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Response to Comments on the Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, 
Clean Water Program 
This section contains the comment letters received on the Draft PEIR, including transcribed comments 
received during the three public hearings held on November 12, 2015, December 9, 2015, and January 13, 
2016. Each letter and meeting transcription, as well as each individual comment within the letter or 
transcription, has been given a number for purposes of cross-referencing.  

After review and evaluation of the comments, it was determined that some comments were substantially 
similar in subject matter. In response to these frequently raised comments, “master responses” have been 
prepared to address such comments and to avoid repetition of responses and lengthy duplication of text. 
The master responses address the following general topics: 

• Master Response 1: Approach to Environmental Review of Clean Water Program  
• Master Response 2: Alternatives 

The text of each master response is provided in this section following the list of commenters (Table F-1). 
These master responses are cross-referenced in the individual responses to comments. Table 3-1 lists all 
parties who submitted comments on the Draft PEIR during the public review period. 

TABLE F-1 
List of Commenters on the Draft PEIR 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, City of San Mateo Clean Water Program 

Letter # Commenter 

1 California Department of Transportation 

2 California State Water Resources Control Board 

3 San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

4 Susan Rowinski 

5 Steve Carlson 

PH1 Steve Carlson 
Ben Toy 

PH2 Anne Margaret 
Issa Fiad 
Bob Hortop 
Steve Carlson 
Mary Webb 
Sue Mofsie-Stevenson 
Nanette Watts 
Catherine Susky 

PH3 Jack Dane 
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Master Responses 
Master Response 1: Approach to Environmental Review of 
Clean Water Program 
This master response responds to comments pertaining to the approach to the Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR) and how it complies with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). It also responds to comments regarding the level of detail of the analysis, analysis of social and 
economic impacts, and mitigation measures. 

CEQA applies to all discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved by a public agency, unless 
the project is exempt (Public Resources Code §21080 (a)). Because projects subject to CEQA may range from 
site‐specific physical improvements to program level plans, the statutory requirements are flexible. 
Accordingly, the CEQA Guidelines provide that the level of specificity required in an environmental impact 
report (EIR) will correspond to the degree of specificity of the activity described in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
§15146). Thus, an EIR on a program‐level approval “should focus on the secondary effects that can be 
expected to follow from the adoption…but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific 
construction projects that might follow.” (CEQA Guidelines §15146(b)).  

To avoid repetition, wasted time, and unnecessary speculation, a lead agency may use a PEIR to simplify the 
task of preparing later environmental documents for activities within the program as they are proposed for 
approval (CEQA Guidelines § 15168). A lead agency may “tier” EIRs for a sequence of actions so that the 
later environmental documents incorporate and build on the information in the previous EIRs (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15152). Tiering is ordinarily used to cover general matters in broad EIRs, reserving detailed 
study of issues specific to subsequent narrower projects for ensuing environmental documents that 
incorporate the analysis in the prior EIR by reference (Public Resources Code 21068.5; CEQA Guildelines 
§§15152(a), 15385). Later environmental documents concentrate on environmental effects that can be 
mitigated or that were not analyzed as significant environmental impacts in the prior EIR. Tiering allows 
agencies to reserve detailed evaluation of environmental impacts that are difficult to assess early on to a 
later environmental review when the severity and the likelihood of occurrence are more specifically known. 
When tiering is used, the scope of the analysis and amount of detail provided by the environmental 
document may be adjusted, depending on the level of approval being considered. 

An EIR for a program intended for use as a first‐tier EIR should comply with CEQA standards for an adequate 
environmental analysis in an EIR for a planning‐level action. Less specificity is required than in an EIR for a 
development project, and the focus should be placed on secondary effects (CEQA Guidelines § 15146). The 
level of detail should correspond to the level of detail of the program that is proposed (CEQA Guidelines 
§15152(b)). A detailed analysis may be left to later second‐tiered environmental documents prepared for 
projects that implement the plan (CEQA Guidelines §15152(c)). Tiering may be used to defer analysis of 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures to later phases of a program, when impacts or mitigation 
measures are specific to later phases and are not determined by the first‐tier approval decision. 

In this case, the City of Mateo (City) has implemented a “tiered” approach to study the environmental 
impacts of the Clean Water Program (CWP) and its component projects, where the PEIR is considered the 
first‐tier and includes analyses of general matters related to the entire program. The CWP PEIR includes all 
of the content required by CEQA at a level of detail commensurate with the level of detail of the CWP. The 
PEIR evaluates the types of reasonably foreseeable physical impacts that may result from implementation of 
the CWP as a whole, and it identifies associated mitigation measures to reduce any impacts identified to be 
potentially significant.  
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Level of Detail 
In addition to analyzing the CWP as a whole, the PEIR also analyzes two component projects proposed for 
construction, the New Headworks Project and the Primary Clarifier Project, at a project level of detail. The 
remainder of the projects proposed in the CWP (for example, the wastewater treatment plan, in‐system 
storage, and Dale Avenue pump station) will undergo their own subsequent environmental review at a 
future date when those projects are better defined. This is consistent with CEQA because there is not 
enough information at this time to determine the type and significance of potential impacts that may result 
from implementation of the remaining projects. As stated in the PEIR Section 1.5, Uses of this Document, 
“Prior to implementation of additional individual projects, each project would be evaluated for consistency 
with this DPEIR and, depending on the nature and extent of the project, additional CEQA evaluation may be 
needed. Project‐level CEQA reviews, when needed, are expected to take the form of Negative Declarations, 
Mitigated Negative Declarations, or Categorical Exemptions. Additional EIR‐level reviews are not expected, 
but could be necessary, depending on the potential for significant impacts from individual projects.”  

Social and Economic Analysis 
Some comments stated that the PEIR should address social or economic effects of the CWP, including siting 
projects in disadvantaged neighborhoods. The CEQA Guidelines direct that “[e]conomic or social effects of a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and 
effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
a project to physical changes cause in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or 
social changes need not be analyzed in any greater detail than necessary to trace the chain of cause and 
effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” CEQA Guidelines §15131(a); see also 
CEQA Guidelines §15064(e).” Thus, the CEQA Guidelines require analysis of socioeconomic effects only to 
the extent that those effects, in turn, result in reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment. 

Mitigation Measures 
As CEQA requires, the PEIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant environmental 
impacts resulting from implementation of the CWP. Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are 
necessarily flexible: they will be applied for many different projects by using various methods of 
construction. These measures “specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect[s] 
of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way,” as provided under CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)(B).  

Project‐specific impacts were identified for the New Headworks Project and Primary Clarifier Project (see 
PEIR Section 1.5, Uses of This Document), and appropriate measure were included to mitigate those 
impacts. However, in the absence of specific information regarding the remaining elements of the program, 
it is appropriate for the PEIR to identify general criteria and methods that may be used to mitigate 
reasonably foreseeable impacts that may result from implementation of the CWP. As the City moves 
forward with each of the proposed projects of the CWP, mitigation measures identified in the PEIR will be 
tailored to each project and applied. Further, as projects come online and are better defined, additional 
project‐specific mitigation measures may be required and implemented to reduce potentially significant 
impacts, if necessary. 

Master Response 2: Alternatives 
Several comments on the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) expressed concern about the 
alternatives analysis in the PEIR, including the selection of the two Program alternatives presented in 
Chapter 2 of the PEIR. Comments also suggested that the PEIR description of alternatives was too general or 
vague. This master response describes the process by which the City developed and selected the 
alternatives, and then explains the PEIR approach to comparing these alternatives. 



MASTER RESPONSES 

WT0610151004BAO 3 

Alternative Development 
Operation of the sanitary sewer collection system and wastewater treatment plant is regulated under a 
National Pollutant Effluent Discharge Elimination permit (NPDES) issued by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). The City’s collection system has a history of wet weather sanitary sewer overflows 
(SSOs) that result in the discharge of untreated wastewater. In March 2009 the RWQCB issued Cease and 
Desist Order (CDO) No. R2‐2009‐002 jointly to the City of San Mateo (City), the Town of Hillsborough, and 
Crystal Springs County Sanitation District mandating elimination of SSOs in the collection system and 
requiring specific corrective actions.  

Prior to receiving the CDO, the City had initiated the Wastewater Treatment Plant and Dale Avenue Pump 
Station Wet Weather Capacity Analysis and Alternatives Evaluation (Brown and Caldwell, 2009). The draft 
study, completed in July 2009, included a list of capital improvement projects necessary for the collection 
system and was submitted to the RWQCB in response to CDO Provision V, Capacity Assurance. The study 
identified potential improvement projects at the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) and the need for 
further development of an integrated wastewater master plan (IWWMP). The City then evaluated the 
collection system hydraulic capacity by using flow monitoring data; the study (RMC, 2010) was conducted in 
collaboration with the Town of Hillsborough and the Crystal Springs County Sanitation District. The study 
confirmed that the conceptual scope of proposed capacity assurance projects was consistent with the 
previous submittal (Brown and Caldwell, 2009) to the RWQCB. 

In response to the CDO, the City enhanced and periodically updates the Sewer System Management Plan 
(City of San Mateo, 2015), which is available at. The plan focuses on the operation and maintenance of the 
facilities and includes a description of the capital improvement program (CIP) for the WWTP and collection 
system. The City also periodically updates its hydraulic model for the collection system. The hydraulic model 
is used to better understand specific capacity issues and help identify and analyze alternatives to address 
these issues. 

In 2013, the RWQCB issued a new NPDES permit to the City for operation of the WWTP, with special 
provisions requiring a more integrated approach to the collection system and WWTP, and the development 
of WWTP and collection system master plans, CIPs, and a wet weather improvement program. However, the 
City had already been developing an IWWMP to evaluate the facility needs to accommodate future growth, 
maintain compliance with existing and future regulations, and identify aging infrastructure in need of 
replacement or repair. The IWWMP identified specific tasks necessary for the City to conduct, such as flow 
projections, regulatory review, onsite storm water management, stress test, capacity analysis, energy 
analysis, treatment alternatives analysis, condition assessment, and a prioritized CIP. The projects and 
improvements identified in the IWWMP were selected to address plant reliability issues, projected increases 
of wet weather flows, and increasingly restrictive regulatory requirements anticipated over the next 
20 years. The draft IWWMP was presented to the City Council in August, 2013. 

In response to the 2013 NPDES permit requirements, the City updated the IWWMP to include the collection 
system CIP (the executive summary of the IWWMP is available through the City’s Web site at the Legislative 
Meeting Portal in the meeting minutes for the November 17, 2014, City Council meeting), which is included 
in a comprehensive CIP for the entire system to address flow projections through year 2035. The draft 
IWWMP was submitted to the RWQCB in December 2014.  

The IWWMP considers the following key objectives: 

 Providing adequate capacity to convey and treat the projected flows in the system. 

 Resolving existing condition and treatment concerns. 

 Meeting current regulatory requirements regarding blending, SSOs and infiltration and inflow (I/I) 
reduction. 

 Meeting anticipated future regulatory requirements. 
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 Aligning with the City’s sustainability objectives including more efficient use of energy and recycled 
water. 

 Space planning for current and future needs considering the limitations of the WWTP site. 

 Balancing improvements between collection/conveyance, treatment, and storage to find the most 
efficient method to handle wet weather flows. 

Given these key elements, the CIP in the IWWMP includes different types of improvements ranging from 
annual projects (annual rehabilitation, condition assessments, studies, and preventative programs); periodic 
projects (updated modeling and special studies); immediate projects (needed to address failing 
infrastructure); and larger discrete projects that have been prioritized into the CIP. The major projects fell 
into several categories: collection system projects, WWTP projects, and administration/Corp Yard projects. 
The projects identified were prioritized into the CIP for implementation using the following strategy: 

 Rehabilitate/Replace failing infrastructure as highest priority. 
 Manage flows in the collection system and at the WWTP. 
 Provide reliability (capacity and permit compliance). 
 Reduce SSOs and reduce I/I as soon as possible. 

The City continued to work on program development by modeling the collection system. Based on this 
effort, two system‐wide wet weather flows management approaches were developed to meet the 
requirements imposed by the CDO and address the other key drivers, the Full Conveyance Alternative and 
the In‐System Storage Alternative, both of which were analyzed in the PEIR. Both alternatives include the 
same basic approaches; however, there are variations between the two alternatives, such as the sizing of 
pipelines and the sizing and locations of underground storage. 

Additional alternative refinement occurred for in‐system storage that involved the selection, evaluation, and 
screening of potential locations for storage basins (see Evaluation of In‐system Storage Location Alternatives 
for the San Mateo Clean Water Program Technical Memorandum, in Appendix A in the PEIR). Potential sites 
were evaluated using eight criteria, including: capacity, recent SSO data, site constraints and constructability, 
ownership, consistency with land use plans, proximity to existing facilities, and potential reductions of SSOs. 
Further screening was conducted using hydraulic modeling, and the locations recommended for further 
review are listed in Table 1 of the technical memorandum. The evaluation assumed that “In subsequent 
design phases, more detailed analyses will refine the final solutions including storage size, control schemes, 
diversion points, conveyance piping, etc.” This assumption is carried forward in the two Program alternatives, 
where additional future analysis is assumed to be necessary for both alternatives, once the final location(s) of 
the storage basin(s) have been identified.  

Public Works has maintained open communication on alternative development with other departments by 
providing updates to the City Council, Public Works Commission, Park and Recreation Commission, and the 
Sustainability Commission during regular hearings. 

Comparison of Alternatives 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a) requires that EIRs “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project 
or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” Thus, the CWP PEIR 
discusses six potential alternatives. Chapter 2 in the PEIR describes the two Program alternatives (the In‐
System Program and the Full Conveyance Program), and Chapter 19 describes four additional alternatives 
(No Project, partial conveyance of wet weather flows, conveyance system replacement program, and 
natural treatment system). The No Project alternative was included, as required by the CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(e). The partial conveyance of wet weather flows and conveyance system replacement alternatives 
were considered during the development of the IWWMP and the Wastewater Treatment Plant and Dale 
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Avenue Pump Station Wet Weather Capacity Analysis and Alternatives Evaluation. The natural treatment 
system alternative was suggested by a commenter at the public scoping meeting. 

The PEIR compares the Program alternatives in two distinct manners: (1) comparing the program’s 
environmental impacts with those of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d)) and (2) identifying the 
environmentally superior alternative (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2)). Of the four additional alternatives 
included in the PEIR, only three met the CWP objectives. The one alternative that did meet the project 
objectives (partial conveyance of wet weather flow) would not lessen the significant and unavoidable 
impacts identified in the two Program alternatives, and it would cost more than either of the two Program 
alternatives; therefore, it was dismissed from further evaluation.  

The CWP objectives, as stated in Section 1.2 of the PEIR are as follows: 

 Provide adequate system capacity to efficiently convey and treat the peak wet weather flows. 

 Meet current regulatory requirements regarding blending, SSOs, and I/I reduction. 

 Meet anticipated future regulatory requirements, including total nitrogen and total phosphorous 
concentrations, pathogens, and recycled water use. 

 Meet San Mateo’s sustainability objectives, including more efficient use of energy and recycled water. 

 Provide space planning to support implementation of projects addressing the objectives above within 
the limitations of the sites available for WWTP facilities. 

The chief purpose of the analysis of alternatives in the PEIR is to identify ways to reduce or avoid the 
significant environmental impacts of the program as proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(b)). CEQA 
requires that the EIR “include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.”(CEQA Guidelines §151236.6(d)). Such “meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison” does not require quantification of the alternatives’ impacts. 
Expressing the comparison in terms of greater or lesser impacts informs decision makers of the relative 
environmental tradeoffs of the alternatives in comparison to the proposed project. When an alternative 
would have a significant environmental impact that the proposed project would not, the PEIR must discuss 
that impact, but “in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.” (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(d)). The level of detail that CEQA requires for the analysis of alternatives is determined by the level 
of detail (or generality) appropriate to the proposed project under review. Given the programmatic 
approach to evaluating the CWP, the level of detail was sufficient.  
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Letter 1, California Department of 
Transportation 

 

Response to Comment 1-1 
The Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be submitted to Caltrans prior 
to submittal of any encroachment permit applications. The TMP will be 
prepared in accordance with the TMP requirements of each 
corresponding jurisdiction. 

Response to Comment 1-2 
Prior to conducting any work that encroaches onto a State right‐of‐
way, project proponents will obtain an encroachment permit from 
Caltrans. 
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Letter 1, continued 
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Letter 2, State Water Resources Control 
Board 
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Letter 2, continued 
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Letter 2, continued 

 
 

Response to Comment 2-1 
Construction of facilities is anticipated to begin in 2017. The PEIR has 
been revised to correct inconsistency in project construction start 
dates; see revisions on pages 2‐14, 4‐8, and 16‐6 in the FEIR.  

Response to Comment 2-2 
The PEIR has been revised to correct the year the site surveys took 
place (2015); see revision on page 5‐9 in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-3 
The PEIR has been revised to correctly refer to Table 14‐1, Summary of 
Public Services Impacts; see page 14‐3 in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-4 
The PEIR has been revised to reflect that Mitigation Measure 16‐1 
“would” reduce the level of impact from Impact 16‐1; see Appendix G, 
Changes to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report. 

Response to Comment 2-5 
The PEIR has been revised to correctly refer to Table 17‐1; Summary of 
Utilities Impacts, see Appendix G, Changes to the Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Response to Comment 2-6 
The PEIR has been revised to correctly indicate the level of impacts for 
Impacts 17‐1, 17‐2, 17‐5, and 17‐6 in Table 17‐1. See Appendix G, 
Changes to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report. 

Response to Comment 2-7 
As stated on page 1‐6 of the PEIR, “The City of San Mateo intends to 
apply to the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
Program for funding of some CWP projects.” When the City has 
applied, a copy of required permits, including a permit for fill of 
wetlands and a Streambed Alteration Agreement (if applicable), will be 
submitted with the application. 
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Letter 2, continued 

 
 

Response to Comment 2-8 
At the time the City intends to apply for SRF funding, the City will 
provide the listed documents to the SWRCB. 
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Letter 3, San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development 
Commission  

 

Response to Comment 3-1 
The PEIR has been revised to include the McAteer‐Petris Act under 
subheading 5.2.2, State Regulations. Subheading numbers have been 
revised accordingly, see Appendix G, Changes to the Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report.  

On page 5‐7, moved Section 5.2.3.1 McAteer‐Petris Act to the end of 
Section 5.2.2, State Regulations (assigned new heading number 
5.2.2.11) and renumbered all heading numbers under 5.2.3, Local 
Regulations. 

Response to Comment 3-2 
Currently, pedestrian facilities near the WWTP consist of a few non‐
continuous sidewalks, nearby Class I bike paths, and crosswalks at 
signalized intersections. Sidewalks exist along the west side of Detroit 
Drive from J. Hart Clinton Drive to the Class I bike path adjacent to the 
WWTP Site. There are no sidewalks along the frontage of the WWTP 
Site. Mitigation Measure 11‐1, as included in the PEIR, allows for 
pedestrian and bicycle access around the WWTP. Specifically, the 
measure states:  

“The City shall identify and establish a pedestrian and bicycle access 
route around the WWTP Site to allow pedestrians and bicyclists to 
traverse between residential and recreation uses to the east and west 
of the WWTP Site. Different routes may be used for temporary access 
during construction and for permanent access. The route shall meet all 
applicable health and safety codes and include clear signage to direct 
users to the route. Route options include a new access trail between 
the southern wall of the WWTP and Leslie Creek; a pedestrian/bike 
bridge over Leslie Creek to connect to existing recreation areas; and a 
designated pathway from Dale Avenue parcel north on Detroit Drive to 
Joinville Park Road and south.” 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 16‐1 includes the preparation of a 
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to minimize impacts on pedestrian and  
bicycle paths during construction of projects included in the CWP. As 
part of the TMP, measures will be included to allow for pedestrian 
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Letter 3, continued  

 

Response to Comment 3-2, continued 
detour plans and for maintained access to transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities along project routes.  

Furthermore, as stated in Master Response #1, at the time of the PEIR, 
the anticipated location of the WWTP was provided, but other details 
of the WWTP were not fully developed (for example facility placement, 
landscaping details, and building heights), and full analysis would be 
too speculative. Therefore, when the WWTP is proposed for 
implementation, the City will review the project in subsequent CEQA 
analysis as necessary, which will include an analysis of potential 
impacts on shoreline public access and compliance with the McAteer‐
Petris Act and BCDC policies, as appropriate. 

Response to Comment 3-3 
As of the California Supreme Court ruling California Building Industry 
Assoc. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Dec. 17, 2015), 
“CEQA generally does not require an analysis of how existing 
environmental conditions will impact a project’s future users or 
residents.” Rather, analysis is limited to how the CWP might exacerbate 
existing environmental hazards. The ruling cites the CEQA statute and 
§15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines: “An EIR shall identify and focus on 
the significant environmental effects of the proposed project. In 
assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the 
lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the 
existing physical conditions in the affected area….” Thus, the PEIR is not 
required to address potential future sea level rise impacts on the CWP. 
However, as stated in Master Response #1, at the time of the PEIR the 
anticipated location of the WWTP was provided, but other details of 
the WWTP were not fully developed (for example facility placement, 
landscaping details, and building heights), and full analysis would be 
too speculative. Therefore, when the WWTP is proposed for 
implementation, the City will review the project in subsequent CEQA 
analysis as necessary, and will include an analysis of the project’s 
potential to exacerbate existing environmental hazards, as appropriate. 
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Letter 3, continued  Response to Comment 3-3, continued 
The treatment plant is currently protected by an accredited and 
certifiable (i.e., meets Federal Emergency Management Agency 
criteria) levee system for sea level rise estimated through year 2030; 
accommodations to this system are being planned by the City to meet 
year 2100 sea level rise projections. However, all new critical WWTP 
facilities (e.g., structures containing electronics necessary for WWTP 
operation and buildings occupied by staff) that may be at risk for 
inundation from sea level rise due to levee failure will be designed to 
accommodate 3 feet of sea level rise.    
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Letter 3, continued 

 

Response to Comment 3-4 
Please see response to Comment 3‐3 and Master Response #1. At the 
time of the PEIR the anticipated location of the WWTP was provided, 
but other details of the WWTP were not fully developed (for example 
facility placement, landscaping details, and building heights), and full 
analysis would be too speculative. Therefore, when the WWTP is 
proposed for implementation, the City will review the project in 
subsequent CEQA analysis, as appropriate. 

Response to Comment 3-5 
Please see response to Comment 3‐3 and Master Response #1. It is not 
expected that additional shoreline protection beyond the efforts 
currently being evaluated and planned by the City of San Mateo will be 
required. 
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Letter 3, continued 
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Letter 4, Susan Rowinski  

 

Response to Comment 4-1 
The decision on the project’s merits will be made by the agency’s 
decision makers, who will consider all the public comments. 

Response to Comment 4-2 
The Draft PEIR was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act. At the time of the preparation of the PEIR, there was no 
federal action requiring the preparation of documentation under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The PEIR recognizes that the 
City intends to seek funding for some projects under the Clean Water 
and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Program; therefore, the PEIR 
includes an additional environmental review that meets certain federal 
requirements. 

The role of a federal agency in the NEPA process depends on the 
agency's expertise and relationship to a proposed action. The agency 
carrying out the federal action is responsible for complying with the 
requirements of NEPA. When the City seeks a federal approval 
requiring the preparation of a NEPA document, the appropriate federal 
lead agency will be selected at that time. The City cannot request, and 
does not have the authority to control which federal agency should be 
the lead agency under NEPA. 
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Letter 5, Steve Carlson  

 

Response to Comment 5-1 
As stated in §15082(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) is required to include a project description, project 
location, and probable environmental effects of the project. The NOP 
that was released for the draft programmatic environmental impact 
statement (DPEIR) for the San Mateo Clean Water Program (CWP) 
meets this criteria. According to Appendix L of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the Notice of Availability (NOA) should include the project title and 
location, project description, lead agency information, and information 
pertaining to the location of available documents and review period, as 
well as contact information. The NOA that was released for the DPEIR 
meets this criteria. Additionally, at the request of the Public Works 
Commission, the NOA was issued on three separate occasions (October 
20, 2015, December 4, 2015, and December 19, 2015) to ensure 
complete coverage of those potentially affected by project activities. 

Response to Comment 5-2 
Both notices included a short description of the CWP, including the 
wastewater collection and treatment aspects of the CWP alternatives. 

Response to Comment 5-3 
The description in the NOP and NOA provided the information about 
proposed facility locations for the CWP alternatives to the extent that 
they are known. The NOP included a location map (Figure 1) showing 
the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) service area and the location 
of the WWTP. At the time of the release of the NOP, precise location 
details regarding the collection system projects and in-system storage 
projects were unknown; however, the description contained in the 
NOP indicates that the CWP would increase the capacity of the sewer 
pipe system and provided general location details to the extent that 
they were known, thus indicating that the project location(s) would 
potentially occur throughout the service area indicated on Figure 1. 
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Letter 5, continued  Response to Comment 5-3, continued 
As discussed in Master Response 1, precise location details for some of 
the project facilities are still under development. When additional 
subsequent CEQA evaluation is conducted, noticing will occur for those 
documents, as appropriate, and will include more comprehensive and 
site-specific project location details. 

Response to Comment 5-4 
The NOA stated that the public hearing would be held at the Public 
Works Commission Meeting. This comment was also made at the 
November 12, 2015 Public Works Commission meeting. Consequently, 
at the request of the Public Works Commission, two additional public 
hearings, with revised noticing that included the address of the 
meeting location, were held on December 9, 2015, and January 13, 
2016. 

Response to Comment 5-5 
As stated in §15082(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, the NOP is required 
to include a project description, project location, and probable 
environmental effects of the project. The NOP that was released meets 
this criteria. As stated in Appendix L of the CEQA Guidelines, the NOA 
should include the project title and location, project description, lead 
agency information, and information pertaining to the location of 
available documents and review period, as well as contact information. 
The NOA that was released for the CWP meets this criteria. 

Noticing documents are not required to describe the intended use of 
the comments received during the scoping or public review process. 
However, at the Scoping Meeting and the three public hearings, 
explanations were provided to attendees regarding the intended use of 
the oral and written comments. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a), the City evaluated all comments on the DPEIR that were 
received during the review period and is including written responses to 
comments in the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
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Letter 5, continued 

 

Response to Comment 5-6 
Neither the NOA nor the NOP are required to describe the City’s 
decision making process. During the scoping meeting and the three 
public hearings that were held to take comments on the DPEIR, the 
CEQA process and general timelines for the release of the final 
programmatic impact report and the City’s review and decision process 
were presented to attendees. As explained in those meetings, the City 
is the lead agency under CEQA. The Public Works Commission was 
tasked with overseeing the CEQA process; however, the City Council 
will be the final decision maker with respect to the CWP and 
certification of the DPEIR.  

The DPEIR also recognizes that subsequent discretionary approvals, 
including land use decisions, may be required as individual CWP 
projects are proposed for implementation in the future. The review of 
these projects would proceed under the City’s established discretionary 
review process outlined in the San Mateo Municipal Code and will 
include any required subsequent environmental review under CEQA. 
Please see Section 1.5 (Uses of This Document) and Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-7 
The City’s planning department has provided input on the DPEIR, as 
well as advice regarding which permit(s) will be required to implement 
CWP facilities. See also response to Comment 5-6.  

Additionally, the Public Works Department has communicated 
consistently with the City Council, Public Works Commission, Parks and 
Recreation Commission, Sustainability Commission, and home owner 
associations throughout the City during development of the 
alternatives as well as development of the DPEIR. 
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-8 
At the December 9, 2015 Public Works Commission meeting, the 
decision was made to extend the public comment period for the DPEIR. 
The public comment period was from October 20, 2015 to January 22, 
2016, for a total review period of 94 days. See also response to 
Comment 5-4. 

Response to Comment 5-9 
The NOP was signed by Brad Underwood, Public Works Director. 
Additionally, the Notice of Completion that was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse lists Brad Underwood as the primary contact for the EIR. 
The NOA was not signed by either the City or the City’s consultant. All 
noticing documentation is reviewed and approved by Public Works 
Director and CWP Program Manager. 

Response to Comment 5-10 
The commenter does not specify which document is being referring to; 
however, in order to address the comment, it is assumed that the 
commenter is referring to the NOA. The NOA provided all required 
information listed in §15087(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. See response 
to Comment 5-1. 
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Letter 5, continued 

 

Response to Comment 5-11 
At the December 9, 2015, Public Works Commission meeting, the 
decision was made to extend the public comment period for the DPEIR 
to January 22, 2016. The NOA provided all required information listed 
in §15087(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, at the Scoping 
Meeting and the three public hearings, explanations were provided to 
attendees regarding the CWP, the CEQA process and DPEIR approach, 
alternatives (including proposed projects and project locations), 
resources that were evaluated, an impact summary, and a general 
timeline of future steps. 

Response to Comment 5-12 
The City is in the process of developing and approving a program to 
upgrade its wastewater infrastructure. Section 1.3 (California 
Environmental Quality Act Environmental Review Process) states: 
“This document is both a DPEIR [Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report] and a project EIR because it studies both the CWP to be 
implemented over multiple years as a set of related projects and two 
individual projects currently defined in the CWP.”  

Specific design and construction approaches for projects will be 
determined when projects move further into the design phase. As 
described in Master Response 1, future CWP projects (other than the 
New Headworks Project and Primary Clarifier Project) will undergo 
subsequent environmental review, as necessary to ensure projects are 
in compliance with CEQA. This will allow a more precise and focused 
analysis of those elements of the CWP that were not fully developed at 
the time of the release of the DPEIR. 

Response to Comment 5-13 
See Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment 5-14 
The individual projects included in the DPEIR are all part of the larger 
CWP. The DPEIR is a first-tier, programmatic EIR and, therefore, it is 
appropriate to include all of the projects, as practicable, in the DPEIR 
analysis. See also the response to Comment 5-12 and Master   
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Letter 5, continued 
 

Response to Comment 5-14, continued 
Response 1. In addition, as stated in Impact 4-4 in the DPEIR, the in-
system storage basins would be used a few times a year during large 
storm events. The facilities would be sealed, with all air vented through 
a carbon scrubber or similar odor filtering system. 
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Letter 5, continued 
 

  

Response to Comment 5-15 
The City agrees that odor is an important issue. The potential for odor 
impacts as well as mitigation of such impacts is dependent on the 
design of the facility, the specifics of which is not included in the CWP 
DPEIR, but will be proposed at a future date. The appropriate 
mechanism to reduce odors will be determined upon further design 
and evaluation of the facility. See also Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-16 
Existing aboveground land uses on the property(ies) where in-system 
storage would be sited would essentially remain unchanged. 
Additionally, historical sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) and hydraulic 
flow models were used to determine the best facility location(s) within 
the sanitary sewer system to prevent current and projected future 
potential SSOs. The projects that were identified included those that 
would provide the greatest improvement to the system while 
addressing multiple issues. The locations of the facilities, such as the in-
system storage basins, are based on their ability to help address 
ongoing SSOs. In order to site facilities in areas that would be “far away 
from the built community,” additional substantial infrastructure 
changes would be required and would be technically infeasible. See 
also response to Comment 5-7, Master Response 1, and Master 
Response 2. 

The CEQA Guidelines state “[e]conomic or social effects of a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR 
may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
a project to physical changes cause in turn by the economic or social 
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be 
analyzed in any greater detail than necessary to trace the chain of 
cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical 
changes” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15131(a); see also 
CEQA Guidelines §15064(e). Thus, the CEQA Guidelines require analysis 
of socioeconomic effects only to the extent that those effects result in 
reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment. 
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-16, continued 
Additionally, as discussed in Master Response 1, when projects not 
fully covered under the DPEIR are proposed for implementation, the 
City will conduct subsequent environmental review, as required, 
including appropriate planning approvals. 

Response to Comment 5-17 
See Master Response 2 regarding the alternative analysis and selection 
of alternatives for the DPEIR. The City’s Web site 
(http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/index.aspx?nid=137) contains a link 
with basic information about the CWP. The Web site also has a link that 
directs users to the City’s CWP Web site 
(http://www.cleanwaterprogramsanmateo.org/) where an electronic 
copy of the DPEIR is available.  

In addition to the City, the Town of Hillsborough, and Crystal Springs 
County Sanitation District were party to the CDO that was administered 
by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.  

To begin addressing the CDO, Hillsborough and Crystal Springs County 
Sanitation District are in the process of replacing the main trunk line, 
because of insufficient flow capacity in the existing connector trunk line 
called the Crystal Springs/El Cerrito sewer trunk (Town of Hillsborough, 
2016). Hillsborough is also conducting a voluntary lateral repair or 
replacement program, where residents can apply for low-interest loans 
to help pay for the repair or replacement of their sewer line (Town of 
Hillsborough, 2016).  

The commenter is incorrect in the assertion that the Town of 
Hillsborough is implementing a complete collection system 
replacement program similar to the DPEIR alternative described in 
Section 19.4 (Conveyance System Replacement Program). See Master 
Response 2. Hillsborough is only replacing an undersized flow capacity 
trunk line connector and some laterals where residents can apply for 
replacement or repair funding. This does not include the entire 
collection system envisioned in the alternative described in 
Section 19.4. 

http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/index.aspx?nid=137
http://www.cleanwaterprogramsanmateo.org/
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-17, continued 
Both CWP alternatives include similar features, including the repair and 
replacement of pipelines (with pipeline sizing varying by alternative) 
and underground storage of peak wet weather flows. Storage options 
identified for either option occur at different locations in the overall 
system. For the in-system alternative, storage is required farther up 
from the Dale Avenue Pump Station; storage for the full conveyance 
alternative occurs exclusively at or adjacent to the WWTP. See also 
Master Response 1 about the siting criteria with regard to 
environmental justice. 

The commenter has not provided a clear definition of the term “hybrid 
alternative.” Therefore, a direct response to the comment that the City 
did not develop a “hybrid alternative” is not appropriate. 

Response to Comment 5-18 
The project description in the DPEIR is adequate and meets the 
requirements of CEQA (see §15124, Project Description in the CEQA 
Guidelines). The purpose of the project description is to describe the 
project location; project objectives; and the project’s technical, 
economic, and environmental characteristics. CEQA does not require 
the project description to include a discussion of the issues that 
resulted in the development of the project, nor does CEQA require that 
project descriptions include projects that have been conducted in 
surrounding communities. Each city within the service area that 
discharges to the WWTP is required to maintain its own sanitary 
collection system. Overall program development and design includes 
efforts conducted by communities that use the City’s WWTP facilities, 
so the City can design for expected flow capacities from surrounding 
communities.  

Response to Comment 5-19 
The commenter does not specify which document is being referring to; 
however, in order to address the comment, it is assumed that the 
commenter is referring to the NOA. The NOA provides sufficient project  
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-19, continued 
description information, as specified by §15087(c)(1). See also 
response to Comments 5-1, 5-5, 5-10, and 5-11. 
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Letter 5, continued 

  

Response to Comment 5-20 
Although cost was a factor in the selection of the alternatives, CEQA 
does not require an EIR to consider the cost of the proposed project or 
the alternatives as significant effects on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines §15131). 

Response to Comment 5-21 
The DPEIR establishes required program-wide mitigation that will be 
implemented for the entirety of the CWP. Subsequent environmental 
review for individual projects under the CWP may identify additional 
mitigation measures that would be required for that project to further 
reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. 
However, the measures presented in the DPEIR serve as the general 
mitigation required for the duration of the CWP. Furthermore, if the 
City decides to approve the CWP and certify the DPEIR, the City will be 
required to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP), the purpose of which is to assign responsibility for 
implementing the DPEIR mitigation measures in accordance with the 
DPEIR. See also Master Response 1. 

In addition, the public outreach program is continuing to be enhanced, 
including updates to the CWP and City Web sites, social media (e.g., 
nextdoor.com), and mailings. Neighborhood informational meetings 
are also being conducted as part of the City’s public outreach. The City 
will comply with CEQA noticing requirements for all subsequent 
environmental reviews, as needed. 

Response to Comment 5-22 
Public noticing for the DPEIR occurred on three separate occasions 
(October 20, 2015, December 4, 2015, and December 19, 2015). As  
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-22, continued 
requested by the Public Works Commission at the November 12, 2015, 
meeting, additional noticing and public meetings occurred for the 
DPEIR, and the public review period for the DPEIR was extended to 
January 22, 2016.  

In addition to these public meetings, the public outreach program is 
continuing to be enhanced, including updates to the CWP and City Web 
sites, social media (for example, nextdoor.com), and mailings. 
Neighborhood informational meetings are also being conducted as part 
of the City’s public outreach. Additionally, the City will comply with 
CEQA noticing requirements for all subsequent environmental reviews, 
as needed (see response to Comment 5-3). 

Response to Comment 5-23 
Funding associated with the CWP is outside of the scope of CEQA. 
Information regarding increases in sewer rates will be part of future 
outreach efforts. See also response to Comment 5-22. 

Response to Comment 5-24 
The CEQA Guidelines state “[e]conomic or social effects of a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR 
may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
a project to physical changes cause in turn by the economic or social 
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be 
analyzed in any greater detail than necessary to trace the chain of 
cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical 
changes” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15131(a); see also 
CEQA Guidelines §15064(e). Thus, the CEQA Guidelines require analysis 
of socioeconomic effects only to the extent that those effects, in turn, 
result in reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment. 

Additionally, hydraulic flow capacity assurance within the sanitary 
sewer system to meet SSO elimination requirements in the Cease and  
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-24, continued 
Desist Order (CDO) is the primary driver of facility location(s). Decisions 
regarding the project’s merits will be made by decision makers who 
consider all comments prior to making a decision on the project. Once 
future projects become more developed, the physical effects of the 
project(s) will be analyzed and mitigated, if necessary, as feasible. See 
Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-25 
CEQA does not require an explanation of the reasoning behind the 
selection of projects; however, the locations that are proposed for 
sewer line replacement or repair were based on information collected 
through ongoing studies and modeling that the City is conducting, 
including an I/I study and a pump station and flow monitoring 
condition assessment, as well as hydraulic flow within the sanitary 
sewer system. Proposed sewer line repairs are situated to 
accommodate flows from various areas in the City’s sewer system. 
SSOs may not always manifest at the location of the proposed 
improvements but may be a result of various hydraulic conditions 
caused by the system configuration (e.g., slope and ground surface 
elevation); therefore, suggested repairs may not directly correlate with 
location of an SSO. As discussed in Master Response 1, additional 
analysis will be conducted, as necessary, for future projects, including 
pipeline replacement, as they become more defined.  
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Response to Comment 5-26 
See response to Comment 5-26 and Master Response 2 regarding the 
selection of alternatives for the DPEIR. Both alternatives examine the 
replacement and lining of pipes throughout the sanitary sewer 
collection system, and the locations were selected based on 
information collected through ongoing studies and models that the City 
is conducting, including an I/I study and a pump station and flow 
monitoring condition assessment as well as hydraulic flow within the 
sanitary sewer system.  

Response to Comment 5-27 
See response to Comment 5-22. 
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Response to Comment 5-28 
Figures that were provided in the DPEIR provided enough information 
to evaluate the programmatic level of impacts discussed in the DPEIR. 
However, DPEIR figures have been revised to better show key project 
features presented in Sections 2.2.1.1, 2.2.1.3, and 2.2.1.4 (see 
Appendix G).  

Response to Comment 5-29 
See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-30 
The maps that are described are included in the City’s adopted plans 
and policy documents. These maps are publicly available through the 
City planning department and are available for viewing online at the 
City’s Web site. The bicycle network shown on Figure 16-1 uses data 
supplied by the Metropolitan Transport Commission for the County of 
San Mateo. The data include all known existing bicycle paths; however, 
not all of these routes have been updated in the City’s adopted 2011 
Master Plan. Although the existing network shown on Figure 16-1 
differs from bicycle routes shown in the 2011 Master Plan, it includes 
the most current and comprehensive bicycle route information within 
the project area. 

Response to Comment 5-31 
The map in Appendix A provides information on some SSOs that have 
occurred within the City. This information was pertinent to alternative 
development and is appropriate for use as a reference document. 

Response to Comment 5-32 
Background information regarding the CDO and SSOs was included in 
Section 1.1 (Background). The CDO is a publicly available document and 
can be obtained from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 
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Response to Comment 5-33 
See response to Comments 5-16 and 5-30.  

Response to Comment 5-34 
Figures in the DPEIR provided enough information to evaluate the 
programmatic level of impacts discussed in the DPEIR. However, 
Figure 2-2 has been revised to include Figures 2-2a, 2-2b, and 2-2c. 
Figures 2-2, 2-2a, 2-2b, and 2-2c have been enlarged. Figure 2-2a 
includes only facilities associated with the collection system, and 
pipelines were keyed to the map to show exact locations of the 
descriptions in Section 2.2.1.1 (see revised Figure 2-2a in Appendix G). 

Response to Comment 5-35 
If the In-System Storage Program alternative is selected as the 
preferred alternative, the selected location(s) of storage basin(s) will be 
subject to further CEQA review. At that time, more precise project 
maps and figures will be provided, if necessary. See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-36 
The CWP design team used existing data to assist with the hydraulic 
modeling of the system and the placement and design of new facilities. 
Providing the entirety of the City’s database of collection information is 
outside the scope of an EIR. 

Response to Comment 5-37 
Figures in the DPEIR provided enough information to evaluate the 
programmatic level of impacts discussed in the DPEIR. However, 
Figures 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4, and 10-1 were revised to include project 
details. See revised figures in Appendix G, (Changes to the EIR). 
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Response to Comment 5-38 
The requested figures cannot be made at this time, because 
project-specific location details have not been determined. Once the 
preferred alternative has been selected and projects undergo 
additional design (including placement), a subsequent environmental 
review will include more precise project maps and figures, as 
necessary. See Master Response 1. 
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Letter 5, continued 

 
 

Response to Comment 5-39 
It is expected that as the CWP moves forward, the configuration of the 
selected facilities in each of the alternatives will largely remain as they 
are currently described in the DPEIR. However, subsequent 
environmental review will provide additional analysis for projects that 
are not fully developed, including a more thorough description of 
project details, such as facility locations, potential impacts, and 
additional mitigation, as necessary. See also Master Response 1. 

As the CWP advances, the City intends to maintain an active public 
outreach program to keep residents informed of activities. These 
efforts will include updates to the CWP and City Web sites and mailings 
(see response to Comment 5-22). Additionally, the City will comply with 
CEQA notice requirements for any subsequent environmental review, 
as needed. 

Response to Comment 5-40 
See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-41 
The cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 18 meets the requirements 
of CEQA §15130. The DPEIR provides a cumulative look at potential 
impacts from the program alternatives combined with other past, 
present, and foreseeable development activities within the City. 
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Response to Comment 5-42 
See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-43 
Chapter 2 (Program Description), provides description details and 
locations details, when available, for individual projects included in 
each of the CWP alternatives. Specific location details are provided for 
the WWTP because it will use some existing facilities, and completely 
relocating the WWTP would not be practical.  

Location descriptions of individual projects, to the extent that they are 
known, are included in Section 2.2.1.1 (Proposed New, Extended, and 
Upsized Sanitary Sewer Relief Pipeline Projects) 2.2.1.3 (Rehabilitation 
or Upgrade of Pump Stations), and 2.2.1.4, (In-system Storage Basin). 
Additional location information is provided in Appendix A (Evaluation 
of In-system Storage Location Alternatives for the San Mateo Clean 
Water Program). Also, Chapter 2 includes maps showing locations of 
individual projects, if known, including Figure 2-2 (Collection System 
Projects) and Figure 2-5 (WWTP Site Parcels). However, Figure 2-2 has 
been revised to include Figures 2-2a, 2-2b, and 2-2c (see Appendix G). 

As stated in the DPEIR, the location(s) of each project may be modified 
or determined to be unnecessary. If a new project is included or a 
previously proposed project is modified to an order of magnitude that 
the analysis in the DPEIR is not sufficient, the project will be examined 
to determine the appropriate additional CEQA analysis that should be 
conducted. See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-44 
The DPEIR describes the Subbasin Collection System Rehabilitation, 
Phase I and Phase II in Section 2.2.1.1. The City is in the process of  
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Response to Comment 5-44, continued 
collecting additional data, including conducting an I/I study. Once these 
studies have been completed, the Subbasin Collection System 
Rehabilitation Phase I and Phase II projects will be further developed. If 
proposed for implementation, additional analysis will be conducted to 
determine the appropriate level of CEQA review. See Mater Response 
1. 

Response to Comment 5-45 
See response to Comment 5-43. See also Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-46 
See response to Comment 5-43. See also Master Response 1. 
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Response to Comment 5-47 
Chapter 2 (Program Description) lists all programmatic actions and 
project-level actions that are known at this time. As described in 
Section 3.2, observation points were identified for facilities that would 
have known aboveground facilities, to the extent possible (WWTP and 
Dale Avenue Pump Station). The majority of the remaining facilities 
(e.g., the in-system storage basins and collection pipelines) are 
expected to be underground or would be aesthetically in-line with 
existing facilities (such as electrical and control equipment for pump 
stations). At the time of the release of the DPEIR, 12 in-system storage 
basin locations were proposed. If the In-system Storage Program 
alternative is selected as the preferred alternative, the City expects 
that up to two of the locations will be carried forward for design. The 
in-system storage basin(s) will undergo additional CEQA evaluation and 
additional baseline details and project analysis will be provided, to the 
extent necessary. See also Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-48 
At the time of the release of the DPEIR, specific locations and design 
features of some facilities included in the program alternatives were 
not known. The DPEIR provides general location information for such 
facilities, anticipating that after specific project details (including 
location) are identified, a subsequent environmental review will be 
conducted. See also response to Comment 5-47 and Master 
Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-49 
See response to Comment 5-47. The DPEIR assumes that actions 
proposed at the WWTP would be evaluated to the extent necessary in 
a subsequent project-level analysis and would undergo the City’s 
design review (SPAR) process to ensure compliance with Title 27 of the 
San Mateo Municipal Code. The DPEIR included project-level analyses 
of the New Headworks and Primary Clarifiers. At this time, details of 
the other components associated with the WWTP are under 
development.  
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-49, continued 
The property is zoned for public facility, which allows for building 
heights of up to 65 feet. Although this will represent a change to the 
overall landscape, as stated in Chapter 3 (Aesthetics), mitigation 
measures have been established that would reduce impacts on visual 
character or quality to less than significant levels (see Mitigation 
Measures 3-1, 3-3a, and 3-3b in Section 3.6 of the DPEIR). 
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Response to Comment 5-50 
The DPEIR acknowledges that existing vegetation within the general 
footprint of the future WWTP will be removed in order to 
accommodate construction of the new facilities. Pending formal 
design, no further information is known regarding what vegetation in 
particular would be removed. However, a general footprint of the 
WWTP is provided in the DPEIR. At this time, no landscape plan has 
been developed. The DPEIR assumes that the formal plans for the 
WWTP will be evaluated in a subsequent, project-level CEQA review 
and, as described in response to Comment 5-49, the WWTP will 
undergo the City’s SPAR process. During the SPAR process, landscaping 
requirements will be determined to ensure compliance with Title 27 of 
the San Mateo Municipal Code. 

Response to Comment 5-51 
See response to Comment 5-50. 

Response to Comment 5-52 
Because project-specific mitigation measures often cannot be 
formulated early in the planning process, the DPEIR may include 
policies, standards, or performance criteria governing mitigation 
measures to be included in later environmental review, as required. 
The WWTP will undergo subsequent environmental review, as 
necessary, once project details have been developed. See Master 
Response 1. However, Mitigation Measure 3-1 was included at the 
programmatic level to ensure that the “structure, site plan, and 
landscaping are in scale and harmonious with the character of the 
neighborhood,” which is consistent with the City’s SPAR process and 
includes an evaluation of aesthetic characteristics.  

Response to Comment 5-53 
See response to Comment 5-21. 
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Response to Comment 5-54 
Odors affecting a substantial number of people are considered a 
significant impact under CEQA. To determine if the CWP would create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, the City 
used the standards established in the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) 1999 CEQA Guidelines (see 
Section 4.3.1). For potential odor sources that locate near existing 
sensitive receptors, the determination of significance is based on the 
distance and frequency at which odor complaints from the public have 
occurred in the vicinity of a similar facility. BAAQMD considers a 
substantial number of odor complaints, specifically, more than one 
confirmed complaint per year averaged over a 3-year period or three 
unconfirmed complaints per year averaged over a 3-year period to be 
the indication of an odor impact. A confirmed complaint means that a 
BAAQMD-trained inspector has visited the complainant within 
30 minutes and verified and confirmed the source of the odor. 
Unconfirmed complaint means that BAAQMD was not able to confirm 
the source of the odor. The City found the existing collection systems, 
pump stations, and WWTP to be similar facilities to those proposed in 
the CWP and confirmed with BAAQMD that no records of complaints 
(confirmed or unconfirmed) have been received for the past 3 years for 
any of those facilities. Because these facilities are similar to those 
proposed as part of the CWP, and because they have not met the 
threshold established by BAAQMD for creating objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people, the City concluded that the 
odor impact from the CWP would be less than significant.  

The existing setting description in the resource chapters of the DPEIR 
provide a description of the physical environmental conditions within 
the vicinity of the project, including the method that the City responds 
to odor complaints (see Section 4.1.3). The commenter is correct that 
the DPEIR states that there have been complaints to the City about the 
odor of the WWTP. These complaints are considered community-based 
odor complaints (versus BAAQMD confirmed or unconfirmed 
complaints) and are addressed by the WWTP manager, in compliance 
with the City’s BAAQMD permit.   
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The City quickly responds to community-based odor complaints to 
reduce or eliminate the nuisance level odor. When the City receives a 
complaint about odor from the collection system or WWTP, a facility 
operator or maintenance crew goes out to assess the source of the 
complaint to determine the best method of resolution. In some cases, 
low flows in the collection system during summer or dry weather 
conditions can cause stagnant water to accumulate and cause odors. 
One successful approach is to flush the system upstream from the odor 
emission point with fresh water to help alleviate the source of the odor. 
Odor reduction approaches are reviewed for WWTP odor complaints as 
well. Often, a plant upset can cause an odor impact, and is typically 
resolved as quickly as possible.  
Although the City has determined that the CWP will not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people, it has 
included Mitigation Measure 4-4 to reduce the potential for odor impacts. 
Mitigation Measure 4-4 requires the design, construction, and operation 
of facilities with the potential to generate odors to include odor control 
systems that are sized and operated to be below the limits provided in 
BAAQMD Regulation 9, Rule 2, Inorganic Gaseous Pollutants – Hydrogen 
Sulfide. The City is also in the process of conducting an odor study to 
measure, sample, capture, model, and determine the best way to control 
odors from the existing and new collection systems and from the existing 
and new WWTP facilities. This information will be incorporated into the 
design of new facilities and serve as a roadmap to reduce or eliminate 
odors from sewer system and WWTP sources. The study will look 
holistically at the causes in the collection system and in WWTP processes 
for odors and how to effectively treat, control, or eliminate potential 
nuisance odors from affecting the surrounding community. The study will 
help establish odor reduction requirement criteria for any new design and 
construction of facilities associated with the CWP, as well as establish 
target criteria for the existing WWTP and collection system, including 
pump stations. The potential for odor impacts and the appropriate odor 
controls to mitigate such impacts depend on the design of the facility. 
Therefore, the appropriate mechanism to reduce odors will be determined 
after further design and evaluation of the selected facility.  
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See response to Comment 5-54.  

As stated in Impact 4-4 in the DPEIR, the in-system storage basins 
would be used a few times a year during large storm events. The 
facilities would be sealed, with all air vented through a carbon scrubber 
or similar odor filtering system. This should result in no nuisance odors 
from this basin during usage and clean-up or when awaiting new flows.  

The WWTP currently has several biological odor scrubbers that reduce 
odors. These and all new odor systems will be designed and installed to 
meet community-based nuisance odor reduction requirements 
established by Mitigation Measure 4-4. In addition, the odor study will 
be system-wide to prevent public nuisance-level odors from being 
emitted from the WWTP or the collection system, in compliance with 
Mitigation Measure 4-4. The approaches may include liquid phase 
chemicals to reduce or eliminate collection system odors and/or vapor-
phase odor control scrubbers, including chemical, carbon, and 
biotechnology odor scrubbers in the collection system and the new and 
existing WWTP facilities. 

Response to Comment 5-56 
See response to Comment 5-54. 
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Response to Comment 5-57 
Impact 4-3 in the DPEIR describes impacts on sensitive receptors as 
follows, “Impact 4-2 [referred to in Impact 4-3] concluded that the 
operational emissions from the upgraded WWTP would not be 
substantially different compared with the current emission levels of the 
plant. In addition, expansion of the facilities would be to the north of 
the existing WWTP, away from sensitive receptors. The prevailing 
westerly and northwesterly winds generally would blow any emissions 
away from nearby sensitive resources, which are primarily to the east 
and south. Operation of existing treatment facilities would cease, and 
the facilities would be closed down or removed after the new facilities 
are in use, eliminating them as potential pollutant sources.” The 
greater distance from the sensitive receptors means that the odors, if 
any, will have more time and wind to disperse and dilute before 
reaching sensitive receptors. Because odors disperse and dilute in a 
logarithmic fashion, there is a significant dilution of odor caused by 
wind movement only 50 feet away from the source. 

Final design of the WWTP is not complete; therefore, the exact 
distances of odor and air quality emissions emitting from new WWTP 
facilities to sensitive receptors cannot be provided. However, these 
emission sources, their emission levels, and all potential impacts will be 
fully addressed in BAAQMD permits needed to operate new, modified, 
or existing emission sources (see revised Mitigation Measure 4-4). The 
BAAQMD permitting process takes into account or controls odor and 
air quality impacts on potential sensitive receptors.  

Also, details including the location(s), of in-system storage basin(s) 
cannot be provided at this time, and the DPEIR acknowledges that 
storage basins would provide a potential new source of odor. However, 
as stated in the DPEIR, the in-system storage basin(s) would be used a 
few times a year during large storm events. The facilities would be 
sealed, with all air vented through a carbon scrubber or similar odor 
filtering system.  
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Carbon scrubbers sit passively until they are needed. When triggered, 
they reduce odors instantly. They are sized to remove over 99 percent 
hydrogen sulfide. In addition, activated carbon scrubbers remove non-
hydrogen sulfide odor compounds by 90 percent, which means trace 
odors will be very low, and the fan discharge in combination with 
natural air movement will quickly disperse any trace odors. This 
approach is best in class for controlling odors from storage basins in 
communities. Several storage basins have been recently constructed 
using this approach successfully. City representatives toured five in-
system storage basins in the Seattle area and found that odors were 
not present. The largest basin toured was similar in size to what would 
be needed for the City’s in-system storage basin. The basin had been 
operated at least five times since it was built in 2015. The tour 
reviewed the basin, clean-out process, and odor abatement. Odor 
abatement is accomplished by using carbon scrubbers located in a 
vault, with only a small 2016discharge point coming from the covered 
vault. 

Using these odor control methods will reduce the potential for odor, 
compared to current conditions. The City’s current method allows 
odors to be emitted without controls from the sewer system and 
causes more odor emissions because wastewater can sit and ferment 
in unabated collection pipes while waiting for the pump station to lift it 
to the WWTP, or can overflow into the streets. These situations cause 
immediate odor issues. 

The new Dale Avenue Pump Station would also have lower potential to 
generate odor compared to the existing pump station because the 
pipes will be sized to move the wastewater quickly to the pump 
stations for treatment at the WWTP. Whereas the current pipes 
overflow and cause odor issues, the larger pipes will prevent odors 
from being generated and released in the system.  

See also response to Comment 5-54 and Master Response 1.  
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See responses to Comments 5-54 and 5-57. See also Master 
Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-59 
See responses to Comments 5-54 and 5-57. Details of proposed in-
system storage basin(s) cannot be provided at this time. Any 
information provided would be speculative, because the location and 
design of the facility(ies) has not been completed. See also Master 
Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-60 
No further response is required because the comment does not speak 
to the adequacy of the mitigation provided, which will reduce potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. Project-specific impacts will be 
addressed in a subsequent CEQA review when more information is 
available. See Master Response 1. 
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Response to Comment 5-61 
See response to Comment 5-22. No further response is required 
because the comment does not speak to the ability of the mitigation 
measure to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment 5-62 
See response to Comment 5-54. No further response is required 
because the comment does not speak to the ability of the mitigation 
measure to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. As 
stated in Mitigation Measure 4-4, the odor control system shall be 
sized and operated such that emissions are below BAAQMD 
Regulation 9, Rule 2, Inorganic Gaseous Pollutants, which would limit 
hydrogen sulfide below 0.06 parts per million (ppm) averaged over 
three consecutive minutes or 0.03 ppm averaged over any 60 
consecutive minutes in any 24-hour period. 
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Response to Comment 5-63 
Comment noted. No further response is required because the 
comment does not speak to the ability of the mitigation measure to 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment 5-64 
Comment noted. No further response is required because the 
comment does not speak to the ability of the mitigation measure to 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

Response to Comment 5-65 
Comment noted. No further response is required because the 
comment does not speak to the ability of the mitigation measure to 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  
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Response to Comment 5-66 
All applicable load cases would be considered during design and 
construction of tanks located on the WWTP and the in-system storage 
basin(s). The tank(s) and tank anchorage design would accommodate 
sloshing (in-tank seiche) based on the design-level peak ground 
accelerations established for the project. These designs are typically 
implemented by the tank manufacturer, and would be reviewed and 
approved by the governing agency or their technical representatives. 
The in-system storage basin(s) will also be designed to accommodate 
sloshing, similar to tank(s), but they will be cast-in-place underground 
concrete basin(s) and will be designed after geotechnical investigations 
have been conducted. However, because in-system storage basin(s) 
have not undergone design, analysis of potential impacts from 
seismically induced in-tank seiche would be too speculative; therefore, 
subsequent CEQA review will occur when more information is 
available. 

Response to Comment 5-67 
Vibration hazards during construction are typically an issue when the 
construction takes place immediately adjacent to a sensitive structure. 
A site-specific geotechnical report (see Mitigation Measure 7-1) for the 
project would identify sensitive structures in close proximity to the 
improvements. If warranted, construction techniques would be 
selected that would minimize the hazard, and vibration monitoring 
would be implemented during construction to verify that the City’s 
established vibration thresholds are not exceeded. Additional 
suggested mitigation is not required because Mitigation Measure 7-1 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment 5-68 
The project will be designed and constructed and will fully comply with 
the latest California Building Code (CBC), as required by the City of San 
Mateo Building Department. The CBC seismic design requirements 
would preclude catastrophic failure during the design-level seismic 
accelerations established for the project. See also response to 
Comment 3-3.  
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All projects associated with the CWP will be designed and constructed 
and will fully comply with the latest CBC, as required by the City of San 
Mateo Building Department. Additionally, the DPEIR assumes that 
future projects will undergo subsequent CEQA review. At that time, 
additional details regarding individual projects will be known and the 
analysis and mitigation regarding potential impacts from seismic events 
will be provided, if necessary. Geotechnical analysis will be required for 
all improvements at the Detroit Drive site and in-system storage 
structures. In addition, according to Mitigation Measure 7-1, The City 
and its design engineers shall perform site-specific geotechnical and 
engineering studies required by General Plan Policy S 1.1. See Master 
Response 1.  
Response to Comment 5-70 
As part of permitting and design requirements, geotechnical and 
engineering studies must be performed by qualified firms or individuals 
licensed by the State of California. Permitting requirements established 
by the City of San Mateo Building Department will ensure compliance 
with all applicable building standards. The mitigation specified in 
Mitigation Measure 7-1 is sufficient to address the potential geologic 
and geotechnical impacts. Additionally, upon approval and certification 
of the DPEIR, the City will adopt a MMRP, the purpose of which is to 
ensure that responsibility of implementation of the mitigation 
measures occurs in accordance with the CWP. 
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Response to Comment 5-71 
 Compliance with all SWPPP requirements by the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board are part of permitting prior to 
any construction activities that are greater than 1 acre. Mitigation 
Measure 7-2 is sufficient to address potential impacts from soil erosion 
and loss of topsoil that may occur from construction. 

Response to Comment 5-72 
Ensuring that SWPPPs are fully functioning as intended and designed, is 
part of the permit requirements established by the City. Regular 
inspections and maintenance of all erosion control measures are 
required to ensure compliance with the permit. The mitigation 
specified in Mitigation Measure 7-2 is sufficient to address potential 
impacts from soil erosion and loss of topsoil that may occur from 
construction. Additionally, upon approval and certification of the 
DPEIR, the City will adopt a MMRP, the purpose of which is to ensure 
that responsibility of implementation of the mitigation measures 
occurs in accordance with the program. 
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Response to Comment 5-73 
The existing setting description in the resource chapters of the DPEIR 
provide a description of the physical environmental conditions within 
the vicinity of the project. Included in the description is a list of plans 
and programs that are in place that would manage hazardous materials 
at the WWTP. The plans are publicly available, and can be accessed by 
a request to the City. Since 2007 there have been two non-sewage 
related releases at the WWTP have been reported to the California 
Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES). The first release occurred on 
October 3, 2013, and was reported as follows “Caller states an 
unknown amount of sodium hypochlorite heavily diluted with water 
discharged into San Francisco Bay due to a mechanical malfunction at 
the plant. During a time period of 69 minutes, there was no more than 
1.5 ppm of sodium hypochlorite released in a plant waste water flow 
rate of 5.5 mgd (million gallons per day) of partially treated waste 
water” (Cal OES, 2016). The second release occurred on October 6, 
2013, and was reported as follows: “RP states that a sodium bisulfate 
was not pumping for a maximum duration of about 30 minutes. 
Resulting in a positive chlorine residual of 1.75 milligrams per litter [sic] 
thus violating zero discharge of chlorine” (Cal OES, 2016).No injuries 
were reported for either release.  

To operate the WWTP, the City is required to comply with federal, state, 
and local policies related to the handling and use of hazardous materials. 
These include, but are not limited to, permits through the County Public 
Health Department for the storage of hazardous materials in 
underground and aboveground storage tanks, compliance with California 
Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.5, and California Code of 
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5. The San Mateo County Underground 
Storage Tank Program requires that the City do the following: 

• Possess a valid operating permit 
• Conduct routine testing 
• Maintain equipment 
• Prepare an approved leak-response plan 
• Upgrade tank systems, as required  
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Response to Comment 5-73 
It is expected that, once expansion efforts have been completed, 
operations relative to the use of hazardous materials at the WWTP will 
not significantly change from existing conditions. However any new 
material(s) used at the WWTP would be regulated under these existing 
policies. As such, hazardous materials will be stored with proper 
containment, and spills will be handled and reported as required by 
laws governing their use. 

Additionally, locations of contaminated sites within the project area are 
available through public databases (for example, California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control’s Envirostor Web site). However, once the 
final location(s) of facilities are identified, additional information 
regarding known contaminated sites will be included in a subsequent 
environmental review, as appropriate. See also Master Response 1. 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 9-3, (as amended, see Appendix G) 
provides an effective process by which the City will identify and handle 
contaminated materials that may be present on project sites. 

Response to Comment 5-74 
As stated in Impact 9-3, the WWTP is not currently listed in the 
GeoTracker, the EnviroFacts/EnviroMapper, or the EnviroStor 
databases. Therefore, the assumption at this time is that the soil on 
Detroit Drive does not contain hazard soils. However, in the event that 
soils are identified as hazardous, Mitigation Measure 9-3, provides an 
effective process by which the City will identify and handle hazardous 
waste. See also response to comment 5-73.  
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Response to Comment 5-75 
The DPEIR assumes that existing facilities at the WWTP and the 
collection system may contain asbestos and lead. Implementation of 
established standards, such as those described in Mitigation 
Measure 9-1, will effectively reduce impacts from exposure. In 
addition, the handling these materials according to Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA) and City policies will reduce the 
potential impact from exposure to a less than significant level. See also 
response to Comment 5-73 and Master Response 1.  
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Response to Comment 5-76 
The DPEIR provides a description of expected uses of hazardous 
materials for both program alternatives and the New Headworks and 
Primary Clarifiers projects. Additional analysis is anticipated to occur 
for other elements of the selected alternative. Once final locations 
have been identified, a more detailed description of the process by 
which facilities will operate, including potential impacts related to the 
use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials will be 
discussed, as necessary. See also response to Comment 5-73, and 
Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment 5-77 
The mitigation measure specified in Mitigation Measure 9-3 (as 
amended, see Appendix G) provides an effective process, including the 
handling of these materials, in accordance with OSHA and City policies 
to reduce potential impacts from the construction of projects in areas 
containing hazardous materials to a less than significant level. 
Materials located on Detroit Drive will be assessed and handled as 
specified in Mitigation Measure 9-3. See also Master Response 1. 



 

WT0216161127RDD 39 

Letter 5, continued 

 
 

Response to Comment 5-78 
See response to Comment 5-75. 

Response to Comment 5-79 
See response to Comment 5-75. 

Response to Comment 5-80 
Comment noted. No further response is required because the 
comment does not speak to the ability of the mitigation measure to 
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. Project-specific 
impacts related to interference with emergency response plans will be 
addressed in a subsequent CEQA review, as necessary, when more 
information is available.  
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Response to Comment 5-81 
The DPEIR has been revised to show that the land use designation for 
the Cal Water site is “Utilities” (see Appendix G). 

Response to Comment 5-82 
Although the zoning code definition of “Public Utility” doesn’t 
specifically address wastewater, the zoning code allows the planning 
commission to issue special use permits to other non-designated uses 
that are virtually identical to specifically allowed uses (San Mateo 
Municipal Code Section 27.74.020).  

Response to Comment 5-83 
See response to Comment 5-82. 

Response to Comment 5-84 
See response to Comment 5-82. 

Response to Comment 5-85 
See response to Comment 5-82. 
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Response to Comment 5-86 
The CEQA Guidelines state that “[e]conomic or social effects of a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 
An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision 
on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting 
from a project to physical changes cause in turn by the economic or 
social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not 
be analyzed in any greater detail than necessary to trace the chain of 
cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical 
changes” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15131(a); see also 
CEQA Guidelines §15064(e). Thus, the CEQA Guidelines require analysis 
of socioeconomic effects only to the extent that those effects, in turn, 
result in reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment. 
The impact analysis in the DPEIR has adequately analyzed physical 
impacts on the environment. 

Additionally, the DPEIR recognizes that, because the final location(s) of 
the in-system storage facility(ies) has not been identified, subsequent 
CEQA evaluation will occur to provide additional analysis regarding 
compatibility of the facility(ies) with the surrounding area. See also 
Master Response 1 and response to Comment 5-83.  

Response to Comment 5-87 
See response to Comment 5-86 and Master Responses 1 and 2. 

Response to Comment 5-88 
See response to Comment 5-83. 
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Response to Comment 5-89 
To the extent that potential noise impacts are known, the analysis 
provided in the DPEIR is complete, and appropriate mitigation has been 
identified to reduce potential impacts to the extent possible. 

Response to Comment 5-90 
The analysis relied on published noise levels of common construction 
equipment and applied those to reasonable assumptions regarding 
anticipated construction activities for the CWP. An acoustical study of 
areas where construction activities will occur would not substantially 
lessen potentially significant impacts. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 12-1 incorporates measures to reduce the impact of 
construction noise. However, even with these measures in place, the 
impact is expected to be significant. 

As stated in Section 2.2.2.2 (New Headworks and Primary Clarifiers 
Projects) in the Draft PEIR, the new headwords could be partially or 
completely enclosed and the primary clarifiers would be covered. As 
described in Impact 12-2, operational noise from the new WWTP, 
including the new headworks and primary clarifiers, are not expected 
to cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. 
However, Mitigation Measure 12-2 states that acoustical measures will 
be considered and implemented for operation of the CWP facilities, as 
appropriate, and will be incorporated as the design progresses for each 
CWP element.  

Response to Comment 5-91 
See response to Comment 5-90. 
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Response to Comment 5-92 
See response to Comment 5-90. Existing ambient noise levels are 
determined by the existing uses surrounding a project site. If selected 
as the preferred alternative, once the location(s) of the in-system 
storage basin(s) has (have) been identified, subsequent CEQA 
evaluation will occur at a site-specific level to provide additional 
background noise data and analysis. The majority of the construction 
noise and vibration relative to in-system storage basin(s) is expected to 
be attributed to construction activities. Mitigation Measure 12-3 would 
help to reduce impacts from construction noise and vibration; 
however, construction impacts are expected to be significant and 
unavoidable even when mitigation is implemented. Additionally, as 
stated in the DPEIR, when construction is complete, the equipment 
that would be used in the In-System Storage Program would be “well 
balanced and designed to produce very low vibration levels throughout 
the life of the facilities.” Therefore, no significant noise and vibration 
impacts are expected from project operations. 

Response to Comment 5-93 
It is expected that construction activities for the entire CWP will be 
ongoing over a period of 10 to 20 years. The construction duration for 
the new headworks and primary clarifier projects is expected to last 
approximately 3 years. A vibration impact study of areas where 
construction activities will take place would not substantially lessen 
potentially significant impacts. Appropriate mitigation measures have 
been proposed to reduce impacts from noise and vibrations; however, 
construction impacts are expected to be significant and unavoidable 
even when mitigation is implemented. See also response to 
Comment 5-90. 

Response to Comment 5-94 
See response to Comment 5-86. 
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In addition to the City, the Town of Hillsborough, and Crystal Springs 
County Sanitation District were party to the CDO that was administered 
by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.  

To begin addressing the CDO, Hillsborough and Crystal Springs County 
Sanitation District are in the process of replacing the main trunk line, 
because of insufficient flow capacity in the existing connector trunk 
line, called the Crystal Springs/El Cerrito sewer trunk (Town of 
Hillsborough, 2016). Hillsborough is also conducting a voluntary lateral 
repair or replacement program, where residents can apply for low-
interest loans to help pay for the repair or replacement of their sewer 
line (Town of Hillsborough, 2016).  

The commenter is incorrect in the assertion that the Town of 
Hillsborough is implementing a complete collection system 
replacement program similar to the DPEIR alternative described in 
Section 19.4 (Conveyance System Replacement Program). See Master 
Response 2. Hillsborough is only replacing an undersized flow capacity 
trunk line connector and some laterals where residents can apply for 
replacement or repair funding. This does not include the entire 
collection system envisioned in the alternative described in 
Section 19.4. 

However, the Conveyance System Replacement Program Alternative 
would require repair or replacement of a significantly larger number of 
pipelines throughout the City’s collection system than the two program 
alternatives. The Conveyance System Replacement Program Alternative 
would result in significant, unavoidable noise and vibration impacts 
similar to those described for the two program alternatives, because of 
temporary exceedances of the noise level limits established in the San 
Mateo Municipal Code. This would be a significant, unavoidable 
impact; therefore this alternative is not considered environmentally 
superior to the two program alternatives. 
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Response to Comment 5-96 
Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potential impacts 
to the extent possible. The suggested measures would not further 
substantially lessen potentially significant impacts from construction 
noise and vibrations. It would be infeasible for the City to provide 
acoustic rated windows, doors, and fences because of the cost, time, 
and legal considerations.  

In addition, upon approval and certification of the DPEIR, the City will 
adopt an MMRP to ensure that mitigation measures are implemented 
in accordance with the Program. 

Response to Comment 5-97 
The suggested mitigation does not speak to the adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation in the DPEIR and does not suggest how the noise 
impacts could be further reduced. Mitigation Measure 12-1b includes 
the establishment of a noise hotline; however, even with this measure 
in place, the noise impact is expected to be significant. The commenter 
is suggesting policy changes that will be presented to City staff and 
decision makers.   
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Response to Comment 5-98 
The suggested mitigation does not speak to the adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation in the DPEIR and does not suggest how the noise 
impacts could be further reduced. The commenter is suggesting policy 
changes that will be presented to the City staff and decision makers. 

Response to Comment 5-99 
The suggested mitigation does not speak to the adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation in the DPEIR and does not suggest how the noise 
impacts could be further reduced. See also response to 
Comments 5-90, 5-93, and 5-96, and Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-100 
The suggested mitigation does not speak to the adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation in the DPEIR and does not suggest how the noise 
impacts could be further reduced. See also response to 
Comments 5-90, 5-93, and 5-96. 

  



48 WT0216161127RDD 

Letter 5, continued 

 
 

Response to Comment 5-101 
See response to Comment 5-83. 

Response to Comment 5-102 
The DPEIR provides a general programmatic approach to analyzing 
odor, noise, and hazardous materials, and it provides mitigation to 
address potential impacts. As site-specific projects move forward, 
additional environmental reviews will be prepared to provide a more 
detailed analysis of potential odor, noise, and hazardous material 
impacts, if necessary. See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 5-103 
The CEQA Guidelines direct that “[e]conomic or social effects of a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR 
may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from a 
project to physical changes cause in turn by the economic or social 
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be 
analyzed in any greater detail than necessary to trace the chain of cause 
and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes” in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15131(a); see also CEQA Guidelines 
§15064(e). Thus, the CEQA Guidelines require an analysis of 
socioeconomic effects only to the extent that those effects, in turn, 
result in reasonably foreseeable physical changes to the environment.  

The DPEIR identifies four parks that could be temporarily affected 
because of construction of the In-System Storage Program, including 
Bay Meadows Park, Fiest Meadows Park, Central Park, and Trinta Park. 
The CWP DPEIR recognizes that construction of the storage basin(s) 
would take “several months” and require the closure of up to 2 acres. 
Once completed, up to 300 square feet would be required for a storage 
basin for appurtenances; however, proposed park upgrades in 
Mitigation Measure 15-3 would offset lost uses, and impacts would be 
less than significant. Additionally, as discussed Master Response 1, 
once the final facility site(s) has been identified, additional subsequent 
analysis will be performed to identify any additional site-specific 
impacts and mitigation for recreational facilities.  
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See response to Comments 5-82 and 5-103. Decisions regarding the 
project’s merits will be made by decision makers who will consider all 
the comments prior to making a decision on the project. 

Response to Comment 5-105 
As included in the DPEIR, Mitigation Measure 15-3 provides adequate 
measures to reduce impacts from the loss of park space to a less than 
significant level. Additionally, once adopted, the MMRP will assign 
responsibility for implementing the DPEIR mitigation measures in 
accordance with the DPEIR. 
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Response to Comment 5-106 
Project(s) that the City is currently implementing to address existing 
traffic issues have and will undergo their own CEQA review, as 
appropriate. The scope of the DPEIR is to provide an analysis of 
projects included in the CWP, not projects undertaken by the City to 
relieve traffic congestion. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 16-1 (Traffic 
Management Plan) provides sufficient mitigation to reduce impacts on 
level of service standards caused by CWP-related construction traffic to 
a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment 5-107 
The DPEIR evaluates the potential transportation impacts of all 
components of the CWP at a program-wide level. The analysis relies on 
data available at the time the DPEIR was prepared. The CWP would be 
constructed over a 10- to 20-year period, and individual CWP 
components would be further analyzed at a project-level of detail prior 
to implementation (see Master Response 1). Mitigation Measure 16-1 
identifies a comprehensive list of measures to minimize traffic impacts 
at the time of project implementation. When an individual project is 
implemented, a TMP will be developed to address the potential traffic 
impacts of that project. 
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Response to Comment 5-108 
See response to Comment 5-107. The mitigation specified in Mitigation 
Measure 16-1 is sufficient to address the potential impact of 
construction vehicle traffic conflicting with established plans and 
policies. Mitigation Measure 16-1 specifies that the TMP will be 
approved by the City of San Mateo Public Works Department and by 
other cities, as applicable. The TMP will also be prepared in accordance 
with the San Mateo Public Works Department Conditions of Approval, 
which provide specific regulations for traffic management and control. 
Finally, the TMP identifies the need to provide a construction parking 
plan and measures for agency and public notification and coordination. 
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Response to Comment 5-109 
The cumulative impacts analysis (Chapter 18) meets the requirements 
of CEQA §15130 in that it discusses the potential impacts of the CWP in 
connection with the effects of past, current, and future projects. The 
cumulative discussion is based on the existing land uses within the 
service area, which exist as a result of past and present development 
activity, and it takes into consideration new development projects that 
may occur during the CWP implementation period. The DPEIR 
approach provides a cumulative look at potential impacts from all of 
the project components included in the program alternatives, as well 
as the level of impacts from the CWP combined with other past, 
present, and foreseeable future development activities within the City. 
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Response to Comment 5-110 
See Master Response 2 for a description of the method by which 
alternatives were identified and selected for inclusion and analysis in 
the DPEIR. 

Response to Comment 5-111 
Both the In-System Storage Program and the Full Conveyance Program 
were given equal analysis and consideration in the DPEIR. See Master 
Response 2. 

Response to Comment 5-112 
See Master Response 2 for a description of the method by which 
alternatives were identified and selected for inclusion and analysis in 
the DPEIR. 

Response to Comment 5-113 
As stated in Chapter 19 (Alternatives), the Conveyance System 
Replacement Program alternative was not selected for inclusion in the 
DPEIR because it (1) does not meet the CWP objectives. This alternative 
would not address all SSOs that could be caused by residents’ side 
laterals and connection to the City sewer system, (2) would not address 
aging infrastructure replacement needs at the WWTP, and (3) would 
not allow treatment of wastewater for future use as recycled water. 
This alternative calls for the entire collection system to be replaced in 
existing streets, parks, and other locations. This alternative is not 
environmentally superior, because it would have similar, if not greater, 
significant and unavoidable construction impacts on the environment 
and surrounding community, including more noise, traffic, and 
vibration impacts than the other two program alternatives.  

Both program alternatives include upgrades for numerous components 
of the collection system. The collection system projects that were 
identified at the timing of the DPEIR are included to the extent they 
were known, and the DPEIR recognizes that additional future collection 
system improvement projects may be modified or determined to be 
unnecessary. See response to Comment 5-17 and Master Response 2.   
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Letter 5, continued Response to Comment 5-114 
See response to Comments 5-95 and 5-113. The City has a side lateral 
replacement program similar to Hillsborough that has not been 
effective in eliminating SSOs. 

Response to Comment 5-115 
Hydraulic flow capacity to prevent SSOs within the sanitary sewer 
system is one of the primary drivers of the facility location(s). Historical 
SSOs and hydraulic flow models were used to determine the best 
facility location(s) within the sanitary sewer system to prevent current 
and projected future potential SSOs. The projects that were identified 
included those that would provide the greatest improvement to the 
system while addressing multiple issues. The locations of the facilities, 
such as the in-system storage basins, are based on their ability to help 
address ongoing SSOs due to capacity constraints and do not 
necessarily directly correlate with the location of an SSO. See response 
to Comment 5-103 and Master Responses 1 and 2. 

  



 

WT0216161127RDD 55 

Letter 5, continued 

 

Response to Comment 5-116 
See Master Response 2 and response to Comment 5-22. 

Response to Comment 5-117 
The two program alternatives provide additional capacity to manage 
PWWF that occurs during rain events. Although the Conveyance 
System Replacement Program would reduce I/I, it would not provide 
additional capacity for PWWF, it would not address all SSOs, and it 
would not address aging infrastructure at the WWTP. Therefore it does 
not meet the project objectives. Maintenance activities are discussed 
as part of each of the proposed programs in the DPEIR, and were taken 
into consideration with regard to potential impacts on the 
environment. See also response to Comment 5-115. 

Response to Comment 5-118 
The Conveyance System Replacement Program Alternative would 
require the repair and/or replacement of a significantly larger number 
of pipelines throughout the City’s collection system than the two 
program alternatives. As stated, the Conveyance System Replacement 
Program Alternative would result in significant, unavoidable noise and 
vibration impacts, similar to those described for the two program 
alternatives, due to temporary exceedances of the noise levels limits as 
established in the San Mateo Municipal Code. This would be a 
significant, unavoidable impact. 

Response to Comment 5-119 
See response to Comments 5-95, 5-113, 5-117, and Master Response 2.  
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Response to Comment 5-120 
As stated in Chapter 19, Alternatives, of the DPEIR, the Conveyance 
System Replacement Program Alternative was not selected for 
inclusion in the DPEIR because it does not meet the CWP objectives as 
it would not address all SSOs and would not address aging 
infrastructure at the WWTP. This alternative is also not 
environmentally superior as it would have similar construction impacts, 
including significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration 
impacts.  

Response to Comment 5-121 
See response to Comment 5-95, 5-113, 5-117 and Master Responses 1 
and 2. 

Response to Comment 5-122 
Two of the objectives of the CWP include the future use of recycled 
water. Currently, the existing WWTP does not have the technology to 
produce recycled water to Title 22 standards. The Conveyance System 
Replacement Program alternative does not include upgrades to the 
WWTP and would, therefore, not meet two of the program objectives. 
See also response to Comment 5-113. Although the future use of 
recycled water is a stated objective of the CWP and treatment 
processes included in the DPEIR would produce effluent that meets 
Title 22 regulations for reuse, the use of the effluent is not within the 
scope of this DPEIR. Any future use of recycled water would undergo its 
own environmental review, as necessary.  
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Response to Comment 5-123 
As stated in Section 19.3 (Partial Conveyance of Wet Weather Flows), 
the alternative "…would convey more wet weather flows to the WWTP 
than the In-System Storage Program, requiring larger diameter 
pipelines, but less flow than the Full Conveyance Program.” Impacts 
under this alternative would be similar to the two program alternatives 
and was, therefore, not environmentally superior. See Master 
Response 2.  
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Response to Comment 5-124 
Although cost was a factor in the selection of the program alternatives, 
CEQA does not require an analysis of a proposed project’s economic or 
social impacts unless they will lead to adverse physical changes in the 
existing environment (for example, urban decay). Therefore it is not 
appropriate for the CWP DPEIR to provide an economic analysis of 
program alternatives (CEQA Guidelines §15131). The alternatives that 
were selected for evaluation in the DPEIR included those that meet the 
primary objectives of the CWP while avoiding or reducing significant 
effects on the environment. See also Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment 5-125 
See response to Comment 5-22. 

Response to Comment 5-126 
See response to Comments 5-113 and 5-117 and Master Response 2. 
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Public Works Commission Meeting, 
November 12, 2015 

 

Response to Comment PH1-1 
See response to Comments 5‐1 and 5‐4. 

Response to Comment PH1-2 
The City of San Mateo Web site 
(http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/index.aspx?nid=137) contains a link 
with basic information about the Clean Water Program. The Web site 
also has a link that directs users to the City’s Clean Water Program Web 
site (http://www.cleanwaterprogramsanmateo.org/) where an 
electronic copy of the Draft PEIR is available. 

Response to Comment PH1-3 
See response to Comments 5‐1 and 5‐4. 

Response to Comment PH1-4 
See response to Comments 5‐1, 5‐4, and 5‐11. 

Response to Comment PH1-5 
See Master Response 2 for an explanation of alternatives selection and 
comparison of alternatives. 

Response to Comment PH1-6 
See response to Comment 5‐16 and 5‐24. 

Response to Comment PH1-7 
See response to Comment 5‐52. 
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November 12, 2015, continued 

 

Response to Comment PH1-8 
In addition to collaborating with the City’s planning department, Public 
Works has maintained open communication with other City 
departments by providing updates to the City Council, Public Works 
Commission, Park and Recreation Commission, and the Sustainability 
Commission during regular hearings. See also response to 
Comment 5‐83. 

Response to Comment PH1-9 
See response to Comment 5‐86. 

Response to Comment PH1-10 
See response to Comment 5‐18. 

Response to Comment PH1-11 
See responses to Comments 5‐1 and 5‐17.  

Response to Comment PH1-12 
See response to Comment 5‐22. 

Response to Comment PH1-13 
See response to Comment 5‐1. 

Response to Comment PH1-14 
See response to Comment 5‐17. 

Response to Comment PH1-15 
See Master Response 2 for an explanation of alternatives selection and 
comparison of alternatives. See responses to Comments 5‐56 and 5‐57. 
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Public Works Commission Meeting, 
December 9, 2015 

 

Response to Comment PH2-1 
See response to Comment 5‐1. 

Response to Comment PH2-2 
The commenter is referring to a project within the city that is outside 
of the scope of the CWP and Draft PEIR; therefore, no response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment PH2-3 
See response to Comment 5‐1. One of the objectives of the CWP is to 
“Meet current regulatory requirements regarding blending, SSOs, and 
I/I reduction.” Therefore, successful implementation of the CWP would 
reduce or eliminate occurrences such as those described by the 
commenter.  

Response to Comment PH2-4 
The Draft PEIR accounts for all potential environmental effects of the 
two proposed Program Alternatives, including greenhouse gas and 
proposed mitigation to sufficiently reduce impacts caused by 
greenhouse gas from construction vehicles to a less than significant 
level. 

Response to Comment PH2-5 
See responses to Comments 5‐54, 5‐56, and 5‐57. 
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Response to Comment PH2-6 
The commenter is referring to an issue within the city that is outside of 
the scope of the CWP and Draft PEIR; therefore, no response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment PH2-7 
See response to Comment 5‐1. 

Response to Comment PH2-8 
See responses to Comments 5‐54, 5‐56, and 5‐57. 

Response to Comment PH2-9 
See Master Response 2 regarding the selection of alternatives, the 
response to Comment 5‐1 regarding noticing, and the response to 
Comment 5‐22 regarding the City’s outreach program. 
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Response to Comment PH2-10 
See responses to Comments 5‐54, 5‐56, and 5‐57. 

Response to Comment PH2-11 
See responses to Comment 5‐1 and 5‐8. 

Response to Comment PH2-12 
See Master Response 1 regarding applicability of the format of the 
Draft PEIR. 
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Response to Comment PH2-13 
See responses to Comment 5‐113 and 5‐122. 

Response to Comment PH2-14 
Chapter 3, Aesthetics, in the Draft PEIR provides an analysis of the 
visual impacts and includes Mitigation Measure 3‐1 to ensure that the 
“structure, site plan, and landscaping are in scale and harmonious with 
the character of the neighborhood.” This is consistent with the City’s 
SPAR process. Additionally, as per Master Response 1, the WWTP will 
undergo additional environmental review, as necessary, and the 
aesthetic characteristics of the proposed WWTP will be more defined 
at that time.  

Response to Comment PH2-15 
Under both CWP alternatives, the Dale Avenue Pump Station would 
undergo rehabilitation. It is expected that no new or expanded 
aboveground pump station structures would be taller than structures 
at the existing Dale Avenue Pump Station, pumps would be located 
underground to reduce operational noise and would be retrofitted with 
and odor filtering system to reduce the potential to generate odor 
compared to the existing pump station. It is also anticipated that 
construction noise would be significant and unavoidable, even with 
mitigation in place.  

Response to Comment PH2-16 
See responses to Comments 5‐1 and 5‐22. 
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Response to Comment PH2-17 
See responses to Comments 5‐56 and 5‐57. 

Response to Comment PH2-18 
See responses to Comments 5‐3, and revised Figure 2‐2c for a list of 
potential location(s) for the In‐System Storage Basins. In addition, see 
responses to Comments 5‐1 and 5‐22 regarding noticing and public 
outreach. 

Response to Comment PH2-19 
It is expected that the Dale Avenue Pump Station will be subject 
additional environmental review. Once an alternative is selected, more 
detailed improvements to the Dale Avenue Pump Station will be 
developed and additional details regarding the exact location of the 
facility will be provided at that time. See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment PH2-20 
Impacts 10‐1 in the Draft PEIR describes potential impacts on 
groundwater as follows: “Excavation during construction of an in‐
system storage basin, construction of collection system projects, and 
construction of wastewater treatment projects could result in 
excavation in the water table. This could result in impacts on 
groundwater supplies due to dewatering during excavation. However, 
dewatering would be required only during the initial phases of 
excavation and construction of building foundations and would not 
occur for substantial periods of time. Because of the short duration of 
dewatering, the volume of groundwater removed would be expected 
to be minor.” 

Mitigation Measure 10‐2 provides measures to reduce potential 
impacts from dewatering to a less than significant level. 

Response to Comment PH2-21 
The City intends to conduct public outreach throughout the duration of 
the CWP. See response to Comment 5‐22. 
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Response to Comment PH2-22 
The details regarding both CWP alternatives, to the extent that they 
are known, are available in the Draft PEIR. As projects become more 
fully developed, the City will conduct additional environmental review, 
as necessary, and more specific project details will be provided, as 
required. See Master Response 1.  

Response to Comment PH2-23 
See responses to Comments 5‐1 and 5‐22. In addition, traffic‐related 
impacts are discussed in Chapter 16 of the Draft PEIR. 

Response to Comment PH2-24 
See responses to Comments 5‐56 and 5‐57. 



 

WT0216161127RDD 1 

Public Works Commission Meeting, 
January 13, 2016 

 

Response to Comment PH3-1 
It is expected that, if the In‐System Storage Program Alternative is 
selected, up to two basins would be used. 

Response to Comment PH3-2 
The dimensions of the in‐system storage basins would depend on the 
number of basins and their location(s); however, all potential locations 
were included in the Draft PEIR and are show on revised Figure 2‐2c 
(see Appendix G). 

Response to Comment PH3-3 
It is expected that the in‐system basins will typically operate only a few 
times each year, when it would temporarily store peak wet weather 
flows. 

Response to Comment PH3-4 
Under ADWF conditions, it is not expected that the in‐system storage 
basins would hold sewage.  

Response to Comment PH3-5 
This comment is outside of the scope of the CWP and Draft PEIR; 
therefore, no response is required. 
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