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Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Responses to the NOP



Notice of Preparation

TO:  State Clearinghouse, San Mateo County FROM:  County of San Mateo

Clerk, and All Interested Parties Parks Department

455 County Center — Fourth Floor

Redwood City, CA 94063

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

The County of San Mateo is the Lead Agency requesting input for the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Flood County Park Landscape Plan, a project pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of this notice of preparation is to solicit input
on the scope and content of the draft EIR for the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15082.

Project Title: Flood County Park Landscape Plan
Project Applicant: County of San Mateo Parks Department

Project Location: The project site consists of the 24.5-acre Flood County Park, located at 215 Bay Road
in the City of Menlo Park in San Mateo County. This neighborhood park includes two County-owned
parcels totaling 21.3 acres and two linear parcels owned by the City & County of San Francisco as part of
its right-of-way for the Hetch Hetchy regional water distribution system. These linear parcels cut
through the center of Flood County Park, on an east-west axis. The Town of Atherton is located adjacent
to and southwest of the park, across Bay Road, and San Francisco is about 20 miles to the northwest.

Project Description: The proposed project consists of a Landscape Plan for the long-term
redevelopment of San Mateo County’s Flood County Park. On April 7, 2016, the County Parks and
Recreation Commission voted to approve this plan as the Draft Preferred Alternative for improving
Flood County Park. The Landscape Plan evolved through a series of community outreach efforts
designed to identify community values, preferred uses, and site layout preferences.

It is anticipated that implementation of the Landscape Plan would occur in three phases: Phase |, Phase
I1), and Phase lll. The Phase | improvements are expected to be completed in approximately the first two
years. Table 1 lists the proposed recreational facilities in the Landscape Plan and their anticipated
phasing:



Table 1
Proposed Recreational Facilities and Phasing
Phase Improvements

Phase | Baseball field replacement and bathroom

Soccer/lacrosse field

Two tennis courts

Sand volleyball court replacement
Basketball court

Pump track

Asphalt paths

Adobe bathroom renovation

Tree-lined promenade

Drop off at playground area

New utilities: water, electric, gas, greywater piping’

Phase Il Restrooms

Demonstration gardens

Playground replacement

Individual picnic area renovations

Gathering meadow (performance space)

Phase Il| Conversion of adobe administrative building to
open-air shade/market structure?

Group picnic area renovations with shade shelters

Completion of all pathways with exercise stations

Gathering plazas

Focal element (may incorporate existing water
pump feature)
1. Purple piping may be installed for the future use of greywater.

2. The adobe administrative building is seismically unsafe as an enclosed, inhabited
building, but would be partially preserved as an open-air market structure.

The largest recreational facilities would be sited in the northern portion of the park, where the existing
ballfield would be reconstructed and the soccer/lacrosse field would be installed at the northeast
corner, replacing the existing pétanque court and a portion of the existing tennis courts. The proposed
athletic field improvements (i.e., a reconstructed ballfield and new soccer/lacrosse field) would increase
use of the park relative to existing conditions. It is anticipated that organized activities at the athletic
fields would occur no earlier than 9 a.m. and no later than 8 p.m. No additional lighting that would
enable nighttime use of athletic facilities is proposed as part of the Landscape Plan, although path lights
that could be manually turned on and off for special events may be installed.

Probable Environmental Effects: The County has determined that an EIR will be prepared for the
proposed project. Based on a preliminary assessment of the project, the probable environmental
impacts that will be analyzed as part of the EIR are in the issue areas of aesthetics, air quality, biological



resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality,
noise, and transportation/traffic.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b), your comments regarding the scope and content of the
environmental analysis must be submitted no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. The public
review period is from November 17, 2016, until December 16, 2016. Please send your comments no
later than December 16 directly to:

Sam Herzberg, AICP, Senior Planner
County of San Mateo Parks Department
455 County Center — Fourth Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

Fax: (650) 599-1721
Email: sherzberg@smcgov.org

The County will also hold a public scoping meeting at 7 p.m. on December 6th, 2016, in the Cypress
Room of the Arrillaga Family Recreation Center, 700 Alma Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025. The meeting
will provide an opportunity to disseminate information, identify issues, and discuss the scope of
environmental review and alternatives to be included in the EIR. For more project information, contact
Sam Herzberg, AICP, Senior Planner, at (650) 363-1823 or sherzberg@smcgov.org

Date (( P4 /(’C Signature X

Title Senior Planner, AICP, Parks Department

Telephone  (650) 363-1823







From: Alice Newton <alicenewton62@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2016 12:19 PM
To: parkscommission@smcgov.org

Cc: wslocum@smcgov.org; itorres@smcgov.org

Subject: Neighbors' concerns regarding some aspects of the Preferred Plan for Flood Park

August 4, 2016

From: Neighbors of Flood Park

Subject: Concerns regarding some aspects of the Preferred Plan for Flood Park
To San Mateo County Parks Commissioners:

- Marico C. Enriques, Chair

- Barbara Bonilla

- Neil Merrilees

- Medo O. Okelo, Vice Chair

- Michael J. Cooney

- Kevin Huo, Youth Commissioner

Copies sent to Warren Slocum, County Supervisor, and Irving Torres, Legislative Aide to Warren Slocum
Dear Commissioners:

We, residents of the Flood Triangle neighborhood of Menlo Park, are writing to you at this time to
reiterate and clarify our concerns about certain aspects of the "Preferred Plan" for Flood Park as
presented by the SM County Parks Department and approved in concept at the April 7, 2016 meeting.
We believe that the locations of the full-size lacrosse/soccer field, new volleyball courts, and new trail 30
feet or closer to backyards on Del Norte Avenue and Iris Lane will negatively impact the quality of life in
our neighborhood and should be located further within the park. Noise from shouting and referee's
whistles at ballgames can carry several blocks and most local ball fields are not located this close to back
yards. The fields in the Plan will likely be used daily year round including all day Saturdays and Sundays.
The afternoon breezes usually blow from west to east, i.e. from the park toward our neighborhood
carrying sounds. Common mitigation techniques such as bushes will likely not protect our neighborhood
sufficiently from noise. Also, locating the lacrosse/soccer field at the far end of the parking lot will be
very inconvenient for dropping off players resulting in our neighborhood pedestrian gate at the corner
of the park becoming a drop-off/pick-up place which would create daily traffic, parking, and safety
issues on our streets. The gate would have to be locked which would deprive neighbors who walk the
easy access they appreciate. We have been advised that the locations of these noisy sports immediately
behind our yards will likely lower our property values.

There are 23 homes on Del Norte Ave., and residents of 22 of these homes (96%) object to the
placement of the new full-size lacrosse/soccer field so close to their properties. Immediately
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bordering the park are 17 homes on Del Norte Ave. and Iris Lane plus one on Bay Road and only one of
these is supportive of the current plan. There are 12 homes on Iris Lane and all neighbors reached, (8
out of 12 contacted) are also concerned with noise, parking, traffic, and safety on our streets with the
plan as proposed. The majority of these homes are owner occupied and many owners have lived here
several decades. At the April 7th meeting, there were 18 letters from neighbors about these concerns in
your packet and 3 additional letters that were not included which we requested be added. Also included
was a list of 38 names from 30 homes on our streets and nearby that share the above concerns about
the new plan. Many of these people spoke about these concerns at the April 7th meeting. Several letters
also were submitted from concerned neighbors on adjoining streets. Nettie Wjsman reported these
neighborhood statistics when she spoke at your 4/7/16 meeting, but they were not included in the
minutes of that meeting.

We want to describe for you the 2015-2016 process of the "Re-Imagining Flood Park" project as we
experienced it. The San Mateo County Parks Department hosted two meetings in May/June 2015 getting
ideas and feedback from local communities and one in September at which three designs based on input
from the May/June meetings were presented and voted on. On December 9th and 16th, with very short
notice to the communities, (email notices sent on 12/3), a new "Preferred Plan" was presented that was
quite different than those voted on in September. One of the main changes was that it included a full-
size lacrosse/soccer field that was just 30 ft. from the back yards of homes on Del Norte and Iris Lane.
This new plan was not on the Parks Department website prior to the meetings in December. Following
the September meeting, the Parks Department website had indicated that there would be another place
to comment on line before the final plan would be submitted for approval. Many people were following
this project online and could not attend the meetings, yet after the December meetings, there was no
way to comment online. Consequently, what followed was a flurry of concerned emails in December and
January from our neighbors to the Parks Department staff. The Parks Department had planned to
present a final plan to you, the Commissioners on February 4, 2016. However, they postponed the
presentation after receiving so many questions and concerns from our neighborhood.

At the community meeting in September (just one meeting held) people were asked to vote on 3 plans,
stated to have been created from “hundreds” of online surveys (220) and people attending the meetings
in May and June (150). Votes by raised hands were tallied at the meeting thus:

Central Park - 37 votes (this plan contained a youth soccer field as well as the existing ball field)
Arts and Culture - 13 votes (existing ball field only)
Natural - 21 votes (existing ball field only)

The total votes for the 2 plans without the soccer field was 34 votes, just 3 less than the 37 for the
Central Park plan containing the youth soccer field. Also of note is that soccer was listed as a medium
priority in the September presentation per the surveys, and lacrosse was not on the list at all. In
December, these 2 sports fields were suddenly described as high priority desires.



Still hoping that the Parks Dept. would present a revised design to the Parks Commissioners on April 7th
and wanting to have a voice in the process, a few of us neighbors invited the Parks Dept. staff to walk
through the park together and discuss various options for relocating the fields, volleyball courts, and
new trail. The response to this was an invitation from the Parks Dept. to the whole neighborhood to
have a walk-through on March 19th. Despite short notice again, (notices for this meeting show a
postmark date of 3/10, but arrived in mail boxes around 3/16), there were 40+ neighbors attending the
meeting, many of whom were very unhappy with the "Preferred Plan." At this vociferous meeting,
Marlene Finley, Parks Department Director, finally said, "We got it." with regard to placing noisy
activities near neighbors. However, they presented the same "Preferred Plan" at the 4/7 Parks
Commissioners' Meeting where it was approved in concept, and an EIR planned.

Needless to say, this is frustrating to the neighbors on Del Norte Avenue, Iris Lane, and nearby streets
who want the new amenities to benefit the general public without having negative impacts on our
neighborhood. We believe there are other possible locations for the sports fields that should be
considered, possibly a multipurpose field within the existing ball field, as well as other locations where a
youth soccer field could be built with minimal loss of trees.* Perhaps the Flood School property could be
annexed and used for the lacrosse/soccer field.The community expressed the importance of preserving
trees at the Sept. 1st meeting, yet the current location proposed for the full-size lacrosse/soccer field
would require cutting down a grove of redwood trees in the northeastern corner designed by

former Flood Park Ranger Pam Noyer to buffer the neighbors from freeway noise. Keeping the volleyball
courts and eastern trail farther within the park (such as where they are now) should be relatively easy to
do. We believe these things can be and must be accomplished to fulfill new desires while respecting the
needs of neighbors of the park and preserving the natural character that makes Flood Park unique and
important in this urban environment.

Since the new Assistant Director of the Parks Dept., Sarah Birkeland, began working on April 18th, we
wanted to meet her and describe our concerns so we invited her to meet with a few of us in the park.
She and Carla Schoof met with three of us at Flood Park on May 16th. We discussed the problems we
neighbors anticipate with the above aspects of the Preferred Plan and considered alternative
suggestions.* We neighbors requested that 1 or 2 public meetings (preferably 2) be held for information
and feedback after the draft EIR is available with ample advance notice of the dates. It is our
understanding per Park Rules that meeting notices should be posted at least 2 weeks in advance of
meetings. This did not occur for the December or March meetings. At least a 45 day period for public
feedback is desirable after completion of the EIR. If the Parks Dept. should organize a task force of
interested community groups to help with plans for the park, our neighborhood group would like to
participate. Apparently, such a task force had been considered, but not activated. Many of us have lived
next to (or near) the park for several decades. We cherish Flood Park and it's role in enhancing life in our
communities, and we want to continue to be actively involved as plans for it evolve.

We urge you to support reconsideration of the “Preferred Plan" design.

* Suggested alternative locations for the full-size lacrosse/soccer field measured by neighbor Nettie
Wijsman are attached.



Respectfully,

Nettie Wijsman, 1037 Del Norte Ave.
Alice Newton, 1023 Del Norte Ave.
Danny Meehan 1023 Del Norte Ave.
Whitney Thwaite 1059 Del Norte Ave.
Joan Caldwell 1063 Del Norte Ave.
Joan Hilse 1073 Del Norte Ave.

Doug Bui, 319 Oakwood Place

Bill Lampkin 1155 Tehama Ave.



From: Alice Newton [mailto:alicenewton62@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 9:29 AM
To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>

Subject: Thoughts regarding the EIR of the new design of Flood Park
Hello Mr. Herzberg:

| appreciated your interest in the concerns of neighbors of Flood Park in our break-out group at the
scoping meeting on Dec. 6th. Most of the neighbors of the Flood Triangle area living

immediately adjacent to the park on Del Norte Ave. Iris Lane, or Bay Road are homeowners and many
have lived here for several decades or more. We have lived here almost 30 years and have known many
of them this long. Together, we have enjoyed the beauty of our tree-lined streets, the natural
environment of Flood Park, and years of neighborhood friendships. We have also experienced cut-
through traffic, speeders, and street parking over the years. Occasionally there is a noisy activity in the
park.

Regarding noise impacts:

What will be the impact of noise from increased park activities on the adjacent neighborhoods? - Our
property is adjacent to the eastern park fence. Occasionally we hear happy shouts from party people in

or near the Redwood picnic area. This is rarely a problem. However, if the lacrosse/soccer field is

located near the east fence we anticipate hearing loud shouting and loud whistles possibly every day of
the week. This would be a miserable situation for the neighbors near that side of the park. Swapping
locations of the baseball field and lacrosse/soccer field would help lessen the noise reaching our

properties since noise from shouting and whistles is fairly continuous in soccer, but is sporadic in

baseball. Drop-offs and pick-ups of soccer players by the parking lot would be easier and safer.

The new location of the volleyball courts close to the east fence will be very noisy for nearby properties

as well. Please leave them where they are currently or find a location in the interior of the park. What
will be the impact on current regular volleyball players of decreasing the number of courts from 4 to
2?

The new trail design along the east fence is too close to yards. We already get noise, dust, and weed

seeds regularly when the existing trail within the park is blown. Having this closer would be
worse. Please move the exercise station farther from backyards too. Also, that southeastern corner of

the park is a natural area of large redwood trees where people come for peace and quiet — a less
developed part of the park. A quiet church group meets there on Sundays during good weather. The
new trail design appears to go right through this now more secluded area. Also, installing a new
paved trail there could disturb the shallow interconnected roots of these old redwood trees.

Regarding traffic impacts:

What will be the impact on traffic on Bay Road? Will accessibility for emergency vehicles be

affected? What will be the impact on the intersection of Ringwood and Bay Road?
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How will cars be prevented from cutting through Flood Triangle streets? (See attached Flood Triangle

street map. Ignore the numbered sections.) - During commute hours when Bay Road is usually
congested, some people driving eastward want to avoid the busy Bay Road/Ringwood intersection or
get ahead of the line by cutting through Del Norte, Oakwood Place, and the short parts of Sonoma or
Ringwood on the north side of Bay Road. (The no-left turn sign 7-9 a.m. on Bay Rd. at Del Norte for
eastbound traffic helps some in the mornings, but cars often ignore it and MP police only

occasionally enforce it.) Some go through the neighborhood to Van Buren for a fast route to Willow
Road. Cars coming westward to Ringwood or heading to Marsh Road often take Van Buren from Willow
and then up through the neighborhood to turn onto Bay Road from Del Norte Ave. This situation will be

exacerbated by increased traffic coming to the park. People transporting players to the ball fields after

school hours which will overlap with business commute hours and cars lining up on Bay Road to enter

the parking lot in the park on weekends as well as weekdays.

What will be the impact of various new sports fields and courts on the availability of space and
parking for picnics & large gatherings? How will overflow parking be handled?

How will cars be prevented from parking on Flood Triangle streets? People who regularly come to the

park such as the groups of volleyball players who come M-F want to avoid the parking lot fee so

they park on Bay Rd., Del Norte, Iris Lane, Van Buren and other streets. The signs restricting parking on
Fri/Sat/Sun Oct. 31- April 1 help somewhat, but 1) the placement and arrows on some signs are
confusing, 2) they are rarely enforced by the MPPD, 3) they are not bilingual. Increased park use and
perhaps inadequate number of parking spaces in the lot, will exacerbate this.

What will be the impact on the pedestrian gate on Iris Lane? This gate is useful to neighbors who walk

to the park. However, if used as a drop-off place for users of the ballfields, there would be major traffic
and parking issues. It would also not be a safe place for kids to hang out waiting for pickup. The gate is
already used by people parking nearby to avoid the parking lot fee, and residents there complain of
trash left. Perhaps if the gate were digitally locked, residents could prove their address and get a

free "fast-track" type of pass.

What will be the impact on the pedestrian gate on Bay Road near Del Norte Avenue? - Cars should not
be allowed to stop here in the bike lane like they do now to load/unload or even stay a while. Parents

would want to drop off or pick up kids here. Doing so forces bicyclists into the traffic lane. They should
also not be allowed to stop on the side of Bay Rd. opposite the gate for the same reason. This gate is
used by many pedestrians and | do not think this gate should be locked, but the no-stopping regulation
would have to have clear signs (bilingual) and be enforced.

Regarding dropoffs/pickups of sports players — perhaps a separate area could be located in the park

near Bay Road for this purpose. It might require moving the payment booth and widening the current

entrance so cars going in to drop off kids would enter to the right of cars coming to park. That would
enable the kids to be dropped of on the side of the park and not have to cross the parking lot. There
could be benches there, maybe a grassy area to kick balls around, maybe tables for doing homework



while waiting to be picked up. Please shade these benches and tables so they will be comfortable on
hot days. Please have water bottle refill fountains here and elsewhere.

Regarding the playgrounds: For safety reasons, please ensure visibility from all the play areas to each
other, i.e. adults should be able to see the kids in all the play areas. No bushes between them. Keeping
the hot sun off the structures is important and fences are important to prevent toddlers from
wandering. Low picnic tables at the playgrounds would be great. (Burgess Park’s playground is our
favorite for all these reason.)

What is the impact of combining a full-size lacrosse field with a full-size soccer field on the park
design? A full-size soccer field can be smaller and more readily located farther from eastside

backyards. Soccer and baseball commonly share multi-use fields. Lacrosse and baseball are played in
the same season and cannot share a field.

What is the impact on safety of players and on air quality at the field and neighborhoods of using
artificial turf on the sports fields? Wind usually blows west to east from the park toward the Flood

Triangle neighborhood.

What will be the impact on the operating hours of the park? On current regulations for amplified
sound? On parking fees? How will rules about noise, hours of usage, amplification, no lights (including
temporary lights) be enforced?

What will be the impact of increased development and activities on the long-standing ecosystems of
the park? The value of the natural environment and preservation of trees was of paramount

importance to most people during the Parks Dept. "Reimagining" meetings. This area of nature is
unique and important in our increasingly developed area. It is different than a developed park.

Thank you and the Parks Department staff for considering these questions and ideas on the EIR.
Sincerely,

Alice Newton,
1023 Del Norte Avenue
Menlo Park






From: Brendan Webster <boconnorw@cslot.com>
Date: December 13, 2016 at 11:45:59 PM PST

To: <svete@rinconconsultants.com>

Subject: Flood Park Adobe

Dear Stephen,

Alice Newton, my neighbor on Del Norte Avenue in Menlo Park, sent me your business card as |
was unable to get it myself at last week’s meeting where Reimagining Flood Park was

discussed. My husband, Fred Webster, Ph.D., licensed Civil Engineer, spent many years
working on stabilizing adobe structures, from California’s missions, to local homes, in
California, as well as in many areas outside of the US. He passed away just before this latest
conversation on Flood Park; were he with us today, he would be able to advise consultants such
as yourselves on the practicalities of saving the Flood Park Adobe as well as on the technical
challenges involved in such an effort. Although he was not an historian, his adobe archives are
now in the Early California Library at the Castro Adobe in Watsonville, a building which he
helped to restore.

| am attaching a paper which Fred presented at Terra 2012: 11" International Conference on the
Study and Conservation of Earthen Architecture Heritage, held in Lima, Peru. Perhaps this
paper will present compelling options to dismantling the Flood Park Adobe and other adobe
structures in the park so that future residents of San Mateo County will be given the opportunity
to explore the history of this area and the role that adobe played in the building of California.

I understand that this information is to be received by December 16, though | am not sure to
whom, other than yourself, it should be addressed. Can you please reassure me that it is now in
the right hands? | would appreciate meeting with you, working with your committee, or with
any residents who share my concern that this structure be preserved.

Best regards,

Brendan Webster

1027 Del Norte Ave.
Menlo Park, CA 94025

650-322-5230
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SIMPLE AND EFFECTIVE SEISMIC RETROFIT TECHNIQUES
FOR
EARTHEN MASONRY BUILDINGS

Fred Webster
Fred Webster Associates, Inc.
Consulting Civil/Structural Engineers
P.O. Box 4043, Menlo Park, CA, USA
Tel. (+1) 650 321 6939, Fax (+1) 650 473 0989
Email: fawebster@aol.com

Theme 1: Latin-American Earthen Architecture at Risk: Earthquakes, Rain and Flood Damage
Keywords: Earthen masonry, stability-based retrofits, earthquake damage

Abstract

This paper describes how field studies of the seismic behavior and performance of adobe buildings
following earthquakes in California, Central and South America, and shake-table tests performed in
different countries have contributed to the development of appropriate and minimally intrusive stability-
based retrofit measures for culturally and historically significant adobe structures, and for low-strength
masonry, in general. It concludes that understanding how these buildings perform during and after
earthquakes is the key to directing minimal, stability-based intervention efforts, aimed at the specific
needs and structural behaviors of unreinforced-adobe buildings without compromising their historical and
cultural integrity.

1. INTRODUCTION

Although earthquakes over historic time have destroyed uncountable numbers of earthen
buildings and dwellings, killing and injuring hundreds of thousands people, it has only been in
the last three decades that engineers and architects have systematically investigated the types
of damage that occur to them, and to develop simple cost-effective techniques of reinforcement
in order to mitigate the risks that millions of people who currently live in them face. It is generally
assumed that adobe structures are quite vulnerable to earthquake shaking. However, it has
been observed that specific types of damage can be expected to occur, and that these can be
addressed by simple, yet effective retrofit measures in order to mitigate collapse and to enhance
life safety.

Field studies of seismic performance of adobe buildings have now been carried out in several
countries, including: Peru, Mexico and other Latin-American countries, the US, and Iran. In
addition, shake-table tests of adobe structures have been conducted in Peru, Australia, the US,
and Iran, and have duplicated several of the types of damage observed in the field. Shake-table
testing has also been used to study the efficacy of different reinforcing measures, generally
known as stability-based retrofit techniques (Tolles et al., 2000). The principle goals of stability-
based retrofit systems are to:

1. Ensure structural continuity of the walls by installing bond beam, tie rods, diaphragm, or
some other types of continuity elements at the tops of the walls;

2. Prevent out-of-plane overturning of walls with either horizontal or vertical straps, or surface
mesh interconnected with the top-of-wall continuity elements;

3. Limit relative displacement across cracks or potential cracks in the walls by through-wall ties
interconnected to the horizontal and vertical straps, or the surface mesh, basically
containing the earthen material.
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Stability-based retrofit techniques promise to provide simple and effective life-safety measures
for mitigating the vast number of deaths and injuries related to damage and collapse of earthen
buildings and dwellings in seismic zones.

2. DAMAGE TYPOLOGIES

Designing effective stability-based retrofits for adobe dwellings requires knowledge of the types
of structures that are typical in a specific region or country, as well as the types of damage that
frequently recur to these typical structures during earthquake events and are life-safety hazards.
For example, based on field reconnaissance surveys in California (Tolles et al., 1996), the types
of damage observed that influence the seismic performance of a typical unreinforced adobe
building in the United States are shown in Fig. 1.

_~~ Cracks at openings

Vertical corner crack

X-cracks at corners
Diagonal corner crack

Local section instability

In-plane shear cracks
Separation at wall intersections
Horizontal upper-wall cracks

Gable-end
wall collapse

Damage at intersection
of perpendicular walls

Out-of-plane rocking
of load bearing walls

Fig. 1. Typical damage observed in unreinforced adobes in the US
(credits: Tolles et al., 1996, p. 20)

2.1 Out-of-Plane Flexural Damage

Out-of-plane damage is initiated as vertical cracks that form at the intersection of perpendicular
walls. These cracks extend downward or diagonally to the base and run horizontally along the
base between transverse walls. A wall can rock out-of-plane, rotating about a horizontal crack
that forms at the base (Figs. 2a and 2b). As a consequence, longitudinal walls pull away from
the transverse walls. In many cases there is no physical connection at the intersection of
longitudinal and transverse walls, having been constructed by simply abutting one wall against
another.

Gable-wall collapse (Figs. 2¢c and 2d) is a special case of out-of-plane flexural damage. Gable
walls are taller than longitudinal walls, and usually not well supported laterally. Unless anchored
to the roof diaphragm, they can slip out from underneath roof framing.



Slippage (Fig. 2e) of the top plate and/or displacement of the top courses of adobe blocks are
another result of the out-of-plane movement of longitudinal walls. Very limited friction is
generated by the dead weight of the roof bearing on the wall, and due to the friable nature of the
top of the walls, slippage may occur.

(a) Overturning damage (c) Gable-wall overturning

(d) Partial gable-wall damage

(f) Corner isolation

(g) X-crack shear damage (h) Diagonal shear cracking (i) Moisture related collapse

Fig. 2. Typical out-of-plane and in-plane wall damage

Finally, vertical cracks on two perpendicular wall faces (Fig. 2f) at a building corner due to
rocking of one or both walls results in a freestanding column at this location that is quite
vulnerable to overturning and collapse.

2.2 In-Plane Shear Cracking

X-shaped diagonal-crack damage (Fig. 2g) and simple diagonal cracks result from shear forces
in the plane of the wall. These cracks are generally not a serious threat to life safety unless the
relative displacement across them is large. These cracks represent a lessening of in-plane
lateral stiffness, but unless a segment of wall on one side of the crack is in danger of losing its
purchase on the adjacent segment, such as at or near a corner, the gravity-load path remains
intact. Diagonal cracks also occur at the corners of doorways and windows and result from peak
ground acceleration (PGA) levels as low as 0.1g to 0.2g (Fig. 2h).



2.3 Moisture-Related Wall Collapse

Although not the result of earthquake ground shaking, moisture in adobe walls does affect the
seismic performance. This includes excessive spalling of plaster and adobe as the wall rocks
out-of-plane; instability caused by basal erosion that removes material at the base of the wall;
and reduced wall strength from repeated wet-dry cycles or rising damp. If the base of the wall is
wet during ground shaking, a through-wall slip plane may develop along which the upper portion
of the wall can slip and collapse (Fig. 2i).

3. STABILITY-BASED RETROFITS

Stability-based measures in general do not stiffen the structure. In fact, they typically do not
come into play until the structure has developed cracks and has moved enough to engage the
seismic-upgrade elements. These measures, however, provide reduction in the response of the
building by increased damping in the structure due to sliding friction across the cracks and
lowering the response frequency once cracks have formed.

The principle goals of a stability-based retrofit system are to: 1) provide structural continuity; 2)
prevent out-of-plane overturning of walls; and 3) and contain the wall material.

Stability-Based System Goal Possible Retrofit Elements

e bond beam"?
e tie rods®
continuity hardware® *

Structural continuity of walls:

vertical straps or cables® ®
surface mesh*®

top-of-wall pins®°

vertical center core reinforcing® °

Out-of-plane overturning stability:

horizontal straps or cables®
vertical straps or cables® ®
surface mesh* ®

vertical center cores®®

Containment of wall material:

fastened to roof structure
anchored to walls

straps, cables

thru-wall ties

connected to structural continuity

agprwdE

Table 1. Stability-based measures recently utilized in some
California adobe buildings

Table 1 lists some of the more basic types of stability-based measures that have been utilized
recently in some historic and older adobes in California to meet these goals.

3.1 Structural Continuity

Probably the most significant improvement in the seismic behavior of any unreinforced-adobe
building is the inclusion of structural continuity of the wall system. In the design of an effective
retrofit system, providing continuity throughout the structure is the most important aspect. Adobe
masonry has substantial capacity to carry compressive forces, but little or no capacity to transfer
tension forces from one structural element to another.



During an earthquake, the tendency of walls that are perpendicular to the direction of shaking is
to separate or tear from those walls that are parallel to the motion. This occurs at the corners of
the building starting at the top, where the tearing or tension stresses are the greatest. This
mode of failure has been seen time and time again in both shake-table testing and in damage
surveys following earthquakes (Scawthorn and Becker, 1986; Tolles et al., 1996; Dowling et al.,
2005).

Providing structural-continuity elements, such as horizontal straps, tie rods, or a bond beam that
is anchored to the wall (see Figs. 3a, 3b, and 3c), very effectively resists these wall-separation
forces and keeps them from overturning, and thereby stabilizes the structure. It should be noted
that for any of these elements to work properly, they must be fastened to the roof structure, and
because of the friable nature of the masonry at the top of the wall, anchored down into the wall
with rods or pins that engage more of the wall than just the top few courses. Note also that for
the strapping or cable-continuity hardware to work, the straps on the inner and outer surface of
the wall must be interconnected with through-wall ties.

(a) Bond beam (b) Straps or cables (c) Tie rods

Fig. 3. Structural-continuity elements

3.2 Overturning Stability

When discussing overturning stability of earthen-masonry walls, it is important to recognize the
influence of the thickness of the walls and their inherent stability, or lack thereof. The dynamic
out-of-plane motion of thin walls is significantly different from that observed in moderate and
thick walls. At tests on the shake table at Stanford University (Tolles et al., 2000), thin walls
(height-to-thickness ratio of 11) easily rocked about their base, the principal lateral support
being provided by the bond beam. This behavior was not observed in walls of moderate
thickness (height-to-thickness ratios of 7.5 and 5) with the same bond beam; the thickness of
the wall did not permit easy rocking about the base, which significantly affected the dynamic
motion of the walls. The out-of-plane motion at the tops of the walls was not amplified as it was
in thinner walls.

Providing resistance to out-of-plane overturning cannot be separated from the structural
continuity of the walls that are addressed in Section 3.1. However, to enhance the stability and
survivability of the structure, a system of vertical straps or a surface mesh can be applied to the
adobe walls (see Figs. 4a and 4b).




(a) Vertical straps (b) Surface mesh (c) Center-core rods and pins

Fig. 4. Overturning stabilization

Vertical straps of nylon or some other flexible durable material, when combined with through-
wall ties and structural continuity, even though not providing any stiffening of the wall, are
simple to install and work to enhance the stability of thin adobe walls. Center-core rods (Fig. 4c),
on the other hand, are difficult and relatively expensive to install. Where they are most useful is
in the application to historic adobe structures where the wall surfaces may be rendered with
artwork that needs to be preserved. Center-core rods, when set in an epoxy grout, stiffen the
wall significantly, as well as provide limitation on the relative displacement across cracks that
form during the shaking. Surface mesh of chicken wire, welded-wire fabric, or some synthetic
material such as polypropylene (geo-grid), when through-wall tied and attached to the structural
continuity elements, act in similar fashion as the vertical straps against overturning.

3.3 Containment

Containment of the wall material is probably the second most important feature of seismic
retrofit of earthen masonry. If the wall material can be contained so that it does not fall from the
plane of the wall during a seismic event, it will continue its function of holding up the roof. Even
in a severely cracked condition that may occur, adobe is still capable of transferring
compressive forces as long as it is contained (see Fig. 4b and Fig. 5).

Fig. 5. Containment with horizontal and vertical straps and top-of-
wall pins

Testing of an adobe structure on the shake table at University of California at Berkeley in the
1980s retrofitted with a wire mesh showed the efficacy of such a simple containment system
(Scawthorn and Becker, 1986). The idea was then expanded by researchers at the Catholic
University of Peru and tested in many different configurations, focusing recently on geo-grid
meshes of polypropylene (Blondet et al., 2006). These efforts have also been developed into
engineering-design guidelines for new adobe structures (Torrealva, 2009).

During the 1990s, the Getty Conservation Institute sponsored shake-table testing of adobe
structures at Stanford University in California (Tolles et al., 2000) and at the Institute of
Earthquake Engineering and Engineering Seismology in Macedonia (Gauvrilovic et al., 1996).
One of the focuses of these tests was containment with minimal intervention such as vertical



and horizontal straps and center-core rods, whereas the mesh solution is more invasive, but
does a better job of containment. As a practical matter, therefore, the straps and center-core rod
elements are more appropriate for use with historically significant and/or culturally sensitive
structures, whereas, the mesh solution to retrofitting and new construction of adobe masonry
may be the simplest and most effective overall.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The information obtained during field study of the seismic behavior and performance of historic
and older adobes following earthquake events is invaluable to the development of appropriate
and minimally intrusive stability-based retrofit measures. Categorization of the types of damage
allows an evaluation of the causes and hazards of such damages and has been the basis for
development and implementation of effective retrofit measures for earthen masonry in California
and elsewhere. Indeed, this information, in conjunction with the shake-table test results, has
been the basis for design of appropriate seismic-retrofit measures that ensure life safety, while
protecting historic fabric and cultural value.

The challenge of improving the structural performance and mitigating life-safety hazards of
adobe buildings, both old and new, for future earthquakes is great. The key is to understand
how these buildings perform, and to direct stability-based minimal interventions toward specific
needs of known structural behavior. We can, in fact, improve the performance of earthen-
masonry buildings without significantly compromising the existing architectural heritage
embodied in these resources, and do so both simply and effectively.
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From: "Bruce G. McPhee" <bgmcphee@ix.netcom.com>
Date: December 16, 2016 at 1:23:13 PM PST
To: Nettie Wijsman <nwijsman@outlook.com>

Subject: Proposed changes to Flood Park
Reply-To: "Bruce G. McPhee" <bgmcphee@ix.netcom.com>

Hi Nettie,

Attached is my propose letter to Park Commissioners. But | don’t know how to address and send
it. Would you please forward my letter to them?

Thanks, Bruce McPhee

Park Commissioners,

| am a resident of Menlo Park. | have lived on Del Norte Ave. for 40 years. | am concerned about some
of the proposed changes to Flood Park. Specifically, | am worried that the proposed location of the
Soccer Field at the southern end of the Park will adversely affect our neighborhood. Such a location
would require cutting down of redwood and other trees at the eastern edge and southern fence line of the
Park. This would destroy part of the natural beauty of the Park. This would also cut down trees that
provide a natural barrier to the noise of activities from the Park.

The field would be located approximately 75 feet from the rear of house on Del Norte backing up to the
park. These back yards now would be totally exposed, no privacy. They would also be exposed to direct
noise from the playing field.

Another school in Menlo Park built a playing field on the edge of its property. A resident across the street
wanted to sell his home. He had to reduce the asking price on his home two times because buyers did
not want to purchase the house directly across the street from a noisy playing field. His property value
was greatly reduced.

Likewise, the location of the proposed Soccer Field on the southern edge of the Park will greatly reduce
the property values of our neighborhood. Houses backing up to the park could lose from $200,000 to
$400,00 in equity. Other housed on Del Norte and adjacent streets could lose from $100,000 to
$200,000. The cumulative loss of equity for houses in this area could be $4 to $5 million or more. This
equity would just evaporate!

I am over 80 years old. | am counting on the equity in my home to provide for me if | need care. | would
like to use this equity to help buy an apartment in an assisted care facility. Or, the $200,000 | could lose
would pay for four or five years of assisted care givers coming to my home. Please don't take this from
me.

An alternative is to expand the present baseball field into a multi-use field. At present the baseball field is
fenced off from the general public and is idle more than 70% of the days of the year. This area could be
expanded into a multi-use field that would be much better insulated from residential areas. Multi-use field
have been successfully installed in other cities such as Redwood City, San Carlos and Burlingame

Please consider relocating the Soccer Field away from the southern fence of the Park


mailto:bgmcphee@ix.netcom.com
mailto:nwijsman@outlook.com
mailto:bgmcphee@ix.netcom.com

Bruce McPhee
1072 Del Norte Ave.
Menlo Park
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Mr. Herzberg

Planning Department

San Mateo County
455 County Center, 4™ Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

Flood County Park Landscape Plan — Notice of Preparation
Dear Mr. Herzberg:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
envirommental review process for the Flood County Park Landscape Plan project. [n tandem with
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS),
the new Caltraus mission signals a modernization of our approach to evaluating and mitigating
impacts to the State Transportation Network (STN). We aim to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) by tripling bicycle and doubling both pedestnian and transit travel by 2020. Our
comments are based on the Notice of Preparation.

Project Understanding

The proposed project consists of a Landscape Plan for the long-term redevelopment of San
Mateo County's Flood County Park. It is anticipated that implementation of the Landscape Plan
would occur in three phases: phase I, phase II, and phase III. Phase I improvements are expected
to be completed in approximately two years.

From Table 1 in the Notice of Preparation (NOP), proposed new facilities to be constructed
include: soccer field, lacrosse field, basketball court, pump track, asphalt paths, tree-lined
promenade, drop off at playground area, new utilities (water, electric, gas and greywater piping),
restrooms, demonstration gardens, gathering meadow (performance space), pathways with
exercise stations, pathering plazas and a focal element.

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and zfficient transportation
systern to enhaice Callfornia’s economy and (ivability



‘2016/7FRT 08:35 Al FAX No, k002

Mr. Herzberg, County of San Mateo
November 18, 2016
Page 2

Also from Table 1 in the NOP, facilities proposed for renovations include: baseball field,
bathrooms, two tennis courts, sand volleyball court, playground, individual picnic area, group
picnic area with shade shelters and the conversion of the administrative building to open-air
shade/market structure. '

The largest recreational facilities would be sited in the northern portion of the park, where the
existing ballfield would be reconstructed and the soccer/lacrosse field would be installed at the
northeast comer, replacing the existing pétanque court and a portion of the existing tennis courts.
The proposed athletic field improvements (i.e., a reconstructed ballfield and new soccer/lacrosse
field) would increase use of the park relative to existing conditions. It is anticipated that
organized activities at the athletic fields would occur no earlier than 9 a.m. and no later than 8
p-m. No additional lighting that would enable nighttime use of athletic facilities is proposed as
part of the Landscape Plan, although path lights that could be manually turned on and off for
special events may be installed.

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the County of San Mateo is responsible for all project mitigation, including
any needed improvements to the State Transportation Network. The project’s fair share
contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and Lead Agency
monitoring should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures. This information
should also be presented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, a draft of which
should be included in the Draft Environmental Iimpact Report for our review. Required roadway
improvements should be i place prior to completion of the project.

Travel Demand Analysis

Please submit a travel demand analysis that provides VMT analysis resulting from the proposed
project. With the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 743, Caltraus is focusing on transportation
infrastructure that supports smart growth and efficient development to ensure alignment with
State policies through the use of efficient development patterns, innovative travel demand
reduction strategies, multimodal improvements, and VMT as the primary transportation impact
metric. For projects reviewed under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Caltrans
uses VMT as the metric for evaluating transportation impacts and mitigation. Please ensure that
the travel demand analysis includes:

» Avicinity map, regional location map, and site plan clearly showing project access in
relation to the STN. The State right-of-way as well as all ingress and egress points for all
project components should be clearly identified. Lastly, project driveways, local roads and
wtersections, car/bike parking, and transit facilities should be mapped.

+ A schematic illustration of walking, biking, and auto conditions at the project site and study
area roadways. Potential safety issues for all road users should be identified and fully
nutigated.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability ”
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« A VMT analysis pursuant to the County’s guidelines or, absent that, the Office of Planning
and Research’s Draft Guidelines. Projects that result in automobile VMT per capita greater
than 15% below existing (1.e. baseline) county-wide or regional values for similar land use
types may indicate a significant impact. If necessary, mitigation for increasing VMT should
be identified. Mitigation should support the use of transit and active transportation modes.
Potential mitigation measures that include the requirements of other agencies, such as
Caltrans, are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-
binding instruments under the control of the County.

 The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicycles, disabled travelers and
transit performance should be evaluated, including countermeasures and trade-offs
resulting from mitigating VMT increases. Access to pedestrians, bicycle, and transit
facilities must be maintained.

Multimodal Planning

The project should be conditioned to ensure connections to existing and planned bike lanes and
multi-use trails to facilitate walking and biking to nearby homes and transit stops. Therefore, the
proposed project should be conditioned to connect park visitors to the existing bike and
pedestrian overcrossing on Van Buren Road and ensure the necessary wayfinding signage is
provided for both bike and pedestrians. Providing these connections with streets configured for
altermnative transportation modes will reduce VMT and promote usage of nearby San Mateo
County Transit Bus Routes 82, and 88.

Vehicle Trip Reduction

We encourage you to establish a Transportation Management Association (TMA) in partnership
with other developments in the area, and pursue aggressive trip reduction targets with Lead
Agency monitoring and enforcement. In addition, the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) elements described below include effective measures to promote smart mobility and
reduce regional VMT and should be implemented given the project’s Place Type:

* Project design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient transit access;
* Lower parking ratios;

» Enhanced bus stops including benches and bus shelters;

* Designated bicycle parking;

« Charging stations for electric vehicles;

» Carpool and clean-fuel parking spaces; and

* Reducing headway times of nearby San Mateo County Transit Bus Routes 82, and 88,
especially during timeframes when the county would expect peak visitors.

For additional TDM options, please refer to Chapter 8 of FHWA’s Integrating Demand
Management into the Transportation Planning Process: 4 Desk Reference, regarding TDM at

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livabllity”
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the local planning level. The reference is available online at:
http://www.ops.thwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop1203 5/thwahop] 2035 pdf.

For information about parking ratios, please see MTC’s report, Reforming Parking Policies to
Support Smart Growth, or visit the MTC parking webpage:

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking.

Transportation Impact Fees

Please identify project-generated travel demand and estimate the costs of public transportation
mmprovements necessitated by the proposed project; viable funding sources such as development
and/or transportation impact fees should also be identified. We encourage a sufficient allocation
of fair share contributions toward multi-modal aud regional transit nmprovements to fully
mitigate cumulative impacts to regional transportation. We also strongly support measures to
increase sustainable mode shares, thereby reducing VMT.

Transportation Permit

Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways
requires a Transportation Permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a completed Transportation
Permit application with the determined specific route(s) for the shipper to follow from origin to
destination must be submitted to:

Caltrans Transportation Permits Office
1823 14th Street
Sacramento, CA 95811-7119.

See the following website for more information about Transportation Permits:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/permits/index. html

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State ROW Tequires
an Encroachment Permit that is issued by Caltrans. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be
incorporated into the construction plans prior to the encroachment permit process. To apply, a
completed Encroachment Permit application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of
plans cleatly indicating State ROW must be submitted to the following address:

David Salladay, District Office Chief

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability
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Office of Penmits, MS SE

Califormia Department of (ransportation, District 4
P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

See the following website for more information:

http://www dot.ca.gov/trafficops/ep/index.html

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should you have
any questions regarding this letter, please contact Jannette Ramirez at 510-286-5535 or
Jjannette. ramirez{@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

P&tu

PATRICIA MAURICE
Dustrict Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

c State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and Hvebiflty”
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December 13, 2016

Mr. Herzberg

Planning Department

San Mateo County

455 County Center, 4" Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

Flood County Park Landscape Plan — Notice of Preparation

Dear Mr. Herzberg:

Serious Drought.
Help save water!

SCH # 2016112040
GTS # 04-SM-2016-00058
SM-101-3.62

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Flood County Park Landscape Plan project. In tandem with
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS),
the new Caltrans mission signals a modernization of our approach to evaluating and mitigating
impacts to the State Transportation Network (STN). We aim to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) by tripling bicycle and doubling both pedestrian and transit travel by 2020. Our
comments are based on the Notice of Preparation. Additional comments have been submitted
since our comment letter dated November 18" and have been incorporated in this letter for your

reference.

Project Understanding

The proposed project consists of a Landscape Plan for the long-term redevelopment of San
Mateo County's Flood County Park. It is anticipated that implementation of the Landscape Plan
would occur in three phases: phase I, phase 1, and phase I1l. Phase | improvements are expected

to be completed in approximately two years.

Proposed new facilities to be constructed include: soccer field, lacrosse field, basketball court,
pump track, asphalt paths, tree-lined promenade, drop off at playground area, new utilities
(water, electric, gas and greywater piping), restrooms, demonstration gardens, gathering meadow
(performance space), pathways with exercise stations, gathering plazas and a focal element.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Facilities proposed for renovations include: a baseball field, bathrooms, two tennis courts, sand
volleyball court, playground, individual picnic area, group picnic area with shade shelters and the
conversion of the administrative building to an open-air shade/market structure.

The largest recreational facilities would be sited in the northern portion of the park, where the
existing ballfield would be reconstructed and the soccer/lacrosse field would be installed at the
northeast corner, replacing the existing pétanque court and a portion of the existing tennis courts.
The proposed athletic field improvements (i.e., a reconstructed ballfield and new soccer/lacrosse
field) would increase use of the park relative to existing conditions. It is anticipated that
organized activities at the athletic fields would occur no earlier than 9 a.m. and no later than 8
p.m. No additional lighting that would enable nighttime use of athletic facilities is proposed as
part of the Landscape Plan, although path lights that could be manually turned on and off for
special events may be installed.

Lead Agency

As the Lead Agency, the County of San Mateo is responsible for all project mitigation, including
any needed improvements to the STN. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and Lead Agency monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures. This information should also be presented in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, a draft of which should be included in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for our review. Required improvements to the STN should be in
place prior to opening day of the project.

Travel Demand Analysis

Based on the level of development, please submit a travel demand analysis that provides VMT
analysis resulting from the proposed project. With the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 743,
Caltrans is focusing on transportation infrastructure that supports smart growth and efficient
development to ensure alignment with State policies through the use of efficient development
patterns, innovative travel demand reduction strategies, multimodal improvements, and VMT as
the primary transportation impact metric. For projects reviewed under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Caltrans uses VMT as the metric for evaluating
transportation impacts and mitigation. Please ensure that the travel demand analysis includes:

« A vicinity map, regional location map, and site plan clearly showing project access in
relation to the STN. The State right-of-way as well as all ingress and egress points for all
project components should be clearly identified. Lastly, project driveways, local roads and
intersections, car/bike parking, and transit facilities should be mapped.

o A schematic illustration of walking, biking, and auto conditions at the project site and study
area roadways. Potential safety issues for all road users should be identified and fully
mitigated.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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e A VMT analysis pursuant to the County’s guidelines or, absent that, the Office of Planning
and Research’s Draft Guidelines. Projects that result in automobile VMT per capita greater
than 15% below existing (i.e. baseline) county-wide or regional values for similar land use
types may indicate a significant impact. If necessary, mitigation for increasing VMT should
be identified. Mitigation should support the use of transit and active transportation modes.
Potential mitigation measures that include the requirements of other agencies, such as
Caltrans, are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-
binding instruments under the control of the County.

o The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicycles, disabled travelers and
transit performance should be evaluated, including countermeasures and trade-offs
resulting from mitigating VMT increases. Access to pedestrians, bicycle, and transit
facilities must be maintained.

Multimodal Planning

From Caltrans” Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for the New Decade, the project site is
identified as a suburban neighborhood place type where location efficiency factors, such as
community design, vary from weak to moderate and regional accessibility is variable. As such,
the project should be conditioned to ensure connections to existing and planned bike lanes and
multi-use trails to facilitate walking and biking to nearby homes and transit stops. Therefore, the
proposed project should be conditioned to connect park visitors to the existing bike and
pedestrian overcrossing on Van Buren Road and ensure the necessary wayfinding signage is
provided for both bike and pedestrians. Providing these connections with streets configured for
alternative transportation modes will reduce VMT and promote usage of nearby San Mateo
County Transit Bus Routes 82, and 88.

Vehicle Trip Reduction

We encourage you to establish a Transportation Management Association (TMA) in partnership
with other developments in the area, and pursue aggressive trip reduction targets with Lead
Agency monitoring and enforcement. In addition, the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) elements described below include effective measures to promote smart mobility and
reduce regional VMT and should be implemented given the project’s place type:

Project design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient transit access;
Lower parking ratios;

Enhanced bus stops including benches and bus shelters;

Designated bicycle parking;

Charging stations for electric vehicles;

e Carpool and clean-fuel parking spaces; and

e Reducing headway times of nearby San Mateo County Transit Bus Routes 82, and 88,
especially during timeframes when the county would expect peak visitors.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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For additional TDM options, please refer to Chapter 8 of FHWA’s Integrating Demand
Management into the Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference, regarding TDM at
the local planning level. The reference is available online at:

http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf.

For information about parking ratios, please see MTC’s report, Reforming Parking Policies to
Support Smart Growth, or visit the MTC parking webpage:

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking.

Transportation Impact Fees

Please estimate the costs of public transportation improvements necessitated by the proposed
project; viable funding sources such as development and/or transportation impact fees should
also be identified. We encourage a sufficient allocation of fair share contributions toward multi-
modal and regional transit improvements to fully mitigate cumulative impacts to regional
transportation. We also strongly support measures to increase sustainable mode shares, thereby
reducing VMT.

Transportation Permit

Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on State roadways
requires a Transportation Permit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a completed Transportation
Permit application with the determined specific route(s) for the shipper to follow from origin to
destination must be submitted to:

Caltrans Transportation Permits Office
1823 14th Street
Sacramento, CA 95811-7119.

See the following website for more information about Transportation Permits:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/permits/index.html

Cultural Resources

In accordance with CEQA and Assembly Bill 52, it is recommended that the County of San
Mateo conduct Native American consultation with tribes, groups, and individuals who are
interested in the project area and may have knowledge of Tribal Cultural Resources or other
sacred sites. The project area is sensitive for archaeological deposits, and there are multiple

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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previously recorded archaeological sites near the project area. It is recommended that the County
of San Mateo conduct cultural resource studies, which should include a records search from the
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) at Sonoma State University and an intensive field survey conducted by a qualified
archaeologist.

Encroachment Permit

Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State ROW requires
an Encroachment Permit that is issued by Caltrans. Traffic-related mitigation measures should be
incorporated into the construction plans prior to the encroachment permit process. To apply, a
completed Encroachment Permit application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of
plans clearly indicating State ROW must be submitted to the following address:

David Salladay, District Office Chief

Office of Permits, MS 5E

California Department of Transportation, District 4
P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

See the following website for more information:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/ep/index.html

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should you have
any questions regarding this letter, please contact Jannette Ramirez at 510-286-5535 or
jannette.ramirez(@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

W

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

o State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
svstem to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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bc: PMaurice/JRamirez/EDarko

loc:  P:\Plan\TranComm\LD-IGR\San Mateo County\GTS\Flood County Park Landscape
Plan\CEQA Comment Letter Template.docx

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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From: Carolyn Ordonez [mailto:cardord@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2016 8:36 AM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>
Subject: Flood park EIR

As someone who lives in the flood triangle neighborhood of Menlo Park the changes to Flood Park are
concerning to me. What needs to be understood is to exit my street to go anywhere | have to use Bay
Road. This is true for any neighborhoods on the east side of Bay Road. If traffic is heavy, as when Marsh
Road was closed for months, we are impacted by traffic.

There are only three ways to connect to Bay Road. Willow Road., Ringwood, and Marsh. The traffic
already pours onto these roads to Bay Road to get to and from Menlo Atherton HighSchool, Laurel
school, the 101 freeway and now Facebook has generated a lot of traffic through this area.

In the last two years Bay Road now backs up from Willow down Bay Road to Oakland Avenue and more.
And many drivers cut down the Flood Triangle streets to VanBuren Road thinking it will get them
somewhere faster. All this does is que up VanBuren as they have to get back on Bay.

The traffic in this area is only going to get worse as Menlo Park has approved massive building for the
east side of 101. As part of the EIR the approvals for " build out"of the Belle Haven area of Menlo Park
have to studied in conjunction to have a realistic vision of the impact on this area.

The last thing thing | would like to see happen is a traffic light at Bay and Ringwood. Traffic needs to be
discouraged by not making it easier for cut through traffic.This is a residential area. Flood park is
surrounded on four, not three sides as mentioned at the December Meeting, by residences. Haven
House is the fourth side, not the 101 freeway.

My house is three houses from 101 so | have a significant, over the amount allowed by law, noise level.
And | now have planes to SFO flying right over the top of my house. This just started and | hope it stops.
So my concern is more noise. | do not want to hear ANY NEW NOISE generated by the changes. | do not
hear noise from the park now.

As stated in the Flood Park website this park is to serve Menlo Park, Redwood City and East Palo Alto.
Flood Park has a rich history that is completely lost with what is proposed. With all the changes in this
area of Menlo Park the proposed activities are inviting more traffic to our neighborhoods when we need
to be looking for calming traffic knowing what is coming in the future.

The Flood Triangle has pedestrian access to Flood Park at Iris lane. The proposed plan is inviting pick up
and drop off traffic to this area. This can not be allowed.

The order of the phases should be flipped with the active elements last in case the county runs out of
money.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Ordonez

Sent from my iPad


mailto:cardord@gmail.com
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From: Catherine Francis [mailto:catherinekatiefrancis@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2016 5:08 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>

Subject: Flood Park Comments

Oh, Menlo Park, | hardly know you anymore. Menlo Park has a long standing tradition of granting the wishes and whims of everyone
and anyone without careful consideration of the consequences. While updates and improvements are a part of societal advancement,
things don’t always have to be bigger or expanded, more is not always the answer. The world can’t just keep adding, adding, adding,
shoving into and onto, it’s irresponsible and greedy.

A re-imagined Flood Park has some very fundamental problems. First, noise pollution. Sure, Flood Park is due for a facelift. Why can’t
we just support a quiet, community park, well utilized with picnickers by refurbishing the existing structures? As residents of Flood
Triangle and Suburban Park, we all listen to the freeway. 101 has been around longer than most of us have, it was something that has
been long accepted when property was purchased. Most recently, we are being subjected to noise pollution from the constant stream of
airplanes. Now, on top of that we are now expected to listen to sports and amphitheater activities?

Second, air pollution and use of water. We stand to lose trees as part of the re-imagination. For those of us who live right next to the
freeway, the trees of Flood Park cleanse our air from the constant odors and pollutants. Will artificial turf be used for the soccer field
and other grassy areas? The park now exists in a more natural state, not requiring much in the way of water. Consider all the water that
will be necessary for the Facebook expansion. We are still in a drought and should be behaving as such.

Third, traffic. Traffic impact and discussion of the matter has been an issue with all the proposed projects facing Menlo Park (Flood
Park, Facebook, etc.) It still doesn’t seem to be being taken as seriously as it should. Facebook is moving forward with it’s ridiculous
expansion. You can’t not factor in their plans with the plans for the park. My neighborhood, Flood Triangle, is smack dab in the middle
of itall. Unknowledgeable drivers are already using our streets as inefficient cut-throughs to bypass traffic backup on Bay Road leading
to Willow Road. Many of these drivers may be using Bay to Willow as a way to get around Marsh Road traffic. We should be
protecting our neighborhood streets instead of making them default thoroughfares. There is only one vehicle entrance into Flood

Park. Bay Road has already been exponentially impacted by the traffic problems of Marsh Road and Willow Road and should be further
impacted with the Facebook expansion. So we are going to send more cars down Bay, Marsh, Willow, Ringwood and other
neighborhood streets to get people to the park for sports during peak drive times? It will only be a matter of time before drivers discover
the large grass medians of Iris Lane, located near a backside pedestrian entrance, as an alternative pickup and drop off location. This will
not be acceptable. And how does this go monitored? The only way is to have a permanent guard to let people know there is no stopping
anytime. It is my opinion that we have plenty of fields available at schools and existing parks and don't need to be creating this constant
opportunity for more, more, more.

Fourth and final, historical preservation. Why is education and preservation never a part of the grand scheme of things? A much better
use of the adobe building, instead of demolishing and saving only a small piece as “historical significance” is to fully restore it. Make it
a museum so visitors can learn about the history of Menlo Park, Flood Park, Flood landmarks, and the building itself, built in the 1930s
by the Work Progress Administration. Or use it as a general use/meeting space like the Girl Scout House in Palo Alto’s Rinconada Park.

Let’s keep Flood Park feeling like a neighborhood park. There are too many ways for the re-imagination to become a big sporting
venue, crowding into our neighborhood and negatively impacting the landscape of our community.


mailto:catherinekatiefrancis@gmail.com
mailto:sherzberg@smcgov.org
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December 15, 2016

Mr. Sam Herzberg

San Mateo County

455 County Center, 4™ Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

Dear Mr. Herzberg:

Subject:  Flood County Park Landscape Plan, Notice of Preparation, SCH #2016112040,
San Mateo County

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Preparation of a
draft Environmental Impact Report (draft EIR) from San Mateo County (County) for the Flood
County Park Landscape Plan Project (Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines."

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds those resources
in trust by statute for all the people of the state. [Fish and Game Code §§ 711.7, subd. (a) and
1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a)]. CDFW, in its
trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish,
wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those
species (/d., § 1802). Similarly for purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as
available, biological expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing
specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and
wildlife resources.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
Proponent: San Mateo County

Project Location and Description

The Project is located within the 24.5-acre Flood County Park at 215 Bay Road in the City of
Menlo Park in San Mateo County. The park includes two County-owned parcels totaling 21.3
acres and two linear parcels owned by the City and County of San Francisco as part of the right-
of-way for the Hetch Hetchy regional water distribution system.

! CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA Guidelines” are
found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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The Project consists of a plan, called the Landscape Plan, for the long-term redevelopment of
the park conducted in three phases. Phase | includes improvements to athletic fields and courts,
pump track and asphalt paths, renovation of the Adobe bathroom, improvements to the tree-
lined promenade and the playground and installation of new utilities. Phase Il includes either
improving or adding restrooms, demonstration gardens, playgrounds, a picnic area and the
Gathering Meadow. Phase |l includes conversion of the adobe administrative building to an
open-air shade/market structure, group picnic area renovation with shade shelters, completion
of all pathways with exercise stations, gathering plazas and a focal element including
incorporating the water pump feature.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the County to adequately
identify and/or mitigate the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct and indirect
impacts on fish, plants and wildlife (biological) resources in the draft EIR.

Environmental Setting

To enable CDFW siaff to adequately review and comment on the project, the draft EIR should
include a complete assessment of the flora and fauna, as described below, within and adjacent
to the Project footprint, with particular emphasis on identifying rare, threatened, endangered,
and other sensitive species and their associated habitats. The environmental setting should
contain sufficient information to understand the Project’s, and its alternatives’, significant
impacts on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15125 and 15360).

CDFW recommends that the draft EIR provide baseling habitat assessments for all special-
status plant, fish and wildlife species located within the Project area and surrounding lands per
CEQA Guidelines, § 15380. The draft EIR should also include habitat assessments for sensitive
habitat types and plant communities. CDFW recommends that floristic, alliance- and/or
association based mapping and assessment be completed following The Manual of California
Vegetation, second edition (Sawyer et al. 2009). Adjoining habitat areas should also be included
in this assessment where site activities could lead to direct or indirect impacts offsite. Habitat
mapping at the alliance level will help establish baseline vegetation conditions.

CDFW also recommends the draft EIR include a general biological inventory of the fish,
amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal species that are present or have the potential to be
present within each habitat type onsite and within adjacent areas that could be affected by the
Project. CDFW'’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) should be consulted to obtain
current information on any previously reported sensitive species and habitat. Please note,
CDFW's CNDDB is not exhaustive in terms of the data it houses, nor is it an absence database,
therefore, CDFW recommends that it be used as a starting point in gathering information about
the potential presence of species within the general area of the project site. Habitat descriptions
and species profiles should also include information from multiple sources: aerial imagery,
historical and recent survey data, field reconnaissance and scientific literature and reports.
Based on the habitat assessment, the draft EIR should assess which special-status species are
likely to occur in the vicinity of the Project area.

Please provide a complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other
sensitive species located within the project footprint and within off-site areas with the potential to
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be affected, including California Species of Special Concern (SSC) and California Fully
Protected Species (Fish and Game Code § 3511). Species to be addressed should include all
those that meet the CEQA definition (CEQA Guidelines § 15380). The inventory should address
seasonal variations in use of the project area and should not be limited to resident species.
Focused species-specific surveys, completed by a qualified biologist and conducted at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise
identifiable, should be conducted. CDFW recommends that surveys be conducted for special-
status species likely to occur, following agency-recommended survey protocol. Survey and
monitoring protocols and guidelines are available at:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/survey monitor.html.

Botanical surveys for special-status plant species, including those listed by the California Native
Plant Society (http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/) should be conducted during the
blooming period for all sensitive plant species potentially occurring within the Project area.
Please refer to CDFW protocols for surveying and evaluating impacts to rare plants available at:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants. Potential impacts to these species, including
take, habitat loss, habitat impairment and temporary disturbances, should be thoroughly
addressed in the draft EIR.

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures

The draft EIR should discuss all direct and indirect impacts (temporary and permanent) that
could occur with implementation of the Project. This includes evaluating and describing impacts
such as, potential for “take” (FGC §86) of special-status species; permanent and temporary
habitat disturbances associated with ground disturbance, noise, lighting, reflection, air pollution,
traffic or human presence; and obstruction of movement corridors and impediments to
connectivity, or access to water sources and other core habitat features.

The draft EIR should identify reasonably foreseeable future projects in the Project vicinity,
disclose any cumulative impacts associated with these projects, determine the significance of
each cumulative impact, and assess the significance of the Project’s contribution to the impact
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15355). Although a project’s impacts may be insignificant individually, its
contributions to a cumulative impact may be considerable. A contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, such as reduction of the available habitat for a listed species, should be
considered cumulatively considerable without mitigation to minimize or avoid the impact.

A description of all feasible mitigation measures to avoid potentially significant impacts, and/or
mitigate significant impacts of the Project on the environment should be included in the draft EIR
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15021, 15063, 15071, 15126.2, 15126.4 & 15370). Mitigation measures
should emphasize avoidance and reduction of project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, onsite
habitat restoration and/or enhancement should be evaluated and discussed in detail. If onsite
mitigation is not feasible or would not be biclogically viable and therefore not adequately
mitigate the loss of biological functions and values, offsite mitigation through habitat creation
and/or acquisition and preservation in perpetuity should be addressed. Take avoidance and
minimization measures for special-status species should be developed in consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and CDFW.
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Fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time (Fish and Game Code §
3511). Therefore, the draft EIR should include measures to ensure complete take avoidance of
such species.

Nesting Birds

Please note that it is the Project proponent’s responsibility to comply with all applicable laws
related to nesting birds and birds of prey. Migratory non-game native bird species are protected
by international treaty under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as amended
{16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.). In addition, sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the Fish and Game
Code also afford protective measures as follows: Section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take,
possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by
Fish and Game Code or any regulation made pursuant thereto; Section 3503.5 states that is it
unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes
(birds-of-prey) or o take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as
otherwise provided by Fish and Game Code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto; and
Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as
designated in the MBTA or any part of such migratory nongame bird except as provided by rules
and regulations adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the MBTA.

CDFW recommends that the draft EIR include the results of avian surveys, as well as specific
avoidance and minimization measures to ensure that impacts to nesting birds do not occur.
Project-specific avoidance and minimization measures may include, but not be limited to: project
phasing and timing, monitoring of project-related noise (where applicable), sound walls, and
buffers, where appropriate. The draft EIR should also include specific avoidance and
minimization measures that will be implemented should a nest be located within the Project site.
If pre-construction surveys are proposed in the draft EIR, CDFW recommends that they be
required no more than three (3) days prior to vegetation clearing or ground disturbance
activities, as instances of nesting could be missed if surveys are conducted sooner.

Habitat Revegetation/Restoration Plans

Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons with expertise in native
plant restoration techniques. Plans should identify the assumptions used to develop the
proposed restoration strategy. Each plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the location of
restoration sites and assessment of appropriate reference sites; (b) the plant species to be
used, sources of local propagules, container sizes, and seeding rates; (¢) a schematic depicting
the mitigation area; (d) a local seed and cuttings and planting schedule; (e) a description of the
irrigation methodology; {f} measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific succass
criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures should the success criteria
not be met; and (j) identification of the party responsible for meeting the success criteria and
providing for conservation of the mitigation site in perpetuity. Monitoring of restoration areas
should extend across a sufficient time frame to ensure that the new habitat is established, self-
sustaining, and capable of surviving drought.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

California Endangered Species Act

Please be advised that a California Endangered Species Act (CESA) permit must be obtained if
the Project has the potential to result in “take” of plants or animals listed under CESA, either
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during construction or over the life of the Project. Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject to
CEQA documentation; the draft EIR must specify impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program. If the Project will impact CESA listed species, early
consultation with CDFW is encouraged, as significant modification to the Project and mitigation
measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to substantially impact
threatened or endangered species (CEQA §§ 21001(c), 21083, & CEQA Guidelines §§ 15380,
15064, 15065). Impacts must be avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels unless the
CEQA Lead Agency makes and supports Findings of Overriding Consideration. The CEQA
Lead Agency’s Findings do not eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to comply with Fish
and Game Code § 2080.

CDFW, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, will consider the draft EIR for the Project.
CDFW may not execute a final CESA permit until it has complied with CEQA (Public Resources
Code § 21000 et seq.) in its role as the Responsible Agency.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations. [Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e)].
Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural communities detected during
Project surveys to the CNDDB.

The CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB_FieldSurveyForm.pdf. The completed
form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address:
CNDDB@uwildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the
following link: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants and animals.asp.

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing
fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead
Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee
is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal.
Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; FGC § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089).

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

California is experiencing one of the most severe droughts on record. To ameliorate the water
demands of this Project, CDFW recommends incorporation of water-wise concepts in Project
landscape design plans. In particular, CDFW recommends xeriscaping with locally native
California species, and installing water-efficient and targeted irrigation systems (such as drip
irrigation). Local water agencies/districts, and resource conservation districts in your area may
be able to provide information on plant nurseries that carry locally native species, Information on
drought-tolerant landscaping and water-efficient irrigation systems is available on California’s
Save our Water website: http://saveourwater.com/what-you-can-do/tips/landscaping/




Mr. Sam Herzberg
December 15, 2016
Page 6

CONCLUSION
CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation to assist San
Mateo County in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Ms. Randi Adair,
Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory), at randi.adair@wildlife.ca.gov or (707) 576-2786.

Sincerely,
o (e
Scott Wilson

Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

oo Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

Randi Adair, CDFW Bay Delta Region
Suzanne DelLedn, CDFW Bay Delta Region



From: Doug Bui [mailto:dougbui@pacbell.net]

Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2016 12:43 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>

Cc: Carla Schoof <cschoof@smcgov.org>; Irving Torres <ITorres@smcgov.org>
Subject: EIR Flood Park Comments

While not an EIR issue, | believe the Project Title is misleading and needs to be corrected. This
has been labeled "Flood County Park Landscape Plan". The landscape portion is relative minor
compared to the increase in recreational facilities being added. The Plan calls for adding a full
size soccer/lacrosse field, basketball court, pump track and expanding the use of the existing
baseball field with soccer practice fields. Recreational activities being eliminated are 2 of the 4
existing tennis courts, bocce ball and softball field. This really should be titled as "Flood County
Park Land Use Plan". To not change the project title is misleading to the public.

Below are my comments on various items which | believe need to be incorporated in the draft
EIR so as to get a true representation of its impact.

1. The Planis scheduled to be implemented in 3 phases. Phase 1 - within 2 years, Phase Il - 5
to 7 years and Phase Ill - 7 to 10 years. This EIR project analysis is only for Phase 1. The EIR
needs to also include Phase Il and Il in order to determine the full probable environmental
impacts. Only with a full analysis will the total project impact be determined which will then
allow the Commission to make an informed decision Why is not a full Phase |, Il and Ill being
done at this time?

2. The Plan identifies 3 areas of use in a general nature which are to be implemented in Phase
Il and Il. These 3 areas of use are described as "Gathering meadow (performance space),
Conversion of administrative building to open-air shade/market structure and gathering

plazas. Please provide a more definitive description as to types of uses to be permitted in order
to get a more accurate analysis as to their environmental impact. Uses relate to people which
relates to noise, traffic, parking, etc. Will a Farmer's Market be an allowed use?

3. The 1983 Master Plan described the 1982 Low Season activity (mid Oct - mid April) activity
as 2,000 people/week with 700 people/day Saturday and Sunday and Hi Season activity (mid
April - mid Oct) activity as 4,000 to 9,000 people/week with 1,200 - 2,400 people/day Saturday
and Sunday. It also states that when Saturday or Sunday attendance reaches about 1,800
people, and a baseball doubleheader is being played, space for picnic activity is limited. What is
the projected number of people using the park and what activities will be impacted?

4. From an activity standpoint, what level of activity for each of the uses will be used in order
to determine traffic, noise, transportation and parking impacts?

5. Will the EIR present a "worse use case" scenario showing simultaneous uses, i.e. corporate
bbq, private bbqg, baseball game, soccer/lacrosse game(s), gathering meadow use, farmer's
market, wedding, etc. and their effect upon all environmental issues?
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6. What is the maximum people capacity of the park when only allowing on-site
parking? What is the maximum people capacity of the park allowing both on and off-site
parking? What are the number of on-site parking spaces?

7. What is the affect to on-site parking when a parking fee is implemented or not
implemented?

8. What will be the traffic impact of people both dropping of sport participants an those
waiting to pick up sport participants? Commonly known as the collision factor.

9. What restrictions upon amplifications will be used for all activities, including sporting
events, and will they be implemented? Will on site signage notification be used?

10. Please state the hours of operation for the Park as well how of operations for specific uses
if applicable.

11. Current use shows that there is an overflow of parking particularly during the summer into
the adjacent residential areas. There has been a. lack of response from the Menlo Park Police
Department in enforcement.

With the increase in projected activity, what is proposed to make sure parking in the restricted
residential areas will be enforced? Will the Menlo Park police department be asked to develop
a firm plan of parking enforcement for the area and if not, why not. Such a plan can include
summer patrol, response time to resident calls, etc.

12. Will the County issue a "conditions of operations" which has the same effect as a
conditional use permit which Cities/Counties issue to developers. Such a "conditions of
operations" could include, but not be limited, to hours of operation, park capacity, types of
uses, etc.

13. What measures will be taken to provide for users to load/unload food, supplies, etc. for
their various functions rather than use Bay Road, Iris or adjacent residential streets?

14. What measures will be taken to insure the neighborhood that there will not be any lighting
for night time activities?

15. Playground replacement is scheduled for Phase Il which means the implementationis5-7
years later. Why is this item not included in Phase | as the playground gets lots of activity
particularly during the summer and definitely with an increase use of the picnic areas?

It would be appreciated if | could receive an acknowledgement that you received this email.

Regards,



Doug Bui
(650) 387-6395 (cell)



From: Joan Hilse [mailto:JKHilse@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2016 5:09 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org<mailto:sherzberg@smcgov.org>>
Subject: Flood Park Proposed Draft EIR

| am excited that Flood Park is being re-imagined, that its neglected infrastructure will be renewed, and
that many many new and returning users will enjoy it. As a close neighbor of the park | offer some
comments for the Draft EIR.

1. The proposed location of the full size soccer/lacrosse field has serious implications for all three
identified areas of major concern to the EIR: parking, traffic and noise. What alternatives will you
consider and what is the data supporting the proposed location?

* Current proposal invites soccer/lacrosse participants to be dropped off at Iris entrance due to
proximity. How will traffic and parking issues along nearby streets be handled, particularly when
participants of one youth game are being picked up at the same time as participants from the next one
are dropped off? What is the projected vehicle count at these peak times?

* Noise from soccer/lacrosse is seen by many, including me, as more intrusive, shrill, and continual
than that from baseball. What do your research and studies show? What are the pros and cons of
swapping locations of baseball and soccer/lacrosse? Soccer/lacrosse noise for neighbors in Suburban
Park would be less troublesome because the parking lot gives more distance vs. the 30 feet to neighbors
in the current proposal.

1. What do your studies show about bathroom capacity required during peak usage? If the sports
upgrades in Phase | indicate that increased capacity is needed, when will bathroom capacity be added?
An important safety issue should be whether they are close enough to all family and youth activities for
children's use.

2. The 1983 Master Plan and community input emphasize the importance of the unique natural
environment of the park. How will this be preserved when so many new activities are being squeezed
in? There will be trees removed, such as the lovely stand of young redwoods near the present tennis
courts. What is the replacement plan? Will the 30-foot distance from Del Norte fences to
soccer/lacrosse support preservation of the mature redwoods and oaks? What do arborists advise?

3. What measures will be taken to insure policies such as amplification levels, night time usage (no
lighting), trail use by bicycles, and the like are observed?

4. Concerning esthetics, what is the plan for mitigation of soccer/lacrosse noise? How will neighbors
be protected from errant balls? Esthetics are important, as well as effectiveness of the solution.

Sincerely,
Joan Hilse
1073 Del Norte
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From: Libby Ordonez [mailto:libbyordonez@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 4:38 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>
Subject: Flood Park Comments

To Whom it May Concern,

The last thing Menlo Park residents need is to reimagine Flood Park by taking away the nice picnic areas and
replacing them with noisy athletic fields and even more traffic. As a Flood Triangle resident adding a lacrosse and
soccer field will only make the unbearable traffic we have now even worse. Parents coming to pick up their children
will look for alternate ways to avoid the congestion and will only cause more traffic flowing in and out of the Flood
Triangle neighborhood. The traffic begins at 3 PM on Ringwood and then backs up from Willow to Ringwood along
Bay. A lot of the time | can't even get down my street. If new athletic fields are added to Flood Park | can't even
imagine how terrible the traffic will become.

Flood Park is bustling on the weekends and the main park goers are picnickers. It makes absolutely no sense to
minimize the picnic areas when that is the main draw. Flood Park is extremely unique because of this fact. There
are not a lot of large parks that let many picnickers have their own sections for their gatherings. Don't we want Menlo
Park to be unique.

It make me extremely mad to hear that the HISTORIC adobe was going to be restored to then hear that it was going
to be removed. What happened to restoring the adobe and making it a museum of sorts. Why in the world would we
get rid of a piece of history just like that! Would it kill everyone to remove it?

Finally, the changes to Flood Park would add considerably to the noise levels. | already have to put up with the
freeway and the ever increasing airplane noise. Why should | have to deal with even more noise from athletic events
or even an amphitheater. It just isn't fair and is not right! My neighbors already got out of town for the East Bay
because of the noise. If something is not done to stop it soon, | will be joining them! | have lived in Menlo Park my
entire life, but it is not the same city.

Please consider these comments. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Libby
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From: M [mailto:purrd449@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2016 6:24 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>
Subject: Do NOT "develop" Flood Park! Keep it AS IT IS!

Hello.
This is Margaret Monroe.
| am a long-time Menlo Park resident, and | live near Flood Park.

| do NOT want ANY part of that beautiful and serene park "developed". Leave it AS IT
IS. Just maintain it the way it is. NO soccer field, NO nothing.

Flood Park is a real jewel as it is, and building ANYTHING in it would permanently RUIN
it.

| HOPE | am NOT the ONLY person who feels this way.
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From: Michael Davis [mailto:mibdavis@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2016 10:16 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>
Subject: Comments on Flood Park plan

Thanks to the group that worked on the Reimagine Flood Park project. The group has done a
thorough job in gathering input from the community and preparing a plan that aligns with the
preferences of the community.

I have a few comments on the plan:

o I'm happy to see the inclusion of various gathering places, a market structure, and a pump
track -- those are nice additions.

e I'm concerned that a soccer field may bring too much traffic and noise, unless carefully
controlled. I would prefer a quieter and more natural setting rather than a large grass
field.

o The park is very popular for picnics. It's difficult to tell from the plan whether the
amount of picnic space has increased or decreased from the current conditions. |
recommend that the picnic space not be reduced from the current amount.

e | see adrawing that includes a dog being walked, so | assume dogs will be allowed, at
least on the main paths. | support this idea, since many people in the surrounding areas
would like to walk their dogs in the park

Thank you,
Michael Davis
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From: Michelle Bui [mailto:mrbui01@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, December 05, 2016 6:24 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>
Subject: Flood Park

Hello Mr. Herzberg,

After reviewing the proposed plan for a newly designed Flood Park, while there are many positives,
there are a few concerns.

The lacrosse/soccer field is positioned to close to the neighbors on Del Norte. What about positioning it
at the old school attached to the back side of the park. It is my understanding the property is for sale. If
not there, what about positioning it closer to the parking lot. Either of the later choices effects the

neighbors less, also if in the future lights become a request, there might be a better chance of approval.

Also the amphitheater is a concern as far as noise is concerned. Especially if there is amplification.

Another concern is parking and traffic on neighborhood streets. Currently there is no parking on Del
Norte and Oakwood Place 8am-8pm April-October. Unfortunately no one is enforcing the law. We would
like to see no parking added to Tehema and Sonoma. There is a no left turn sign from Bay to Del Norte
7-9am, again not enforced, and cars come speeding through in the mornings. This will be a county park
which will draw from a larger geographic area, especially when it involves sports. Please see to it that a
nice redesign of the park, does not hurt the surrounding neighborhoods and home prices

Thank you,
Michelle Bui

Make each day your masterpiece %
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From: Nettie Wijsman

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2016 11:57 PM
To: sherzberg@smc.gov

Subject: Re: Questions for Flood Park EIR

| am attaching some questions to be included in the EIR including a rough layout of another proposed
plan reversing the 2 large fields with the ball park bull pen in the center of the park and the outfield
close to Del Norte and Iris Ln. There will need to be some room in between the 2 fields for players to
gather and for seating, but | am quit sure there should be enough room to do this. If for some reason
there does not seem to be enough space, consider dropping the lacrosse portion of the soccer field, as a
lacrosse field is 60 yards wide while the smallest full size soccer field is 50 yards wide. That is an
additional 30 feet of space. Lacrosse was not even identified as a need by the community when the
County started this process, and somehow has become a high priority item.

From a personal level, this project is of deep concern due to my health issues as | deal with chronic pain
and because of this, | have extreme difficulties sleeping. They way | maintain my life is to not schedule
my mornings allowing me to sleep in when | do not sleep adequately at night. | am rarely up before
9:30AM and | will sleep until 10 — 11AM when | have a difficult night. For me to stay healthy means
having the ability to catch up on sleep in the morning when needed. One whistle or yell will wake me up.
| already wear earplugs every night.

Nettie Wijsman
1037 Del Norte Ave
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The following are quotes (with questions) from the last Flood Park Master Plan, completed in 1983.
Although this Master Plan is old, | think many of the comments in the Master Plan are still applicable
today.

Use Patterns

Pg 23,” Weekends bring people who arrive before noon and stay for at least a 5 hour period. When
Saturday or Sunday attendance reaches about 1,800 people and a baseball doubleheader is being
played, space for picnic activity is limited. The picnic areas, softball field, lawn areas and volleyball courts
received intensive use throughout the high season.” How are you going to ensure that picnickers are
not squeezed out of being able to use the park when baseball, soccer and lacrosse games are
happening at the same time and on a frequent basis? What is the maximum occupancy projected
for the park? How has the number of picnic tables/groups changed from the current Preferred Plan
compared to what is used now?

pg 23 The management objectives for Flood County Park are detailed under Resource Policy Formation,
but generally include protection of the existing natural environment, while permitting use by the public
for enjoyment of the site’s resources. The 3d and most important component in determining allowable
use intensity involves an analysis of the natural, cultural, and aesthetic resources to determine the
area’s physical limitations for development of facilities, and the ability of the ecosystem to withstand
human impact. How is the current plan with multiple sports fields having activities going on at the
same time going to impact the current and future ecosystem?

Pg 31 “To develop a specific management plan for the heritage tree resource:

Encourage the transition from an Oak Woodland ecology to a more tolerant ecology consisting of Oaks
and more Bays, Redwoods, and other natives.” The current proposed plan is proposing cutting down a
grove of Redwood trees in order to build a full size soccer/lacrosse field in its space. How is this in
keeping with the transition to more ecological trees such as Redwoods? And given that trees cannot
be planted near the PUC easement, how will you be able to replace the trees that will be cut down to
accommodate the proposed soccer/lacrosse field?

Pg 49, “Flood Park is one of the last remaining publicly owned open spaces with a considerable growth
of native oaks and bays. It is believed that these trees represent some of the natural pre-existing biotic
conditions prevalent in this area prior to urban development. While the species are not rare or
endangered, as considered on a county-wide basis, they are endangered at Flood because of past
resource management practices and the impact of heavily overuse immediately surrounding the trees”.
Are there currently signs of stress to the existing Oak trees? Have the Oak trees been regenerating
adequately? How is the impact of more use in the park going to affect the current Oak tree population
and regeneration of Oak trees, since the trees have already shown stress in the past due to overuse?

Additional Questions

1. Noise - from soccer/lacrosse and volleyball courts being so close to residents on Del Norte Ave.

and Iris Ln. How are you going to mitigate noise from ball games from sports fields and 2

volleyball courts (with spectator stands) being located only 30 feet from neighbor’s yards on Del
Norte Ave and Iris Ln? Additional noise will be from spectators lining up in the small 30 foot area
between the field, walkway and neighbors fences. How are you going to ensure that this project
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is not going to negatively affect mine and other neighbor’s health due to noise and the inability
to sleep?

Noise and dust from leaf blowers — the current ‘Preferred Plan” shows a walking pathway

between neighbor’s property lines and the edge of the current proposed field (a total space of
only 30 feet). | assume leaf blowers will be keeping these pathways clean. How are you going to
control dust being blown into neighbor’s yards? How are you going to mitigate the noise from
these leaf blowers, especially early in the morning? How are you going to ensure that dust from
blowing leaves so close to mine and other neighbor’s yards is not going to affect health
negatively (i.e. dust allergies)?

Esthetics — How are you going to keep balls out of neighbors yards while also maintaining an
aesthetic appeal for those neighbors that border the park? Erecting very high fences or walls or
ugly green netting would be required for any sport in order to keep balls out of neighbor’s yards.

How can you know the impact of activities proposed in phases Il and Il since they are projected
to be many years out? How do we even know projects in phase Il and Ill will be completed since
they are not even being included in the proposed EIR? (The playground equipment and picnic
areas are currently the most used areas in the park yet are not being addressed in the first
phase).

Traffic — what will be the impact of traffic on Bay Rd., Del Norte Ave., Iris Ln. and neighboring
streets in the Flood Triangle and Suburban Park with full use of the proposed plan? How will
restricted parking be enforced? How will the increased traffic affect safety on our quite streets?

Since many of the trees are more mature, what will be the impact to existing trees be by moving
pathways from their current locations to new locations further under the trees ?

Noise from Lacrosse games - Since the EIR is supposed to be done by March, how can you
accurately assess noise from games like Lacrosse in the winter when the Lacrosse season follows
a baseball season of spring, summer and fall? Even if there are some games taking place
somewhere in the winter isn’t it likely the attendance at games would be lower?

What is converting to turf going to do to the health of the redwood trees near the backstop of
the current baseball field, as those trees are planted with cement surrounding them on all sides

and the roots are likely getting much of their water from lawn area in the baseball field?

Will the turf have enough padding to not cause undue injuries?

10. As turf gets hot, will this increase the temperature in the park and surrounding neighbor hood



11. How much noise will be generated if all park activities are taking place at the same time i.e.

baseball game, soccer/lacrosse game, basket ball, picnics, special event?

12. How will the noise from constant ball games affect enjoyment of the park for picnic users, play
ground users and other users such as walkers and Mariachi bands?

13. As there is already trash left nearly every weekend in neighbor’s yards on Del Norte Ave. and Iris
Ln, how is the increased use of the park going to affect the amount of trash in our neighborhood
and who is going to be responsible for this?

14. How is the reduction in volleyball courts from 4 to 2 going to affect volleyball users given that
the 4 existing volleyball courts are currently used frequently?

15. How will major changes in the park resulting in new sports fields being so close to neighbor’s
properties affect those neighbors and in turn nearby neighbor’s real estate property values?
How will having sports fields so close to the property line affect the length of time to sell a
property or the number of offers a property might receive along with the value of the property?
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From: Ryan Z. Sandoval [mailto:rsandoval@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 7:30 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>

Subject: Flood Park Resident Concerned about the Flood Park Development

Hello,

| am the owner of 1077 Del Norte Avenue in Menlo Park, which borders Flood Park. In fact, | am steps
away from the back entrance to Flood Park.

I am very concerned about the plans to develop at Flood Park, especially the soccer field that is
supposed to be built near my fence. Even as the park stands today, | have many, many people who take
up all the parking on my street (especially on weekends) even though they are not permitted to park
there. The police never come by and ticket, even when I call. 1 am very concerned that this situation
will just balloon with the new park. | have to unfortunately pick up trash daily (yes, every day) that is
dropped by people who park illegally.

Moreover, | am very concerned that the noise from the soccer field and the potential for netting to
obstruct my views will severely decrease my property value. | saved for years for a down payment to
afford Menlo Park, and that could all evaporate with this construction.

What would be help is if 1) the soccer field were moved away from my property (perhaps to border Bay
Road instead) and 2) the back entrance to the park is closed.

| fear without these two things that my property value will evaporate and the trash issue on my street
will get much, much worse.

Will these two things be considered?

Ryan Sandoval
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From: Jonathan S Mendoza [mailto:JSMendoza@sfwater.org]

Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2016 6:24 PM

To: Samuel F. Herzberg <sherzberg@smcgov.org>

Cc: Angela Yu <AnYu@sfwater.org>; Christopher J Wong <CJWong@sfwater.org>; Dina Brasil
<DBrasil@sfwater.org>; Ellen Natesan <ENatesan@sfwater.org>; Irina Torrey <|Torrey@sfwater.org>;
Jonathan Chow <jchow@sfwater.org>; Janice Levy <JLevy@sfwater.org>; Joe Naras
<JNaras@sfwater.org>; Joanne Wilson <jwilson@sfwater.org>; Rosanna$S Russell
<RSRussell@sfwater.org>; Stacie Feng <SFeng@sfwater.org>; Tracy Leung <TLeung@sfwater.org>; Tim
Ramirez <TRamirez@sfwater.org>

Subject: San Mateo County NOP for Flood County Park Landscape Plan DEIR - SFPUC Comments

Good Afternoon Mr. Herzberg:

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) recently received a Notice of Preparation from
San Mateo County (Lead Agency) for the Flood County Park Landscape Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR). Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the DEIR.

On behalf of the SFPUC, | provide the following comments:

e  Refer to the regional water system as "Hetch Hetchy Regional Water System" and to the SFPUC
right-of-way as the "SFPUC right-of-way."

e  Thank you for describing the SFPUC right-of-way (ROW) as owned by the City and County of San
Francisco. Inthe DEIR, please add the following information to the Summary Description,
Project Location and to the Land Use — Existing Setting/Condition sections: “The City and County
of San Francisco (San Francisco), through the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC),
owns approximately 2.3 acres of real property in fee in San Mateo County (San Francisco
Property) that crosses the project location as an 80-foot wide right-of-way (ROW). The SFPUC
ROW bisects the project location in an east-to-west alignment through the existing baseball field
and parking lot. The San Francisco Property’s primary purpose is to serve as a utility corridor
which is improved by three large subsurface water transmission lines and other
appurtenances. This utility corridor is for the reliable delivery of water to the SFPUC’s 2.6
million customers " Note: This right-of-way is NOT an easement.

e | am attaching two SFPUC ROW policies that specify allowable and prohibited uses on the
SFPUC ROW. In the land use section, please include information that the SFPUC has adopted
land use policies for its ROW. Generally, one of the CEQA thresholds includes analyzing the
project for "conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect..." The SFPUC policies are in place to avoid any potential impacts to SFPUC
infrastructure and/or water customers. In general, proposals have the potential to conflict with
SFPUC land use policies so the proposal should be analyzed in the DEIR with relation to the
SFPUC's existing ROW policies.

e Delineate the SFPUC ROW in any DEIR figures and/or maps.

As you are aware, San Mateo County Parks Department presented proposed Flood County Park
improvements at the September 2014 Project Review Committee (committee) meeting followed by an
updated proposal at the March 2016 committee meeting. For your reference, | am including the
meeting summaries for those two meetings. At the March 2016 meeting, the committee requested that
San Mateo County Parks Department arrange for further Project Review when the Flood Park proposal is
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at the 35% design phase milestone. Please contact me with an updated project description and 35%
project plans when they are available to continue the review process. | will schedule you for the next
available meeting.

As a friendly reminder, when submitting the updated proposal, please incorporate the following
committee feedback into your proposal (additional details in the March 2016 Project Review Committee
meeting summary):

e The following are prohibited in the SFPUC ROW: Lighting poles or fence posts; Utilities placed
parallel to the BDPLs; Structures and fixtures within 20 feet of the edge of the pipelines (such as
poles for basketball hoops); Vegetation within 10 feet of the pipeline risers and manholes;
Trees; Tire crumbles (used with artificial turf);

Any irrigation that is parallel to the BDPLs must be 1.5 inches or less in diameter;

Any utilities or conduit crossing the pipelines must maintain 12-inches of vertical clearance with
the BDPLs;

The pipeline(s) need an additional 6 inches of cover over the ball fields;

Finally, San Mateo County must execute an updated revocable license before any work in the
SFPUC ROW can proceed.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Thank you for your time and attention.

Regards,

Jonathan S. Mendoza

Land and Resources Planner

Natural Resources and Lands Management Division
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
1657 Rollins Road

Burlingame, CA 94010

0:650.652.3215 (Mondays and Fridays)

C: 415.770.1997 (Tuesdays and Thursdays)
F: 650.652.3219

E: jsmendoza@sfwater.org

W: http://www.sfwater.org/ProjectReview
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Hetch Hetchy
Regional Water System

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

SFPUC Interim Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy

for San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties

Approved January 13, 2015
by
SFPUC Resolution No. 15-0014

as an amendment to the SFPUC Real Estate Guidelines




SFPUC Water Pipeline Right of Way Use Policy for
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties

As part of its utility system, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) operates
and maintains hundreds of miles of water pipelines. The SFPUC provides for public use on its
water pipeline property or right of way (ROW) throughout Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo
counties consistent with our existing plans and policies. The following controls will help inform
how and in which instances the ROW can serve the needs of third parties—including public
agencies, private parties, nonprofit organizations, and developers—seeking to provide
recreational and other use opportunities to local communities.

Primarily, SFPUC land is used to deliver high quality, efficient and reliable water, power, and
sewer services in a manner that is inclusive of environmental and community interests, and that
sustains the resources entrusted to our care. The SFPUC’s utmost priority is maintaining the
safety and security of the pipelines that run underneath the ROW.

Through our formal Project Review and Land Use Application and Project Review process, we
may permit a secondary use on the ROW if it benefits the SFPUC, is consistent with our mission
and policies, and does not in any way interfere with, endanger, or damage the SFPUC’s current
or future operations, security or facilities. No secondary use of SFPUC land is permitted without
the SFPUC’s consent.

These controls rely on and reference several existing SFPUC policies, which should be read
when noted in the document. Being mindful of these policies while planning a proposed use and
submitting an application will ease the process for both the applicant and the SFPUC. These
controls are subject to change over time and additional requirements and restrictions may apply
depending on the project.

The SFPUC typically issues five-year revocable licenses for use of our property, with a form of
rent and insurance required upon signing.”

Note: The project proponent is referred to as the “Applicant” until the license agreement is signed, at
which point the project proponent is referred to as the “Licensee.”

! SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0.
SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 3.3.




Land Use, Structures, and Compliance with Law

The following tenets govern the specifics of land use, structures, and accessibility for a
project. Each proposal will still be subject to SFPUC approval on a case-by-case basis.

A. SFPUC Policies. The Applicant’s proposed use must conform to policies approved
by the SFPUC’s Commission, such as the SFPUC’s Land Use Framework
(http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=586).

B. Americans with Disabilities Act Compliance. The Applicant must demonstrate that a
Certified Access Specialist (CASp) has reviewed and approved its design and plans
to confirm that they meet all applicable accessibility requirements.

C. Environmental Regulations. The SFPUC’s issuance of a revocable license for use of
the ROW is subject to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Applicant is responsible for assessing the potential environmental
impacts under CEQA of its proposed use of the ROW. The SFPUC must be named
as a Responsible Agency on any CEQA document prepared for the License Area. In
addition, the Applicant shall provide to SFPUC a copy of the approved CEQA
document prepared by the Applicant, the certification date, and documentation of the
formal approval and adoption of CEQA findings by the CEQA lead agency. The
SFPUC will not issue a license for the use of the ROW until CEQA review and
approval is complete.

D. Crossover and Other Reserved Rights. For a ROW parcel that bisects a third party’s
land, the Applicant’s proposed use must not inhibit that party’s ability to cross the
ROW. The Applicant must demonstrate any adjoining owner with crossover or other
reserved rights approves of the proposed recreational use and that the use does not
impinge on any reserved rights.

E. Width. The License Area must span the entire width of the ROW.

o For example, the SFPUC will not allow a 10-foot wide trail license on a ROW
parcel that is 60 feet wide.

F. Structures. Structures on the ROW are generally prohibited. The Licensee shall not
construct or place any structure or improvement in, on, under or about the entire
License Area that requires excavation, bored footings or concrete pads that are
greater than six inches deep.

i. Structures such as benches and picnic tables that require shallow (four to six
inches deep) cement pads or footings are generally permitted on the ROW.
No such structure may be placed directly on top of a pipeline or within 20 feet
of the edge of a pipeline.

ii. The SFPUC will determine the permitted weight of structures on a case-by-
case basis.




e When the SFPUC performs maintenance on its pipelines, structures
of significant weight and/or those that require footings deeper than six
inches are very difficult and time-consuming to move and can pose a
safety hazard to the pipelines. The longer it takes the SFPUC to reach
the pipeline in an emergency, the more damage that can occur.

G. Paving Materials. Permitted trails or walkways should be paved with materials that
both reduce erosion and stormwater runoff (e.g., permeable pavers).

H. License Area Boundary Marking. The License Area’s boundaries should be clearly
marked by landscaping or fencing, with the aim to prevent encroachments.

I. Eences and Gates. Any fence along the ROW boundary must be of chain-link or
wooden construction with viewing access to the ROW. The fence must include a
gate that allows SFPUC access to the ROW.® Any gate must be of chain-link
construction and at least 12 feet wide with a minimum 6-foot vertical clearance.

Il. Types of Recreational Use

Based on our past experience and research, the SFPUC will allow simple parks without
play structures, community gardens and limited trails.

A. FEulfilling an Open Space Requirement. An applicant may not use the ROW to fulfill a
development’s open space, setback, emergency access or other requirements.* In
cases where a public agency has received consideration for use of SFPUC land from
a third party, such as a developer, the SFPUC may allow such recreational use if the
public agency applicant pays full Fair Market Rent.

B. Trail Segments. At this time, the SFPUC will consider trail proposals when a multi-
jurisdictional entity presents a plan to incorporate specific ROW parcels into a fully
connected trail. Licensed trail segments next to unlicensed parcels may create a trail
corridor that poses liability to the SFPUC. The SFPUC will only consider trail
proposals where the trail would not continue onto, or encourage entry onto, another
ROW parcel without a trail and the trail otherwise meet all SFPUC license
requirements.

1. Utilities

A. Costs. The Licensee is responsible for all costs associated with use of utilities on the
License Area.

3 SFPUC Right of Way Requirements.
SFPUC Guidelines for the Real Estate Services Division, Section 2.0.




V.

V.

B.

C.

D.

Placement. No utilities may be installed on the ROW running parallel to the SFPUC’s
pipelines, above or below grade.® With SFPUC approval, utilities may run
perpendicular to the pipelines.

Lights. The Licensee shall not install any light fixtures on the ROW that require
electrical conduits running parallel to the pipelines. With SFPUC approval, conduits
may run perpendicular to and/or across the pipelines.

e Any lighting shall have shielding to prevent spill over onto adjacent
properties.

Electricity. Licensees shall purchase all electricity from the SFPUC at the SFPUC’s
prevailing rates for comparable types of electrical load, so long as such electricity is
reasonably available for the Licensee’s needs.

Vegetation

A. The Applicant shall refer to the SFPUC Integrated Vegetation Management Policy for

the minimum requirements concerning types of vegetation and planting.
(http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431.) The Licensee is responsible for all
vegetation maintenance and removal.

. The Applicant shall submit a Planting Plan as part of its application.

(Community garden applicants should refer to Section VII.C for separate
instructions.)

i. The Planting Plan should include a layout of vegetation placement (grouped
by hydrozone) and sources of irrigation, as well as a list of intended types of
vegetation. The SFPUC will provide an area drawing including pipelines and
facilities upon request.

ii. The Applicant shall also identify the nursery(ies) supplying plant stock and
provide evidence that each nursery supplier uses techniques to reduce the
risk of plant pathogens, such as Phytophthora ramorum.

Measures to Promote Water Efficiency®

B.

A. The Licensee shall maintain landscaping to ensure water use efficiency.

The Licensee shall choose and arrange plants in a manner best suited to the site’s
climate, soil, sun exposure, wildfire susceptibility and other factors. Plants with
similar water needs must be grouped within an area controlled by a single irrigation
valve

° SFPUC Land Engineering Requirements.
SFPUC Rules and Regulations Governing Water Service to Customers, Section F.



http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431

C. Turfis not allowed on slopes greater than 25 percent.

D. The SFPUC encourages the use of local native plant species in order to reduce
water use and promote wildlife habitat.

E. Recycled Wat