San Bruno), D (City of Burlingame), and K 
(City of Millbrae).  It is noted that the EIR considers a new transition station location suggested 
by the City of San Bruno (see Comment B-6).  This station is described in Appendix 1, 
Alternatives Screening Report, in Section 4.3.1.3.   

R-12 The Hill/Nevin West of I-280, East of Reservoirs Alternative, an underground route north of 
Trousdale Drive, has been added in response to comments and is evaluated in Section 4.2.9 in 
Appendix 1.   
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Responses to Comment Set S – 
California Department of Fish and Game 
S-1 Responses to the specific comments on the Biological Resources section are provided below. 

S-2 Text has been changed in Section D.4.1.3, Plant Communities and Sensitive Habitats within the 
Project Area (Monterey Cypress Forest) to clarify that only native stands of Monterey Forest 
are considered a sensitive resource. 

S-3 Text has been changed in D.4.2.2, State Laws and Regulations (California Fish and game 
Code) to clarify that the provision relating to livestock applies only to Section 3511 and not 
Sections 4700, 5050, or 5515. 

S-4 As stated in the first paragraph of Section D.4.3.2, the CPUC monitors implementation of the 
Applicant Proposed Measures exactly as they do mitigation measures proposed in CPUC envi-
ronmental documents. 

S-5 Mitigation Measure B-1f (Protect Sensitive Habitats During Construction) specifically states 
that “PG&E shall map and flag or fence” sensitive areas in the field. 

S-6 A wetland delineation was not conducted.  The text on page D.4-33 was changed to indicate 
that an unknown area of wetlands and waters may be impacted by the project.  Mitigation 
Measure B-1a requires that wetlands delineation be performed before the start of construction. 

S-7 According to the Stanford University Natural Resources Inventory (http://ccb.stanford.edu/ 
sunri/h1-1), little general information is available on harvestmen, and still less is available on 
individual species.  Harvestmen species associated with serpentine grassland are most active 
during the wet season, and typically occur at other times of the year under medium to large 
serpentine rocks undisturbed in the soil.  Since these species are small (0.8 to 1.2 mm total 
body length), it is believed that although some may be lost during the construction process, 
others will continue to survive in cracks and crevices within the rock and soil stockpiles.  This 
restoration process is intended to primarily replace serpentine habitat for harvestmen species 
and other serpentine-associated species.  No project-related surveys were conducted other than 
at Edgewood Park. The Partial Underground Alternative (with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure B-1c leaving tower footings in place) would avoid impacts to known populations of 
both species. 

S-8 Text has been added to Mitigation Measure B-8a (Bay Checkerspot Butterfly) to include larval 
surveys of tower footing footprints that contain the butterfly’s food plant. If the food plant is 
not present, or larvae are not present in footprint areas that contain the food plant, then impacts 
to larvae, pupae, and/or larvae in diapause would be less than significant. If larvae are 
observed, consultation with the USFWS (Mitigation Measure B-8a) would result in the 
development of specific mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to the bay checkerspot 
during all life stages.  

S-9 Please see Response to Comment PG-165 below. 
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S-10 Mitigation Measure B-8a (San Francisco garter snake) states that consultation with USFWS and 
CDFG shall be initiated by PG&E to define specific mitigation for potential impacts to the San 
Francisco garter snake. 

S-11 Text has been changed in Mitigation Measure B-8b (Raptors) to indicate that if the raptor 
mitigation measures are infeasible, PG&E shall discuss alternatives with CDFG and USFWS.  
Assuming that alternative measures are approved, the project would proceed as modified. 

S-12 Text was changed in Section D.4.3.3, under Impact B-8 to indicate that Mitigation Measure 
B-8b (Special Status Bats) takes precedence over APM Bio-18.  Also, the heading was changed 
to “Tree-roosting Bats”. 

S-13 Text modified to indicate that Mitigation Measure B-1b applies to any restoration or 
compensation, whether on-site or off-site. 

S-14 Weed control measures are discussed in Mitigation Measure B-1g, (Implement Weed Control).  
The implementation of these measures themselves, combined with Mitigation Measure B-1b, 
would result in less than significant impacts. 

S-15 Text has been changed in Mitigation Measure B-5a (Protect Wildlife During Construction) to 
indicate that litter or other debris would be removed daily. 

S-16 The CDFG’s preference for Route Option 1B is acknowledged. 
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Responses to Comment Set T – 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
T-1 Please see Response to Comment PG-25 (below). 

T-2 Please see Response to Comment PG-145 (below). 

T-3 Please see Response to Comment PG-147 (below). 

T-4 Please see Response to Comment PG-144 (below). 

T-5 Please see Response to Comment PG-144 (below). 

T-6 Please see Response to Comment PG-146 (below). 

T-7 Please see Responses to Comments PG-5 and PG-148 (below). 

T-8 Please see Response to Comment PG-34 (below). 

T-9 Please see Response to Comment PG-40 (below). 

T-10 Please see Response to Comment PG-42 (below). 

T-11 Please see Response to Comment S-5. 

T-12 Please see Response to Comment S-6. 

T-13 Please see Response to Comment S-8. 

T-14 Please see Response to Comment S-13.  Also, text was added to Section D.4.3.3, Mitigation 
Measure B-1b (Provide Restoration/Compensation for Vegetation Losses) to indicate that the 
USFWS would also receive the Habitat Restoration Plan for review and approval. 

T-15 Please see Response to Comment S-14. 

 


