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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT  

This document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the Burton and Highlands Parks Project (project) proposed 
for Burton Park and Highlands Park fields located in the City of San Carlos. The Draft EIR identifies 
the likely environmental consequences associated with development of the proposed project, and 
recommends mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. This Response to 
Comments (RTC) Document provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR and makes revisions 
to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to those comments or to make clarifications in the Draft 
EIR. This document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. 
 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), lead agencies are required to consult 
with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project and to provide the general public 
with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 
 
The City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to help identify the types of impacts that could 
result from the proposed project, as well as potential areas of controversy. The NOP was originally 
published on May 23, 2017, and was distributed to local, regional, and State agencies. A scoping 
session for the preparation of the EIR was held on June 13, 2017. Comments received by the City on 
the NOP were taken into account during the preparation of the Draft EIR. 
 
The Draft EIR was made available for public review on November 20, 2017, and was distributed to 
local and State responsible and trustee agencies. The Draft EIR and an announcement of its 
availability were posted electronically on the City’s website, and hard copies were available for 
public review at the San Carlos City Hall. 
 
The 100-day public comment period ended on February 28, 2018. The City held a hearing before the 
Parks, Recreation and Culture Commission on the Draft EIR on December 6, 2017, at City Council 
Chambers. Copies of all written comments received during the comment period and a transcript of the 
oral comments received at the public hearing are included in Chapter III of this document. 
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 

This RTC Document consists of the following chapters: 

 Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of this RTC 
Document, and the Final EIR, and summarizes the environmental review process for the 
project. 

 Chapter II: List of Commenters. This chapter contains a list of agencies, individuals and 
organizations who submitted written comments during the public review period and 
comments made at the public hearing on the Draft EIR. 

 Chapter III: Comments and Responses. This chapter contains reproductions of all comment 
letters received on the Draft EIR, as well as a summary of verbal comments on the Draft 
EIR provided at the public hearing. A written response for each CEQA-related comment 
received during the public review period is provided. Each response is keyed to the 
corresponding comment. 

 Chapter IV: Draft EIR Text Revisions. Corrections to the Draft EIR that are necessary in 
light of the comments received and responses provided, or necessary to amplify or clarify 
material in the Draft EIR, are contained in this chapter. Double underlined text represents 
language that has been added to the Draft EIR; text with strikeout has been deleted from the 
Draft EIR.  
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II. LIST OF COMMENTERS 

This chapter presents a list of comment letters received during the public review period and describes 
the organization of the letters and comments that are provided in Chapter III, Comments and 
Responses, of this document. 
 
 
A. ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

Chapter III includes a reproduction of each comment letter received on the Draft EIR. The written 
comments are grouped by the affiliation of the commenter, as follows: Federal, State, regional and 
local agencies (A), individuals (B), commenters (C) at the December 6, 2017, Parks, Recreation and 
Culture Commission hearing, and (d) organizations.   
 
The comment letters are numbered consecutively following the A, B, C and D designations defined 
below: 
 

Agencies ................................................................. A#-# 
Individuals .............................................................. B#-# 
Public Hearing ........................................................ C# 
Organizations  ......................................................... D#-# 

 
Comment letters are numbered and comments within each letter are numbered consecutively after the 
hyphen. Each speaker at the public hearing has been designated with a number as well. 
 
 
B. LIST OF AGENCIES COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The following comment letters were submitted to the City during the public review period. 
 
Agencies 
 
A1 Department of Transportation, Patricia Maurice (February 2, 2018)  
 
A2 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Scott Morgan (February 9, 2018) 
 
 
Individuals  
 
B1a-f Dedo, Gus (November 29, 2017 – February 27, 2018) 
 
B2 Im, Fred (January 25, 2018) 
 
B3 Chatterjee, Amit (January 25, 2018) 
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B4 Selwood, Sherry (January 25, 2018) 
 
B5 Miller, Megan (January 26, 2018) 
 
B6 Kodl, Ron (January 29, 2018) 
 
B7 Ramanathan, Srini (January 29, 2018) 
 
B8 Davis, Jeff (January 29, 2018) 
 
B9 Renda, Ben (January 29, 2018) 
 
B10 MacDonald, Brianna (January 29, 2018) 
 
B11 Kell, Kristen (January 29, 2018) 
 
B12 Kron, Chris (January 30, 2018) 
 
B13 Verma, Vishal (January 30, 2018) 
 
B14 Connolly, Ryan (January 30, 2018) 
 
B15 Tang, Anne (February 2, 2018) 
 
B16 Van Wert, Chris (February 4, 2018) 
 
B17 Brozek, Dawn (February 6, 2018) 
 
B18 Harris, Greg (February 11, 2018) 
 
B19 Assilian, Herica (February 15, 2018) 
 
B20 Dehner, Jean (February 17, 2018) 
 
B21 Dehner, Bob (February 26, 2018) 
 
B22 Wilke, Michael (February 27, 2018) 
 
B23 McMahon, Peter (February 28, 2018) 
 
B24 Molinari, Karen (February 28, 2018) 
 
B25 Szymanski, Filip and Lei (February 28, 2018) 
 
B26 Min, Art (January 29, 2018) 
 
B27 Ostrander, Craig (January 30, 2018) 
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B28 McMahon, Peter (January 31, 2018) 
 
Commenters on the Draft EIR, Public Hearing December 6, 2017  
 
C1 McMahon, Peter  
 
C2 Tang, Anne  
 
C3 Dehner, Bob 
 
C4 Dehner, Jean  
 
C5 Liebenguth, Heidi  
 
C6 Crone, Richard  
 
C7 Szymanski, Filip  
 
C8 Dedo, Gus 
 
C9 Klein, Jeff 
 
C10 Inolinari, Karen 
 
C11 Selwood, Sherry 
 
C12 Langford, Brad  
 
C13 Turner, Wendy  
 
Organizations 
 
D1 Save San Carlos Parks, Aqua Terra Aeris Law Group (February 28, 2018) 
 
D2 Save San Carlos Parks, Matthew Jones (February 28, 2018) 
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter. All 
letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their entirety. Each 
letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The letters are grouped 
by the affiliation of the commenting entity as follows: federal, State, regional, and local agencies (A), 
individuals (B); public hearings (C); and organizations (D). A summary of the oral comments 
provided during the January 25, 2016 public hearing and responses to comments related to CEQA are 
also provided (D).  
 
Please note that text within individual letters that has not been numbered does not raise environmental 
issues or relate to the adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR, and therefore no 
comment is enumerated or response required. 
 
Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR involve variations of the same key issues. In order 
to consolidate responses to questions and comments related to these topics, and to address concerns 
comprehensively, master responses have been prepared. Master responses are provided below and 
referenced in certain responses, as appropriate. 
 
Where revisions to Draft EIR text are called for, the page is set forth, followed by the appropriate 
revision. Added text is indicated with double underlined text. Deleted text is shown in strikeout. Text 
revisions are summarized in Chapter IV of this Response to Comments Document. 
 
Where comments on the Draft EIR concern issues requiring technical expertise, such as those related 
to transportation and circulation and noise, the responses to comments, like the Draft EIR’s initial 
analysis, relies on the knowledge and professional analysis of qualified experts. Where the Draft EIR 
and responses to comments concern park policies, park operations or maintenance procedures, the 
Draft EIR and responses to comments rely on the expertise of City staff who have firsthand 
knowledge of the relevant issues.  
 
MASTER RESPONSES 

Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR involve variations of the same key issues. In order 
to consolidate responses to questions and comments related to these topics, and to address concerns 
comprehensively, the following Master Responses have been prepared. Master Responses are 
included below for the following topics and are referenced in certain responses, as appropriate. 

1. Purpose and Definition of the Proposed Project 

2. City Park Maintenance of Sports Fields 

3. Settlement Agreement  

4. Noise Analysis 

5. Transportation Analysis 

6. Parking and Emergency Access 
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Master Response 1: Purpose and Definition of the Proposed Project 
 
Some commenters opined that the proposed project (to provide new and upgraded night lighting at 
Burton and Highlands Parks) was improperly narrow as it should have included: 1) the addition of 
turf on Stadium Field at Highlands Park; 2) a review of the effects of all potential projects in the 
Mahady Report1 and the Parks, Open Space, Buildings, and other Recreational Facilities Master 
Plan 2009-2029,2 (“Master Plan” and included by reference in this document and available on the 
City’s website at https://www.cityofsancarlos.org/home/showdocument?id=1295, and the Field Use 
Policy (included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR), and 3) a monitoring and maintenance program 
component to evaluate and address the effects of additional use on the fields after the lighting is 
installed.  
 
Addition of Turf.  In response, CEQA allows a lead agency broad discretion to define the 
fundamental purpose (provide new and upgraded night lighting to allow for additional hours of use) 
and basic objectives of its project. As a public agency established to provide and maintain parks and 
recreation facilities for the City of San Carlos, the Park and Recreation Department’s mission is to 
serve all residents within its jurisdiction. The City considered the proposed project, as described 
and evaluated in the EIR, as the most feasible and cost-effective solution to meet the existing unmet 
community demand for field space.  
 
The City specifically did not include the installation of artificial turf on Stadium Field (or Madsen and 
Flanagan fields) as part of the project as noted on page 21 of the Draft EIR, “The reader should note 
that the project evaluated in this Draft EIR and as defined by the City of San Carlos as Lead Agency, 
does not include the conversion of Flanagan, Madsen or Stadium Fields to artificial turf.” The 
addition of artificial turf was not included as part of the project in part because the City previously 
determined that there is no funding for the addition of artificial turf to existing fields, and that the best 
and most cost-effective use of existing City funds was to commission the design and evaluation of 
night lighting at Burton and Highlands Parks fields. If the City were to make a decision to install 
artificial turf in the future, it will not be for seven to ten years, as the City’s budget and funding have 
been mapped out for the next five (5) years. In that time, the consideration to install artificial turf will 
be subject to changed conditions that cannot be anticipated or studied at this time.   
 
Indeed, the City’s parks serve the needs of a wide range of activities. While sports activities are a 
large part of the residents’ use of the parks, the City also supports the concept of “open space” and 
“open time” at its parks, outside of organized sports, (see also the discussion in the Mahady Report, 
page 2).  Synthetic turf serves the purpose of supporting year-round sports activities because it can 
withstand inclement weather conditions and is not burdened by recurring maintenance and excessive 
use. The proposed project, however, does not encourage more intensive use than already occurs and  
would not make it reasonably foreseeable that artificial turf will be required. Highlands Field, located 
within Highlands Park, is an artificial turf field and is available for those activities that are best suited 
for artificial turf (e.g., use by teen and adult teams). Moreover, natural grass encourages uses different 
from those that are best suited for artificial turf and the additional hours of access provided by the 

                                                      
1 Mark Mahady & Associates, 2001. Parks and Sports Fields Field Use and Agronomic Specifications.  
2 Harris Design Landscape Architecture, 2008. City of San Carlos Master Plan for Parks, Open Space, Buildings 

and other Recreational Facilities. Prepared for the City of San Carlos. August.  
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lighting improvement project will allow residents to engage in those other types of uses. Some 
examples are residents taking after dinner walks around the field, allowing residents and their pets to 
enjoy the expansive space for play or picnicking, (please note that the City prohibits pets and food on 
all artificial turf fields), and utilizing the field for play such as cartwheels, kite flying and non-
competitive races, etc.  These uses would not be as equally desirable on an artificial turf surface.  
Therefore, the installation of LED lights alone on grass fields does not make it reasonably foreseeable 
that the City will install artificial turf on the Burton and Highlands Parks grass fields. 
 
Furthermore, when discussing alternatives considered but rejected from further study starting on page 
132 of the Draft EIR, the Addition of Artificial Turf to Existing Fields alternative was rejected from 
further evaluation, in part because there was no funding to include turf either as part of the project or 
an alternative. As noted in the Draft EIR, while this alternative would meet the basic objectives of the 
project, the inclusion of an artificial turf alternative was not included for further consideration as it 
would not reduce or avoid any significant impacts identified for the proposed project. As stated on 
page 133 of the Draft EIR, “Should the City decide to convert any City field from grass to artificial 
turf in the future, staff will consider and evaluate the conversion as a separate project.” Should the 
City determine in the future that artificial turf should be installed, for whatever reason, it will evaluate 
that project per City and CEQA requirements. The inclusion, consideration and review in the Draft 
EIR of an alternative that would add turf to all the grass fields that would have night lighting (Madsen 
and Flanagan fields at Burton Park and Stadium Field at Highlands Park) is adequate per the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  
 
The City does not consider the installation of artificial turf to be feasible, foreseeable or required in 
order to reduce or avoid project-related impacts at this time. The City is therefore not “piecemealing” 
or segmenting the project. As noted on page 22 of the Draft EIR and further described in Master 
Response 2, the City would continue to conduct ongoing field maintenance on the grass fields once 
they are lighted, (as it has done on the lighted grass fields since the 1960s) in order to ensure that field 
conditions are safe and useable. As an example of the efficacy of the City’s maintenance of lighted 
grass fields, Madsen Field at Burton Park is a natural grass field that has had night lighting since the 
1960s. This field withstands the use of various sports including baseball, adult softball, youth softball, 
youth soccer and is also open for general community use. Madsen Field is also the location of several 
larger scale community events including Hometown Days, Family Campout and youth sport 
tournaments. Flanagan Field, which does not have lights, shares center field with Madsen Field, and 
both fields receive the same level of maintenance and support the same level and hours of use in 
summary, Madsen Field (with lights) is not closed more frequently for maintenance than is Flanagan 
Field (no lights). Therefore, the City has reasonable evidence to show that the wear and tear of grass 
fields whether lit or not would not require the installation of turf to allow for the proposed extended 
hours of use.   
 
Because the installation of turf is considered infeasible and not reasonably foreseeable by the City at 
this time, the evaluation of the cumulative effects of installing new lights and new turf at all grass 
fields need not be evaluated. To that end, the City Council has not directed the installation of artificial 
turf as a result of this project. The reader should also note that contrary to the intent of the 
commenters, if the City were to include an analysis of the reasonable foreseeability of installing 
artificial turf at Stadium Field, or Burton and Flanagan Field, this would have the effect of allowing 
the City to install the artificial turf because it would have been studied in the EIR. Lastly, the reader 
should note that because field use would be conducted generally at the same times and at the same 
levels of use as defined for the project, and would conclude at 10:00 p.m. per City policy with or 



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
A U G U S T  2 0 1 8  

B U R T O N  A N D  H I G H L A N D S  P A R K S  P R O J E C T  E I R  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T

I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S
 

P:\CNH1601 Burton Highlands Parks Lighting\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.docx (08/29/18)   10 

without turf, there would be no increase or decrease in the severity of significant impacts identified in 
the Draft EIR related to traffic, air quality and noise associated with the project even if turf were 
installed on the grass fields.  
 
Based on the City’s analysis, there are sufficient policy reasons to maintain grass on the fields at this 
time and it is not reasonably foreseeable that the fields will require installation of artificial turf.  
 
In response to community concerns and for informational purposes, the City has made the following 
revisions to the Draft EIR to provide more discussion and analysis concerning the Addition of 
Artificial Turf to Existing Fields alternative in Chapter V. Alternatives.  
 
Page 133 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

2.   Addition of Artificial Turf to Existing Fields Alternative  
 

To meet the project objectives of allowing additional hours of field use and maximize use of 
existing City fields, this alternative assumes that the proposed project would be implemented as 
described in the Draft EIR (i.e., existing lights at Madsen Field and Highlands Field would be 
replaced with improved LED lighting systems, new LED lights would be installed at Flanagan 
Field and Stadium Field, and proposed project changes in field use, parking and signage at 
Highlands Park fields would occur). In addition artificial turf would be installed on Flanagan, 
Madsen, and Stadium fields. Similar to the artificial turf field at Highlands Park on Highlands 
Field, the artificial turf infill material would be coconut husks. Timing and use of the fields 
would be the same as under the proposed project (see Tables III-1 and III-2 in Chapter III, 
Project Description) as all night use of the fields would need to stop at 10:00 p.m. per the City’s 
Field Use Policy. Development of this alternative would not reduce or avoid any of the 
significant impacts identified for the proposed project (a requirement for the identification of 
CEQA alternatives). There could be beneficial savings in regards to water conservation with 
this alternative, as the artificial turf would not need to be regularly watered. However, this 
alternative would have adverse policy consequences related to curtailing the community’s use 
of the grass fields and range of activities, such as general play, picnicking, and walking and 
exercising dogs, because food and animals are not allowed on artificial turf fields per City 
policy. Thus, this option is not feasible due to policy considerations. that the City would 
convert natural grass fields to artificial turf at Burton Park and Stadium Field at Highlands Park 
and/or other City fields. While this alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives 
allow more time that the fields were available for use, as stated in Chapter III, Project 
Description, the City has determined that there is no funding for implementation of this costly 
alternative, whereas there is funding for initiation of the proposed lighting improvement 
project. Additionally, the City has previously determined that conversion to artificial turf was 
not part of the proposed project being considered in this EIR. Should the City decide to convert 
any City field from grass to artificial turf in the future, staff will consider and evaluate the 
conversion as a separate project. Therefore, because it would not reduce or avoid any 
significant impacts, would reduce community benefits and use associated with existing grass 
fields, and is not reasonably foreseeable by the City, the Addition of Artificial Turf to Existing 
Fields alternative is not further evaluated in this EIR.   

 
Mahady Report, Park Master Plan, Field Use Policy. As noted on page 21of the Draft EIR: 
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“The City commissioned two reports that evaluated fields and facilities. The City considers the 
results and recommendations of the following reports still valid for 2017 conditions: 

 Parks and Sports Fields Field Use and Agronomic Specifications report, prepared by Mark 
Mahady & Associates in 2001 that evaluated the current use, impact of each sport on the 
fields, best practices for maintaining quality playing fields, and provided recommendations 
for projected future demand. The current 2017 field use has increased 40 percent over the 
demand for field use that was calculated in the Mahady report. This report is available to 
view at the San Carlos Parks & Recreation Department. 

 The City of San Carlos Master Plan for Parks, Open Space, Buildings and other 
Recreational Facilities, completed in 2008, included an inventory of existing parks and 
facilities and provided recommendations for future park planning. This report is available 
to view at the San Carlos Parks & Recreation Department”. 

  
The Master Plan cites some of the findings of the Mahady Report, which was initially used by City 
maintenance staff to evaluate the 2001 maintenance program and make adjustments as needed.  
Recommendations were made from the Mahady Report in terms of scheduling processes, 
maintenance procedures, as well as optimization of field space options to consider down the road. The 
Master Plan, in more detail, evaluated each City park site to determine necessary/recommended 
improvements. Both reports have similar findings/recommendations for improvements at several City 
parks. The City has used the Master Plan and the Mahady Report for the past ten years as resources 
with recommendations and guidelines to identify, justify and prioritize individual capital 
improvements for City parks and facilities. Each specific project, including the proposed project, is 
evaluated under CEQA for the potential environmental effects specific to that project at the time it is 
actually proposed. There has been and continues to be no need to evaluate the whole of the Master 
Plan recommendations under CEQA. The EIR on the proposed project appropriately addresses the 
impacts and provides mitigation measures to address those impacts for the Burton and Highlands 
Parks Project. The City decided to evaluate the proposed lighting projects at both parks in one EIR 
because there are cost savings to doing both at the same time and economies of scale in the CEQA 
evaluation and design of the projects. Additionally, to the extent there were separate impacts 
associated with each park, such impacts and mitigation measures for them were identified in the Draft 
EIR (e.g., Impact TRA-1 which only relates to project-generated traffic at Burton Park.) The Field 
Use Policy is a standard City policy that addresses the use of fields and is not required to undergo 
CEQA review. The Field Use Policy does and would continue to apply to all City fields including the 
ones at Burton and Highlands Parks. 
 
Maintenance Program. A number of commenters stated that the proposed project should also 
include a new and separate monitoring and maintenance program to address the effect of additional 
hours of play on the grass fields at Burton and Highlands Parks. In response, because the City 
currently has a comprehensive maintenance program for grass fields with and without lights and a 
long track record of maintaining those fields (as described more fully below in Master Response 2), 
there is no need to include a separate and duplicative monitoring and maintenance program as part of 
the project. As described in Chapter III, Project Description, the monitoring and maintenance of the 
existing grass fields at Burton Park and Highlands field are part of the existing conditions of the 
project.   
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In summary, the proposed project was appropriately identified and evaluated in the Draft EIR and a 
range of reasonable and feasible alternatives that would avoid or reduce significant project impacts 
were identified and evaluated in the Draft EIR per the requirements of CEQA.  
 
Master Response 2: City Park Maintenance of Sports Fields  
 
As identified above, a number of commenters were concerned that the increase in use of grass fields 
associated with the project would result in overuse and field closures and a subsequent decision by 
City to install artificial turf on grass fields. Commenters especially noted this concern in regards to 
Stadium Field at Highlands Park. As noted in Master Response 1, the installation of turf is considered 
infeasible and not reasonably foreseeable by the City at this time and is not included as part of the 
project or an alternative to the project. Other commenters suggested that the Draft EIR should include 
an analysis of the wear and tear of the fields as a result of the project (new lights) and extended hours 
of use to determine if any impacts would result. In response, no significant project impacts related to 
the additional use of the grass sports fields at Burton or Highlands Parks were identified in the Draft 
EIR (including the Initial Study contained in Appendix B). Grasses on sports fields are not special-
status biological species, and additional use of grass fields due to extended hours of play would not 
result in any significant impacts requiring mitigation measures per CEQA. As described below, the 
City regularly maintains lighted and unlighted grass fields to allow for safe use. As noted above, there 
is no need to identify a separate maintenance program for the proposed project as the City currently 
has a comprehensive maintenance program for grass fields with and without lights and a long track 
record of maintaining those fields. The following provides additional information in regards to the 
City’s grass fields maintenance program.  
 
The Parks Department has a weekly routine maintenance program for natural grass sports fields, 
along with an annual six-week renovation program. The weekly routine maintenance must be 
performed during active seasonal play, and in some instances, during short breaks in athletic 
scheduling to accomplish required natural turf care. The same weekly and annual maintenance 
program is conducted for all natural grass fields in the City, whether they are lighted or not. Parks 
Maintenance staff makes adjustments to the maintenance program as necessary in order to uphold the 
integrity of the natural grass turf depending on local conditions. For example, staff may add a topseed 
to the natural grass turf during a short break between sport seasons to promote growth and maintain 
the strength of the grass field. During inclement weather, Parks Maintenance staff closely monitors 
the field conditions before re-opening the field to active play in order to prevent significant wear to 
the play surface. The following weekly routine tasks are as follows: 

 Turf will require mowing two days per week. Cut cool season turf grass 2½ inches during 
warm season, and reduce to 2 inches during winter or cooler seasons. In warm seasons, 
common Bermuda shall be mowed not to exceed 1 inch while hybrid Bermuda shall be 
mowed not to exceed ½ inch to ¾ inch. The variation depends on a site-by-site evaluation, 
as necessary. Rotary mowers shall be used to mow Tall Fescue or other cool-season turf 
areas. Reel mowers, with hydraulically driven reels, will be required to mow any Bermuda 
grass areas. Alternate mowing patterns whenever possible to prevent wheel ruts. 

 Edging shall occur weekly. 

 All irrigation systems are tested and inspected at least once per week and a written tracking 
report is documented. 
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 All turf areas are irrigated as required to maintain adequate growth and appearance. 
Irrigation is scheduled in accordance with current local Water Authority guidelines. 
Automatic irrigation is scheduled Sunday through Thursday, between the hours of 10:00 
p.m. and 5:00 a.m. Manual irrigation, as needed, takes place between 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday. 

 Infield maintenance includes dragging of the infield twice per week, inspecting and 
repairing base pegs, maintaining infield/outfield grass level for safe play and post rain 
releveling of the infield, as needed. During annual field closures, infield is deep dragged 
which includes breaking up the clay and adding new infield material.   

 
In conjunction with the weekly maintenance program described above, the Parks Department follows 
a fertilization program, recommended by a contracted Pest Control Advisor. Fields are fertilized up to 
six times per year to be able to keep fields in the best possible condition to accommodate the year-
round use.  
 
During a six to eight week field renovation closure, the following tasks are completed: 

 Aerating of the field, 

 Top seeding, 

 Starter fertilizer application, 

 Irrigation repairs or modifications, 

 Infield material added, 

 Fencing along perimeter of field to allow seed to germinate. 
 
With weekly routine maintenance, scheduled fertilization applications, and field closures, integrity of 
the fields is maintained while keeping fields safe for the youth sports groups and general public in the 
community. 
 
Master Response 3: Settlement Agreement 
 
In addition to the installation of new and upgraded lights on sports fields at Burton and Highlands 
Parks, a component of the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR also includes alterations to 
operational restrictions at Highlands Park (e.g., regarding field operations, parking, traffic facilities 
and signage). Background information concerning the Settlement Agreement is described on page 22 
of the Draft EIR and a copy of the agreement is included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Proposed 
project alterations affecting the operational restrictions in the agreement are described starting on 
page 28 of the Draft EIR, and an updated Project Changes to Settlement Agreement Restrictions 
document is included in Appendix G of this Response to Comments document. The manner in which 
the requirements of the Settlement Agreement have been and are being implemented by the City is 
part of the existing conditions, and the proposed project’s recommended revisions were compared to 
those existing conditions in the Draft EIR and no significant impacts associated with the recom-
mended changes to the operational restrictions in the Settlement Agreement were identified or 
required mitigation measures. While some commenters have identified concerns with how the City 
has or has not implemented the agreement requirements, those concerns can be considered by the 
City.  
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The Settlement Agreement was never intended to prevent the City from making changes to Highlands 
Park or its programs, per Section 11 of the Agreement that states: 
 

“the City retains jurisdiction to consider and approve a new and different project that could 
alter and supersede the Project as limited by this Agreement. Specifically, the City may take 
action to alter, amend, modify or otherwise change the traffic and operations restrictions 
contained in Section 2, Section 3, Section 4 or Section 5 of this Agreement to reflect the new 
or modified project at a noticed public hearing of the City Council, with notice provided to 
SSCP in accordance with Section 13, and after the completion of any environmental review 
under CEQA as may be necessary.” 

 
As stated on page 28 of the Draft EIR, the Settlement Agreement itself need not be amended to 
change the operational restrictions; rather the City retained the option to alter the operational 
restrictions when it entered into the agreement. The City now desires to consider revisions to the 
operational restrictions as part of the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR, consistent with the 
project objectives especially those in regards to maximizing the use of Burton and Highlands Parks 
fields and ensuring that “City parks and fields are managed consistently per the Field Use Policy and 
general City practices for all fields.” Notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public comment 
was provided to Save San Carlos Parks (SSCP) in accordance with Section 13 of the Settlement 
Agreement. The proposed project that includes this action will be presented for review and approval 
at a noticed public hearing before the City Council, and SSCP will also be provided with notice for 
that hearing. For informational purposes and clarity, an updated draft of the Changes to the Settlement 
Agreement Restrictions that sets forth proposed changes (shown in underlined and strikeout text) to 
the restrictions that were in Sections 2, 3, 4 and 5 (and thus includes also the restrictions that would 
not be revised) is provided in Appendix G of this document.  
 
Master Response 4: Noise Analysis  
 
In response to a number of comments regarding the noise analysis contained in the Draft EIR, the 
following master response was prepared to provide additional information regarding the methods 
used to take the noise measurements, how noise levels are averaged and reported, and the potential 
for an amphitheater effect due to local topography. 
 
Noise Measurements. Short-term noise measurements were conducted during the daytime when 
events were occurring in order to capture event and spectator noise levels. In addition, long-term 
noise measurements were conducted at two locations at Highlands Park and one location at Burton 
Park, which captured noise levels during the evening and nighttime hours in addition to daytime noise 
levels. Monitoring data including the 24-hour/nighttime noise levels is included in Appendix F of the 
Draft EIR. Supplemental analysis determined that with implementation of the proposed project, there 
would not be any significant Lmax or hourly Leq noise level impacts at either Burton Park or 
Highlands Park. 
 
Averaging Noise Levels over a 24-Hour Period. Noise level increases were averaged over a 24-
hour period, consistent with City standards identified in Action NOI-1.4 of the City’s General Plan 
Noise Element. The 24-hour averaging period places a penalty on nighttime noise as the Ldn is 
defined as the 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, calculated with 
the addition of a 10 decibels penalty to sound levels occurring in nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m.). During the nighttime period, 10 dB is added to reflect the impact of the noise. However, to 
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address the comments, a supplemental analysis provided below was conducted to determine the Lmax 
and hourly Leq noise level impacts based on the standards presented in Table 9-1, Non-
Transportation Noise Standards of the City’s General Plan Noise Element (Table IV.C-6 of the Draft 
EIR).  
 
As shown in Table IV.C-6, noise levels should not exceed 55 dBA Leq during the daytime (7:00 a.m. 
– 10:00 p.m.) or 45 dBA Leq during the nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) at receiving residential 
land uses. In addition, noise levels should not exceed 70 dBA Lmax during the daytime or 60 dBA 
Lmax during the nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). As discussed above, implementation of the 
proposed project would extend the hours that games and events would occur; however events would 
not occur past 10:00 p.m. Therefore, the nighttime noise level performance standards are not 
applicable to the proposed project. Table 1 identifies the extended evening (5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 
hourly noise levels with and without implementation of the proposed Burton Park project and Table 2 
identifies the extended evening hourly noise levels with and without implementation of the proposed 
Highlands Park project.  
 
Burton Park. Implementation of the proposed project would extend the hours that games and events 
would occur. As discussed on page 117 of the Draft EIR, the closest noise-sensitive receptors to the 
Burton Park project site are the single-family residences located approximately 95 feet north of the 
project site along Woodland Avenue. As shown in Table IV.C-7 of the Draft EIR, the measured noise 
level 10 feet east of the spectators at the Highlands Park project site while games are occurring is 
approximately 70.4 dBA Leq. Due to distance attenuation, the nearest receptor would be subject to a 
noise level of approximately 51.8 dBA Leq generated by spectators. Therefore, this noise level would 
be below the City’s noise level performance standard of 55 dBA Leq during the daytime. In addition, 
as shown in Table 1 below, the contribution from the project’s operational noise levels would be less 
than existing noise levels.  
 
Table 1: Operational Hourly Noise Levels With and Without Burton Park Project at 
Nearest Receptor 

Time 
Existing Noise 

Levels 
Operational 

Noise Levels a 

Existing Plus 
Project Noise 

Levels 

Noise Level 
Increase   

5:00 p.m. 
Weekday 54.3 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 56.2 dBA Leq 1.9 dBA Leq 
Weekend 54.3 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 56.2 dBA Leq 1.9 dBA Leq 

6:00 p.m. 
Weekday 56.2 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 57.5 dBA Leq 1.3 dBA Leq 
Weekend 61.2 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 61.7 dBA Leq 0.5 dBA Leq 

7:00 p.m. 
Weekday 59.8 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 60.4 dBA Leq 1.6 dBA Leq 
Weekend 63.5 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 63.8 dBA Leq 0.3 dBA Leq 

8:00 p.m. 
Weekday 56.1 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 57.5 dBA Leq 1.4 dBA Leq 
Weekend 65.0 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 65.2 dBA Leq 0.2 dBA Leq 

9:00 p.m. 
Weekday 54.6 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 56.4 dBA Leq 1.8 dBA Leq 
Weekend 54.4 dBA Leq 51.8 dBA Leq 56.3 dBA Leq 1.9 dBA Leq 

Notes: Leq represents the average of the sound energy occurring over the 1-hour time period.  
a Operational noise levels are based on the ST-2 noise measurement results, which were taken approximately 10 feet east 

of spectators and are scaled for distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. 
Source: LSA, April 2018. 
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As shown in Table 1, with implementation of the proposed Burton Park project and when combined 
with the existing hourly noise levels, noise level increases during the extended hours of use would be 
between 0.2 dBA and 1.9 dBA Leq. This noise level increase would be below the City’s significance 
criteria for noise-level increases of 3 dBA or more.  
 
In addition, based on the noise monitoring conducted, the maximum noise level during these hours on 
weekdays is approximately 69.2 dBA Lmax and the maximum noise level during these hours on 
weekends is approximately 70.4 dBA Lmax. The maximum measured noise level 10 feet east of the 
spectators at the Burton Park project site while games are occurring is approximately 87.7 dBA 
Lmax. Due to distance attenuation, the nearest receptor would be subject to a maximum noise level of 
approximately 68.2 dBA Lmax generated by spectators. This maximum noise level is lower than the 
City’s noise level performance standard of 70 dBA Lmax during the daytime. In addition, this 
maximum noise level is below the existing current maximum noise level during these hours. 
Therefore, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
 
Highlands Park. Implementation of the proposed project would extend the hours that games and 
events would occur. As discussed on page 117 of the Draft EIR, the closest noise-sensitive receptors 
to the Highlands Park project site are the single-family residences located approximately 70 feet north 
of the project site along Elson Court. These residences are located approximately 250 feet north of the 
spectator bleachers. As shown in Table IV.C-7 of the Draft EIR, the measured noise level 10 feet east 
of the spectators while games are occurring is approximately 70.4 dBA Ldn. Due to distance 
attenuation, the nearest receptor would be subject to a noise level of approximately 42.4 dBA Leq 
generated by spectators. Therefore, this noise level would be below the City’s noise level perfor-
mance standard of 55 dBA Leq during the daytime. In addition, as shown in Table 2, the contribution 
from the project’s operational noise levels would be less than existing noise levels. 
 
Table 2:  Operational Hourly Noise Levels With and Without Highlands Park Project at 
Nearest Receptor  

Time 
Existing Noise 

Levels 
Operational 

Noise Levels a 

Existing Plus 
Project Noise 

Levels 

Noise Level 
Increase   

5:00 p.m. 
Weekday 54.7 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 55.0 dBA Leq 0.3 dBA Leq 
Weekend 45.3 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 47.1 dBA Leq 1.8 dBA Leq 

6:00 p.m. 
Weekday 60.8 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 60.9 dBA Leq 0.1 dBA Leq 
Weekend 44.8 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 46.8 dBA Leq 2.0 dBA Leq 

7:00 p.m. 
Weekday 49.9 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 50.6 dBA Leq 0.7 dBA Leq 
Weekend 47.4 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 48.6 dBA Leq 1.2 dBA Leq 

8:00 p.m. 
Weekday 46.6 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 48.0 dBA Leq 1.4 dBA Leq 
Weekend 47.5 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 48.7 dBA Leq 1.2 dBA Leq 

9:00 p.m. 
Weekday 46.7 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 48.1 dBA Leq 1.4 dBA Leq 
Weekend 47.9 dBA Leq 42.4 dBA Leq 49.0 dBA Leq 1.1 dBA Leq 

Notes: Leq represents the average of the sound energy occurring over the 1-hour time period.  
a Operational noise levels are based on the ST-2 noise measurement results, which were taken approximately 10 feet east 

of spectators and are scaled for distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. 
Source: LSA, April 2018. 

 
As shown in Table 2, with implementation of the proposed Highlands Park project and when 
combined with the existing hourly noise levels, noise level increases during the extended hours of use 
would be between 46.8 dBA Leq and 60.9 dBA Leq and would result in an increase of between 0.1 
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dBA and 2.0 dBA Leq. This noise level increase would be below the City’s significance criteria for 
noise-level increases of 3 dBA or more. 
 
In addition, based on the noise monitoring conducted, the maximum noise level during these hours on 
weekdays is approximately 66.0 dBA Lmax and the maximum noise level during these hours on 
weekends is approximately 57.6 dBA Lmax¬. The maximum measured noise level 10 feet east of the 
spectators while games are occurring is approximately 87.7 dBA Lmax. Due to distance attenuation, 
the nearest receptor would be subject to a maximum noise level of approximately 59.4 dBA Lmax 
generated by spectators. This maximum noise level is lower than the City’s noise level performance 
standard of 70 dBA Lmax during the daytime. In addition, this maximum noise level is below the 
existing current maximum noise level during these hours. Therefore, this impact would be considered 
less than significant. 
 
Amphitheater Effect. Stadium Field at Highlands Park is bordered by residences to the north, a steep 
hill to the east, Highlands Field to the south, and a dense tree line to the west. Some commenters stated 
that the adjacent hill to the east is reported to create an amphitheater effect with echoing noise. The hill 
reflects noise from the field, and deflects noise upwards resulting in echoing. However, as described on 
page 125 of the Draft EIR, project noise levels, even when deflected would not exceed the noise criteria 
established by the City. Any noise level increase associated with hillside reflection would be minimal 
and would not be expected to expose persons to noise levels in excess of City standards. 
 
Master Response 5: Transportation Analysis  
 
A number of commenters questioned why certain streets (e.g., Elston Court, Vista Del Grande, 
Coronado Avenue, Madera Avenue) and their related intersections were not evaluated for traffic 
impacts in the Draft EIR. All study intersections (including Elston Court/Coleman Court, see list of 
evaluated intersection on page 73 of the Draft EIR) were selected by City staff for review based on 
their proximity to one of the parks and the potential for there to be significant impacts (per the City’s 
significance criteria identified on pages 92 and 93 of the Draft EIR) from project-related traffic. It 
was found that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact at the intersection of 
Elston Court/Coleman Court. The number of additional project-generated trips that would use 
Coronado Avenue to access the Elston Court/Coleman Court intersection is projected to be four in the 
PM peak hour and four in the weekend peak hour, as shown in Figure IV.B-6 on page 95 of the Draft 
EIR. The City determined that additional analysis and modeling was not warranted for other streets 
and intersections identified in the comments on the Draft EIR as it was determined that the additional 
trips related to the implementation of the proposed project would be minimal as compared to the 
existing conditions. 
 
The City did not include smaller streets in the analysis as the City and the traffic consultant, based on 
experience and professional knowledge, determined that there would be so few trips related to the 
project using those streets that significant traffic impacts were very unlikely to occur due to their lack 
of proximity to the project sites and lack of the ability for through traffic to use those streets. 
 
Master Response 6: Parking and Emergency Access 
 
A number of commenters stated that park users currently park on public streets in the vicinity of 
Highlands Park (e.g., Coleman Court, Elston Court, Coronado Avenue) and that some park users 
parked illegally (i.e., where signs were posted prohibiting parking or in private driveways, etc.). 
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Commenters were concerned that the installation of lights on Stadium Field would exacerbate that 
condition such that emergency vehicles would be blocked from accessing those streets. As noted on 
page 103 of the Draft EIR, parking deficiencies are not themselves CEQA impacts unless they result 
in physical impacts to the environment. In regards to the parking analysis provided by the City for 
informational purposes and due to public concern, Coleman Court, Elston Court and a portion of 
Coronado Avenue (200 feet on either side of the intersection with Coleman Court-Elston Court) were 
included in the April 2017 parking occupancy survey, as noted in Draft EIR Appendix E.  The 
parking survey shows the extent that these streets are being used for parking during the survey time 
periods.  
 
Three streets were inadvertently omitted from the list of surveyed street on page 88 of the Draft EIR, 
which should read as follows: 
 

Highlands Park 
 
10. Highlands Park south parking lot near tennis courts 
11. Highlands Park north parking lot near North Baseball Diamond 
12. Melendy Drive between Aberdeen Drive and Torino Drive 
13. Aberdeen Drive between Melendy Drive and Dundee Lane  
14. Glasgow Lane between Aberdeen Drive and Dundee Lane 
15. Dundee Lane between Aberdeen Drive and the eastern end of Dundee Lane 
16. Elston Court between Coleman Court and the end 
17. Coleman Court between Elston Court and the end 
18. Coronado Avenue from 200 feet west of Coleman Court to 200 feet east of Coleman Court 

 
The tabulated results in Tables IV.B-7 and IV.B-12 in the Draft EIR on pages 88 and 103 
respectively, included all of these streets (numbered 16, 17 and 18 above) in the totals.  
 
Additionally, the sentence following Table IV.B-12 on page 103 had a typo, and should read “The 
parking utilization survey confirmed that approximately 180 to 204 234 parking spaces are typically 
available during the study periods.”  
 
In response to comments, the following changes are made to page 88 of the Draft EIR: 
 

10. Highlands Park south parking lot near tennis courts 
11. Highlands Park north parking lot near North Baseball Diamond 
12. Melendy Drive between Aberdeen Drive and Torino Drive 
13. Aberdeen Drive between Melendy Drive and Dundee Lane  
14. Glasgow Lane between Aberdeen Drive and Dundee Lane 
15. Dundee Lane between Aberdeen Drive and the eastern end of Dundee Lane 
16. Elston Court between Coleman Court and the end 
17. Coleman Court between Elston Court and the end 
18. Coronado Avenue from 200 feet west of Coleman Court to 200 feet east of Coleman Court 

 
In response to comments, the following changes are made to page 103 of the Draft EIR:  
 

The parking utilization survey confirmed that approximately 180 to 204 234 parking spaces are 
typically available during the study periods. 
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The projected number of additional project-generated trips for Highlands Park is shown in Table 
IV.B-8: Trip Generation Summary on page 94. Of the new trips, it is estimated that 5 percent (four 
peak hour trips, two inbound and two outbound) would access the park from the north side (i.e., the 
vicinity of Elston and Coleman Courts). Although on-street parking is restricted to one side of the 
street (at some locations), the parking surveys indicated that there is available on-street parking on 
these public streets (Coleman Court, Elston Court, and a portion of Coronado Avenue closest to 
Highlands Park). As on any public street, enforcement of parking rules by the Sheriff’s Office is an 
important element so that vehicles are parked in a manner consistent with local and State laws. 
 
Regarding dangerous situations including obstructed access for emergency vehicles, the parking 
analysis for the proposed traffic in the Draft EIR summarized on Table IV.B-12 reflects field 
observations, parking utilization surveys, as well as the additional parking generation of vehicles that 
would access each park from various directions. Additionally, regarding Elston Court, three calls 
were made to the Sheriff’s Office to report parking problems in the past two years (see the listing of 
calls in Appendix H to this document). The effect on emergency access was considered as part of the 
proposed project (see page 102 of the Draft EIR) and it was determined that implementation of the 
project would not have a substantial effect on emergency access to streets in the vicinity of each park, 
and any impact would be less than significant. As is true for all City streets, the City would rely on 
existing enforcement procedures by the Sheriff’s Office to ensure vehicles are not parked illegally.  



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
A U G U S T  2 0 1 8  

B U R T O N  A N D  H I G H L A N D S  P A R K S  P R O J E C T  E I R  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T

I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S
 

P:\CNH1601 Burton Highlands Parks Lighting\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.docx (08/29/18)   20 
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COMMENTER A1 
Patricia Maurice  
Department of Transportation 
February 2, 2018 
 
 
 
Response A1-1: This comment is introductory in nature. See Responses A1-2 through A1-4. 
 
Response A1-2: The City concurs that providing amenities for pedestrians and bicyclists is an 

appropriate way to reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) associated with use 
of the lighted playing fields at the two parks. The City has taken care to 
ensure that the two parks include facilities, including sidewalks, pathways, 
crosswalks, and bike racks, to encourage access by walking and biking. The 
suggestions of the commenter for improving bicycle parking will be 
considered by the City before and during project implementation. Such topic 
does not raise CEQA impact concerns. 
 
The project’s primary and secondary effects on pedestrians, bicyclists, 
disabled travelers and transit users was considered in the Draft EIR starting 
on page 102. A significant impact (Impact TRA-3) associated with potential 
conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles was identified at Burton and 
Highlands parks. The project would not affect existing access to transit 
facilities in the vicinity of the project sites.  
 
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TRA-3 on page 102 in the 
Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-3: The City shall implement the following 
pedestrian improvements to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level: 

 At Burton Park, the City shall construct pedestrian sidewalks and 
crosswalks along Baytree Road between Chestnut Street and 
Woodland Avenue. The crosswalks shall be high-visibility (i.e., 
zebra or ladder styles).  

 At Highlands Park, the City shall enhance pedestrian crossing 
opportunities along Aberdeen Drive to include a high visibility 
crosswalk (with curb ramps) at the north side of the intersection 
of Glasgow Lane. The City shall install a new curb ramp on the 
west side of Aberdeen Drive across from the existing curb ramp 
at the northeast corner at Glasgow Lane. Additionally, the City 
shall initiate a program to prohibit on-street parking adjacent to 
existing driveways along Aberdeen Drive to improve driver sight 
lines and enhance safety in the areas nearest each driveway. 
(LTS) 
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Response A1-3: Many of the transportation demand management (TDM) strategies suggested 
by the commenter are typical of those required of private developments 
rather than for public facilities like parks, such as transit subsidies, provision 
of lower parking ratios, establishment of a Transportation Management 
Association (TMA), charging stations for electric vehicles. Such strategies 
can be effective at reducing auto use at uses like multi-family residential, 
office, and retail developments, but are not applicable to parks. 
 
The traffic analysis completed for the project indicates the project-generated 
trips (see Table IV.B-8 on page 94) for the two park sites would affect local 
streets and create local circulation impacts, as analyzed in Section IV.B 
Transportation and Circulation. The project-related traffic would have no 
impact on regional and State facilities.      

 
Response A1-4: The comment that the City is responsible for the implementation of 

mitigation measures is noted, and the City will be preparing a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project as well.  
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COMMENTER A2 
Scott Morgan  
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
February 9, 2018 
 
 
 
Response A2-1: This comment states that the Draft EIR was submitted to selected State 

agencies for review and that the City has complied with State Clearinghouse 
review requirements pursuant to CEQA. This comment does not relate to the 
adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required.     

 
Response A2-2: This comment provides the letter from the Department of Transportation. See 

Commenter A1 and Responses A1-1 through A1-4.     
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B. INDIVIDUALS  
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COMMENTER B1a 
Dedo, Gus 
November 29, 2017 
 
 
 
Response B1a-1: This comment is a discussion of the purpose of the Public Hearing held on 

December 6, 2017, and not a comment on the environmental analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

 
Response B1a-2: This comment is a request to the City to extend the comment period on the 

Draft EIR. On February 7, 2018, the City published a notice (included in 
Appendix I of this document) extending the comment on the Draft EIR to 
February 28, 2018, which allowed for a 100-day comment period.  
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COMMENTER B1b 
Dedo, Gus 
December 5, 2017 
 
 
 
Response B1b-1: This comment requests information concerning costs associated with 

implementation of the project. CEQA does not require the review of 
economic effects related to a project or project alternatives, and that 
information does not need to be included in the EIR. No additional response 
is required.  
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COMMENTER B1c 
Dedo, Gus 
December 5, 2017 
 
 
 
Response B1c-1: In regards to the noise calculations, see Master Response 4. The Draft EIR 

and all appendices were posted on the City’s website at 
https://www.cityofsancarlos.org/government/departments/parks-and-
recreation/current-parks-recreation-projects.  

 
Response B1c-2: This comment is noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required.  

 
Response B1c-3: Please see Response B1c-1.  
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COMMENTER B1d 
Dedo, Gus 
December 7, 2017 
 
 
 
Response B1d-1: The Draft EIR contained a description of the Settlement Agreement on page 

22 and explained that it only pertained to Highlands Park fields. See also 
Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement. No further response 
is required. 

 
Response B1d-2: In response to this comment, page 3 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

In addition, the proposed project also involves changes in use of the 
fields at Highlands Park to make field use consistent with the rules 
governing all other City fields.  

 
Response B1d-3: This comment is noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required.  

 
Response B1d-4: See Master Response 4 regarding the analysis of noise. This comment is 

noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The comment concerns existing 
conditions in the morning, and those would not be altered or affected by the 
project. No additional response is required.  

 
Response B1d-5: In response to this comment, please see the transcript from the hearing on 

December 6 on the Draft EIR, which is included in this document as part of 
the comments. This comment is noted, and the commenter does not question 
the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No 
additional response is required.  

 
Response B1d-6: The Draft EIR and all appendices were posted on the City’s website at 

https://www.cityofsancarlos.org/government/departments/parks-and-
recreation/current-parks-recreation-projects. Additionally, on February 7, 
2018, the City published a notice (included in Appendix I of this document) 
extending the comment on the Draft EIR to February 28, 2018 which allowed 
for a 100-day comment period. 

 
Response B1d-7: See Master Response 3 in regards to the Settlement Agreement and Master 

Response 4 in regards to the analysis of noise.  
 
Response B1d-8: This comment provides a quote from page 28 of the Draft EIR. This 

comment is noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or 
adequacy of the analysis. 
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COMMENTER B1e 
Dedo, Gus 
January 22, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B1e-1: This comment does not express support for adding lights at Highlands Park. 

The commenter claims the EIR is “flawed,” but in this comment does not 
provide any additional information as to why that might be. This comment is 
noted.  

 
Response B1e-2: See Master Response 1 in response to the comment regarding the definition 

and analysis of the proposed project and installation of turf.    
 
Response B1e-3: See Master Response 1 regarding the installation of turf and evaluation of 

cumulative impacts.    
 
Response B1e-4: This comment concerns the merits of the project and the efficacy of City 

procedures and enforcement. City policies and procedures are described in 
Chapter III, Project Description of the Draft EIR as well as in Master 
Response 2. No further response is required.  

 
Response B1e-5: In regards to averaging noise levels over a 24-hour period, see Master 

Response 4. 
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COMMENTER B1f 
Dedo, Gus 
February 27, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B1f-1: In response to this comment, while the effects associated with construction 

noise at both Burton and Highlands Parks were described starting on page 
127 of the Draft EIR following the impact statement NOI-1 and the clear 
intent of the Draft EIR was that the impact and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 
would apply and be implemented at both parks, Highlands Park was 
inadvertently left out of the impact statement.  

The Draft EIR is revised on pages 7 and 127, as follows: 
 

NOI-1: Noise from construction activities at the Burton Park project 
sites would result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project. 
 

Response B1f-2: In response to this comment, the existing and proposed with project 
participants and spectators were identified in Tables III-1 and III-2 on pages 
19 and 20 in Chapter III, Project Description of the Draft EIR. The 
information in these tables was generated by City staff. As experts on the 
matter and based also on their experience at these and other City parks, City 
staff used their current scheduling data and best judgement in the 
determination of existing and additional project-related participants and 
spectators at Burton and Highlands Parks to identify the existing and 
proposed use levels for the project.  

 
Response B1f-3: The Mark Mahady report and the City’s use of it is described on page 21 of 

the Draft EIR and in Master Response 1.  
 
Response B1f-4: See Master Response 1 regarding artificial turf. 
 
Response B1f-5: The effects of the project on visual resources and the potential for light 

spillover and glare were evaluated in Section IV.A Visual Resources in the 
Draft EIR. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact 
associated with spillover light and glare from the new and improved LED 
lights.  

 
Response B1f-6: See Master Response 1 regarding the installation of turf and analysis of 

cumulative impacts.   
 
Response B1f-7: This comment is noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 
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Response B1f-8: As noted in the comment, the primary sources of information to determine 
existing light spillover and glare at Highlands Park were “available electrical 
as-built drawings and field verification from Arum Consulting Engineers.” 
They also used their professional expertise to verify the available information 
based on their knowledge of similar lights and field conditions. The existing 
lights are part of the existing condition. The Draft EIR contains an analysis 
of the proposed lights and their effects regarding light spillover and glare in 
in Section IV.A, Visual Resources. The potential effects of the new lights 
were evaluated and potential impacts were found to be less-than-significant.  

 
Response B1f-9: As noted above, the existing lights at Highlands Park on Highlands Field and 

the resultant glare and spillover light are part of the existing conditions and 
the estimated levels of glare and spillover were made by Aurum Engineers 
and Musco Lighting, both professional field lighting companies, in order to 
have a comparison to light levels after replacement with LED lights as part of 
the project analysis. Under any conditions, the existing metal halide lights 
produce more spillover light and significantly more glare than LED lights 
with visors, and therefore identifying the actual glare and spillover light 
levels of the existing lights was not necessary in order to conduct the 
analysis. The replacement LED lights would have significantly less light 
spillover and glare than the existing lights, as noted in the Draft EIR on page 
67. The replacement of existing lights and installation of new lights would 
not result in any significant impacts as described and evaluated in Section 
IV.A, Visual Resources in the Draft EIR. See also Response B1f-8.  

 
Response B1f-10: This comment quotes the City’s Field Use and Agronomic Specifications 

Report identified as part of the City existing regulatory environment on page 
58 of the Draft EIR. See Master Response 1 regarding the definition of the 
proposed project.  

 
Response B1f-11: See Responses B1f-8 and B1f-9.   
 
Response B1f-12: See Master Response 5 regarding the traffic analysis. 
 
Response B1f-13: See Master Response 6 regarding parking.  
 
Response B1f-14: See Master Response 5 regarding the traffic analysis.  
 
Response B1f-15: This comment appears to concern Mitigation Measure TRA-1, which 

identifies two options for the City to consider to reduce traffic impacts at the 
Cedar Street/Brittan Avenue intersection. This comment is noted, and the 
commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required. 

 
Response B1f-16: In regards to nighttime noise levels and averaging noise levels over a 24-hour 

period, see Master Response 4.  
 
Response B1f-17: In regards to noise measurements, see Master Response 4. 
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Response B1f-18: The residences along Elston Court were determined to be the closest 
residences to the field and therefore noise level increases would be greatest at 
these residences. Evaluating potential impacts at the closest residences 
presents the worst-case scenario noise level increase. Based on the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR and the additional analysis provided in Master 
Response 2, impacts at the closest sensitive receptor would not exceed the 
City’s significance criteria for noise-level increases of 3 dBA or more and 
the resulting noise levels would be below the City’s significance criteria. 
 
In addition, as discussed in the Draft EIR, short-term noise measurement ST-
2 was conducted closest to the residences on Coleman Court, which are 
located approximately 100 feet east of the spectator seating. As shown in 
Table IV.C-7 of the Draft EIR, ST-2 indicated that noise levels near the 
Highlands Park Stadium Field while games are occurring are 70.4 dBA Leq, 
87.7 dBA Lmax, and 46.2 dBA Lmin. Noise attenuates based on distance 
from the source of noise. Therefore, accounting for distance attenuation to 
the closest residence on Coleman Court which is 90 feet from where the 
noise was measured, noise levels would be approximately 50.4 dBA Leq, 
67.7 dBA Lmax, and 26.2 dBA Lmin.  Noise levels would be below the 
City’s significance criteria as shown in Table IV.C-6 of the Draft EIR.  

 
Response B1f-19: In regards to averaging noise levels over a 24-hour period, see Master 

Response 4. 
 
Response B1f-20: See Response B1f-12. 
 
Response B1f-21: As discussed on page 125 of the Draft EIR, typical parking lot activities, 

such as people conversing or doors slamming, generates approximately 60 
dBA to 70 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Parking for both parks is currently provided 
in parking lots and on-street. Implementation of the proposed project would 
extend the hours that games and events would occur; therefore, there could 
be an increase in parking lot activity noise at both project sites. The City’s 
hourly and maximum noise performance standards are for non-transportation 
noise sources. Therefore, impacts related to parking lot noise were assessed 
based on the 24-hour average significance criterion. As discussed on page 
125 of the Draft EIR, parking lot noise is not expected to substantially 
increase noise over existing noise levels. 

 
Response B1f-22: See Response B1f-1.  
 
Response B1f-23: In regards to noise measurements and averaging noise levels over a 24-hour 

period, see Master Response 4. 
 
Response B1f-24: See Master Response 1.  
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COMMENTER B2 
Im, Fred  
January 25, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B2-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required.  
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COMMENTER B3 
Chatterjee, Amit  
January 25, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B3-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B4 
Selwood, Sherry  
January 25, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B4-1: See Master Response 1 regarding the definition of the project and installation 

of turf, and Master Response 2 regarding the City’s maintenance procedures.  
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COMMENTER B5 
Miller, Megan 
January 26, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B5-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required.  
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COMMENTER B6 
Kodl, Ron 
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B6-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 

 
 



Le  er

B7

1



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
A U G U S T  2 0 1 8  

B U R T O N  A N D  H I G H L A N D S  P A R K S  P R O J E C T  E I R  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T

I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S
 

P:\CNH1601 Burton Highlands Parks Lighting\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.docx (08/29/18)   65 

COMMENTER B7 
Ramanathan, Srini 
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B7-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B8 
Davis, Jeff  
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B8-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B9 
Renda, Ben 
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B9-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B10 
MacDonald, Brianna 
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B10-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B11 
Kell, Kristen 
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B11-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B12 
Kron, Chris  
January 30, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B12-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B13 
Verma, Vishal 
January 30, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B13-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required.  
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COMMENTER B14 
Connolly, Ryan 
January 30, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B14-1: This comment concerns the merits of the project and does not relate to the 

adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required.  
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COMMENTER B15 
Tang, Anne  
February 2, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B15-1: See Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement. No additional 

response is required. 
 
Response B15-2: Traffic impacts associated with the project are evaluated in Section IV.B, 

Transportation and Circulation starting on page 73 of the Draft EIR, and 
noise impacts are evaluated in Section IV.C, Noise and Vibration staring on 
page 105 of the Draft EIR. See Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement 
Agreement. No additional response is required. 

 
Response B15-3: See Master Response 1 regarding definition of the project and the installation 

of turf.  
 
Response B15-4: This comment does not express support for the proposed project as described 

and evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter 
does not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR. The commenter suggests the City should acquire and develop a 
new field. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B16 
Van Wert, Chris  
February 4, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B16-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B17 
Brozek, Dawn  
February 6, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B17-1: This comment supports the No Project alternative or only upgrading the 

existing lights on Madsen Field to LED lights. This comment is noted, and 
the commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required.  

 
Response B17-2: This comment is concerned with costs associated with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1. CEQA does not require the review of economic 
effects related to a project or project alternatives, and that information does 
not need to be included in the EIR. The commenter also suggests a better 
alternative would be for the City to purchase property for a new sports 
complex. In Chapter V, Alternatives of the Draft EIR, an Off-Site alternative 
was considered but rejected from further study. The City determined that 
purchase of a new site and construction of new lit fields is infeasible, as the 
City does not own and has no control over a suitable site, and no City funds 
have been identified with which to purchase a site should one become 
available and construct new lit fields.  

 
Response B17-3: See Master Response 1 in regards to the definition of the project and 

installation of turf, and Master Response 2 in regards to the City field 
maintenance program. No additional response is required. 

 
Response B17-4: See Response B17-2.  
 
Response B17-5: The commenter requests that her email address be redacted. This comment is 

noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B18 
Harris, Greg  
February 11, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B18-1: See Master Response 2 regarding City management of parks and fields. This 

comment is noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or 
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 

 
Response B18-2: In regards to the need for the project, the City has identified project 

objectives, described in Chapter III, Project Description in the Draft EIR, and 
two of the objectives relate to the need for the project to provide additional 
hours of play on existing fields to assist in meeting the unmet community 
demand for field space. A discussion of the City’s known shortage of play 
fields is included on pages 16 through 21 of the Draft EIR. See also Master 
Response 1 in regards to the definition of the project.   

 
Response B18-3: This comment notes “City commitments” in regards to hours of play at 

Highlands Park associated with the Settlement Agreement restrictions. See 
also Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement. This comment 
is noted, and the commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of 
the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required. 

 
Response B18-4: This comment regarding current conditions at Highlands Park is noted. The 

City has a schedule to regularly maintain its parks and fields, which includes 
trash collection. Per the City’s Park Maintenance contract, litter pickup 
occurs at all developed parks Monday through Friday before 9:00 a.m. Trash 
cans within the City parks are also serviced Monday, Wednesday and Friday 
of each week. See also Master Response 2 regarding City management of 
parks and fields. The commenter does not question the contents or adequacy 
of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is 
required. 
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COMMENTER B19 
Assilian, Herica  
February 15, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B19-1: This comment expresses support for the Burton Park portion of the proposed 

project as described and evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, 
and the commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required. 

 
 



Le  er

B20

1

2



L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  
A U G U S T  2 0 1 8  

B U R T O N  A N D  H I G H L A N D S  P A R K S  P R O J E C T  E I R  
R E S P O N S E  T O  C O M M E N T S  D O C U M E N T

I I I .  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S
 

P:\CNH1601 Burton Highlands Parks Lighting\PRODUCTS\RTC\Final\3-Responses.docx (08/29/18)   91 

COMMENTER B20 
Dehner, Jean 
February 17, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B20-1: All environmental topics identified in the CEQA Guidelines were addressed 

in the Draft EIR that includes the Initial Study included in Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR. See Section IV, Biological Resources starting on page 16 of the 
Initial Study for a discussion of biological resources. See also Master 
Response 2 in regards to City field maintenance practices. 

 
Response B20-2: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the project. 
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COMMENTER B21 
Dehner, Bob 
February 26, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B21-1: In response to the comment that additional playing time on the grass fields 

after lights have been installed would lead to a significant impact that should 
be evaluated, see Master Response 2. In regards to the City’s use of the 
Mahady Report, see Master Response 1.  

 
Response B21-2: In regards to the project objectives including the need to provide more hours 

of play on existing fields, see Response B18-2. As part of the project 
description, the amount of time that the fields are currently used and the 
projected amount of time they will be used when the project is implemented 
is identified in Tables III-1 and III-2 on pages 19 and 20 in the Draft EIR. 
This information was used to analyze the project’s potential environmental 
impacts. Additional analysis or estimates concerning available or actual 
playing time is not required for the CEQA analysis of the project or adequacy 
of the EIR.  

 
Response B21-3: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the project evaluated in the 

Draft EIR and how the City uses the Mahady Report and in regards to 
installation of artificial turf. The existing playing surfaces of all the fields 
was identified in the Draft EIR, and the consideration of the installation of 
turf was also considered and included in the Draft EIR. 

 
Response B21-4: A discussion and consideration of parking at the parks is included in Draft 

EIR Section IV.B, Transportation and Circulation. This comment is in 
regards to timing considerations for field use that the commenter says were 
instituted in the 1990s to alleviate parking; however, the commenter does not 
provide a copy of these requirements. The City and EIR authors are not 
aware of any such requirements, and the City does not enforce such 
requirements at any of their fields. See also Master Response 6 regarding 
parking. No further response is required. 

 
Response B21-5: The existing conditions at Burton and Highlands Parks (including the 

children’s play area) were described in Chapter III, Project Description of the 
Draft EIR starting on page 16. The installation of lights at Burton Park and 
Highlands Park would not affect the use of the play areas at either park. See 
also Master Response 6 regarding parking. 

 
Response B21-6: See Response B21-5 regarding existing conditions. As required by CEQA, 

the Draft EIR through the use of text, tables and figures evaluates the 
potential significant impacts associated with the proposed project and 
provides mitigation measures that would reduce all significant impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  
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Response B21-7: The comment concerning the 2005 “Citizens Committee on Fields” is noted.  
The commenter also notes that there was an “agreement” between the 
Committee and the City regarding the fields at Highlands Park. As noted in 
Response B21-4 and B21-5, the existing conditions at Burton and Highlands 
Parks (including the regulatory conditions) were described in Chapter III, 
Project Description and the EIR topical sections. The City and EIR authors 
are unaware of a contractual agreement in regards to not installing lights or 
turf on Stadium Field.  
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COMMENTER B22 
Wilke, Michael 
February 27, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B22-1: The effects of the addition of lights associated with the proposed project is 

evaluated in the Draft EIR in Section IV.A, Visual Resources.  
 
Response B22-2: The effects of noise associated with the proposed project is evaluated in the 

Draft EIR in Section IV.C, Noise and Groundbourne Vibration. The City has 
established noise level performance standards to protect public health, 
including protecting sleeping hours. As shown in pages 119 and 120 of the 
Draft EIR, the analysis evaluated the noise level increase associated with the 
proposed project averaged over a 24-hour period, based on the City’s noise 
and land use compatibility standards identified in Action NOI-1.4 of the 
City’s General Plan Noise Element. The 24-hour averaging period places a 
penalty on nighttime noise as the Ldn is defined as the 24-hour A-weighted 
average sound level from midnight to midnight, calculated with the addition 
of 10 decibels to sound levels occurring in nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.) to account for the disturbance associated with the sleeping hours. 

 
 In addition, please see Master Response 4. Based on the analysis in the Draft 

EIR and the supplemental analysis in Tables 1 and 2, the project would not 
result in a significant noise impact and would not exceed criteria established 
by the City. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in an 
interruption of sleep. 

 
Response B22-3: Traffic and parking effects associated with the proposed project are evaluated 

in the Draft EIR in Section IV.B, Transportation and Circulation. The effects 
of the project on public services were evaluated in the Initial Study included 
in Appendix B of the Draft EIR in Section XIV starting on page 40. The City 
has a regular process and schedule in regards to maintenance of parks and 
fields that includes trash collection. See also Response B18-4. 

 
Response B22-4: The effects of the project on public services, including police services, were 

evaluated in the Initial Study included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 
  
Response B22-5: In response to this comment, the grass has not been removed at Flanagan 

field nor would it be removed as part of the project. Air quality impacts 
associated with the proposed project were evaluated in the Initial Study 
included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR starting on page 7. See also Master 
Response 2 regarding park and field maintenance procedures.  

 
Response B22-6: In regards to the existing and proposed timing for when the fields are 

currently used and would be used see Tables III-1 and III-2 in Chapter III, 
Project Description.  
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 In regards to the City procedures for turning off field lights at 10:00 p.m., the 
City uses a web-based programmable time called Calsense for night lights. 
Parks & Recreation Athletics staff is responsible for scheduling the light use 
for all City-programs and receives requests from youth sport organizations 
for their lighting needs. Lights are never scheduled to be on past 10:00 p.m., 
and staff has set in place a secondary daily off-time at midnight as a failsafe.  
If lights are on past 10:00 p.m., it is either due to a downed server which 
breaks the communication between the controller and the server, or if lights 
have been manually turned on, which they should not be per City policy. See 
also Master Response 2 regarding park maintenance and operation 
procedures.  

 
Response B22-7: See Response B22-1.  
 
Response B22-8: See Master Response 2 regarding park maintenance and operation 

procedures.  
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COMMENTER B23 
McMahon, Peter 
February 28, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B23-1: In regards to the transportation analysis, see Master Response 5. In regards to 

the parking and emergency access analysis, see Master Response 6. 
 
Response B23-2: In regards to the noise measurements, see Master Response 4.  
 
Response B23-3: In regards to the amphitheater effect, see Master Response 4. 
 
Response B23-4: Effects associated with the addition of new lights are evaluated in the Draft 

EIR in Section IV.A, Visual Resources. No significant project-related 
impacts were identified.  

 
Response B23-5: For an analysis of the project’s effects on wildlife, see Section IV, Biological 

Resources in the Initial Study included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR 
starting on page 16. 
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COMMENTER B24 
Molinari, Karen 
February 28, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B24-1: See Master Response 1 in regards to the installation of turf and Master 

Response 2 regarding the City’s ongoing maintenance procedures. No 
additional response is required. 

 
Response B24-2: Master Response 2 regarding the City’s ongoing maintenance procedures for 

grass fields. No additional response is required. 
 
Response B24-3: See Response B17-2 regarding the City purchasing a new site and 

constructing a new community center or new fields. This comment is noted, 
and the commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response is required. 

 
Response B24-4: See Response B24-3.  
 
Response B24-5: See Master Response 1 regarding definition of the project. No additional 

response is required. 
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COMMENTER B25 
Szymanski, Filip and Lei 
February 28, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B25-1: This comment is introductory in nature. See responses B25-2 through B25-6. 
 
Response B25-2: This comment is introductory in nature. See responses B25-3 through B25-6. 
 
Response B25-3: Noise level increases were averaged over a 24-hour period, consistent with 

City standards identified in Action NOI-1.4 of the City’s General Plan Noise 
Element. This method also places a penalty on nighttime noise as the Ldn is 
defined as the 24-hour A-weighted average sound level from midnight to 
midnight, calculated with the addition of 10 decibels to sound levels 
occurring in nighttime hours. However, to address the comments, a 
supplemental analysis was conducted to determine the Lmax and hourly Leq 
noise level impacts. This supplemental analysis provided in Master Response 
4, determined that with implementation of the proposed project, there would 
not be any significant Lmax or hourly Leq noise level impacts at either Burton 
Park or Highlands Park.  
 
In addition, as discussed in the Draft EIR, short-term noise measurement ST-
2 was conducted closest to the residences on Coleman Court, which are 
located approximately 100 feet east of the spectator seating. As shown in 
Table IV.C-7 of the Draft EIR, ST-2 indicated that noise levels near the 
Highlands Park Stadium Field while games are occurring are 70.4 dBA Leq, 
87.7 dBA Lmax, and 46.2 dBA Lmin. Noise attenuates based on distance from 
the source of noise. Therefore, accounting for distance attenuation to the 
closest residence on Coleman Court, noise levels would be approximately 
50.4 dBA Leq, 67.7 dBA Lmax, and 26.2 dBA Lmin. This noise level would be 
below the City’s significance criteria as shown in Table IV.C-6 of the Draft 
EIR. 

 
Response B25-4: In regards to the parking analysis, see Master Response 6. 
 
Response B25-5: In regards to traffic conditions on Elston Court and Coleman Court, see 

Master Response 5.     
 
Response B25-6: In regards to the installation of turf, see Master Response 1. In regards to 

wear and tear of grass fields and City maintenance procedures see Master 
Response 2. In regards to noise impacts see Response B25-3. The commenter 
does not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B26 
Min, Art 
January 29, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B26-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required. 
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COMMENTER B27 
Ostrander, Craig and Leslie 
January 30, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B27-1: This comment expresses support for the proposed project as described and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment is noted, and the commenter does 
not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. No additional response is required.  
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COMMENTER B28 
McMahon, Peter  
January 31, 2018 
 
 
 
Response B28-1: This comment is a request to the City to extend the comment period on the 

Draft EIR. On February 7, 2018, the City published a notice (included in 
Appendix I of this document) extending the comment on the Draft EIR to 
February 28, 2018 which allowed for a 100-day comment period.  
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Draft EIR Public Hearing  
December 6, 2017 
 
C1 Peter McMahon 
 
Response C1-1: In regards to the posting of the Draft EIR, see Response B1d-6.  
 
Response C1-2: In regards to the extension of time for Draft EIR review, see Response B26-

1. 
 
Response C1-3: The comment is noted. The commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 

 
Response C1-4: Traffic and parking effects associated with the proposed project are evaluated 

in the Draft EIR in Section IV.B, Transportation and Circulation. See also 
Master Response 5, Master Response 6 and Response B23-1.  

 
Response C1-5: See Master Response 6 in regards to parking.  
 
Response C1-6: See Master Response 3 in regards to the Settlement Agreement.  
 
Response C1-7: See Response B17-2 in regards to a new community center.  
 
Response C1-8: The comment is noted. The commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 

C2 Anne Tang 
 
Response C2-1: See Master Response 3 in regards to the Settlement Agreement. See Master 

Response 5 and Master Response 6 in regards to traffic and parking.  
 
Response C2-2: See Master Response 5 and Master Response 6 in regards to traffic and 

parking.  
 
Response C2-3: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the project evaluated in the 

Draft EIR and how the City uses the Mahady Report and in regards to 
installation of artificial turf. See Master Response 2 in regards to field usage 
associated with the project and City maintenance practices, see also 
Response B21-7.  

 
Response C2-4: See Responses C2-2 and C2-3.  
 
Response C2-5: Noise effects associated with the proposed project are evaluated in the Draft 

EIR in Section IV.C, Noise.  
 
Response C2-6: See Response C2-3.  
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C3 Bob Dehner 
 
Response C3-1: See Response B21-1 and B21-2.  
 
Response C3-2: Alternatives to the project were identified and considered in Chapter V, 

Alternatives in the Draft EIR, see also Response B21-3.  
 
Response C3-3: See Response B21-4. 
 
Response C3-4: See Response B21-6. 
 
Response C3-5: See Response B21-7. 
 
Response C3-6: The comment is noted. See also Response B21-6. 
 
C4 Jean Dehner 
 
Response C4-1: See Response B17-2. 
 
Response C4-2: The comment is noted. The commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required.  

 
C5 Heidi Liebenguth 
 
Response C5-1: The comment is noted. The commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required.  

 
Response C5-2: See Response B1f-2 regarding existing and projected use of the parks. 
 
Response C5-3: See Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding traffic and parking.   
 
Response C5-4: See Master Response 6 regarding parking and emergency access.  
 
Response C5-5: Traffic and parking effects associated with the proposed project at both parks 

are evaluated in the Draft EIR in Section IV.B, Transportation and 
Circulation. See also Master Response 5, Master Response 6.  

 
Response C5-6: See Response B1f-2 regarding existing and projected use of the parks. See 

Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding traffic and parking and safety.  
 
Response C5-7: The suburban character of the land uses surrounding the project sites are 

described in Chapter III, Project Description in the Draft EIR. As noted the 
undeveloped portion of Highlands Park is characterized by trees and shrubs. 
While the park is considered an open space there are no wild lands adjacent 
to or connected to either park. Both parks are surrounded by urban uses. 
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Response C5-8: See Response  B20-1 regarding the projects effects on biological resources. 
 
C6 Richard Crone 
 
Response C6-1: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition and purpose of the project.  
 
Response C6-2: See Response B20-1 1 regarding the projects effects on biological resources. 

The existing turf at Highlands Field at Highlands Park is part of the existing 
conditions of the project. 

 
Response C6-3: See Response C6-1. 
 
C7 Filip Szymanski 
 
Response C7-1: The effects of the project on visual resources and the potential for light 

spillover and glare were evaluated in Section IV.A Visual Resources in the 
Draft EIR. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact 
associated with spillover light and glare from the new and improved LED 
lights.  

 
Response C7-2: As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project sites are located adjacent 

to residential neighborhoods where the primary sound sources in the area are 
the traffic on the local streets and the recreationalists at the parks. The 
potential noise impacts discussed in the Draft EIR determined that the 
proposed project would not have a significant increase in noise levels in the 
area at the same sensitive receptors. Additionally the proposed project would 
not exceed thresholds established by the General Plan for noise at nearby 
residential property lines for either project site. Therefore, implementation of 
the project would not result in significant increases in ambient noise levels. 
Please see Master Response 4 for a supplemental analysis of the Lmax and 
hourly Leq noise level impacts.  

 
In addition, Tables 1 and 2 in Master Response 4 identify the existing 
evening (5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) hourly noise levels on weekdays and 
weekends at both project sites. As shown in Table 1, existing evening hourly 
noise levels at the closest receptor to Burton Park range from approximately 
54.3 to 59.8 dBA Leq on weekdays and approximately 54.3 to 65.0 dBA Leq 
on weekends. As shown in Table 2, existing evening hourly noise levels at 
the closest receptor to Highlands Park range from approximately 46.6 to 60.8 
dBA Leq on weekdays and approximately 44.8 to 47.9 dBA Leq on 
weekends. In addition, Appendix F of the Draft EIR contains the noise 
monitoring data, which includes the measured hourly noise levels collected 
during the 24-hour measurements.  

 
Response C7-3: In regards to noise measurements, see Master Response 4.  
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Response C7-4: Traffic and parking effects associated with the proposed project are evaluated 
in the Draft EIR in Section IV.B, Transportation and Circulation. The noise 
evaluation considered noise associated with vehicles and spectators. See also 
Master Response 4. 

 
Response C7-5: See Response B25-6. 
 
Response C7-6: See Response B25-3 and Response B25-6.  
 
C8 Gus Dedo 
 
Response C8-1:  See Responses B1e-3 and B1e-4. 
 
Response C8-2: B1d-4 and C8-1.  
 
Response C8-3: Noise effects associated with the proposed project are evaluated in the Draft 

EIR in Section IV.C, Noise. See also Master Response 4.  
 
Response C8-4: See Master Response 1 regarding the definition of the project, see also 

Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement restrictions at 
Highlands Park.   

 
Response C8-5: See Response B22-6.  
 
Response C8-6: See Master Response 4 regarding supplemental information for the noise 

analysis.  
 
C9 Jeff Klein 
 
Response C9-1: This comment concerns the effects of the project on property values. CEQA 

does not require the review of economic effects related to a project or project 
alternatives, and that information does not need to be included in the EIR. No 
additional response is required. 

 
Response C9-2: See Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement. See Master 

Response 6 regarding the parking analysis prepared for the project.   
 
Response C9-3: See Master Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement. 
 
C10 Karen Inolinari 
 
Response C10-1: See Responses B24-3 and B24-4. 
 
Response C10-2: See Responses B24-3 and B24-4. 
 
Response C10-3: See Response B24-1.  
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Response C10-4: See Response B24-2.  
 
Response C10-5: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the project and the 

installation of artificial turf on grass fields.  
 
Response C10-6: The comment is noted. The commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 

 
C11 Sherry Selwood 
 
Response C11-1: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the project and the 

installation of artificial turf on grass fields.   
 
Response C11-2: As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project sites are located adjacent 

to residential neighborhoods where the primary sound sources in the area are 
the traffic on the local streets and users and visitors at the parks. The 
potential noise impacts discussed in the Draft EIR determined that the 
proposed project would not have a significant increase in noise levels in the 
area. Additionally the proposed project would not exceed thresholds 
established by the General Plan for noise at nearby residential property lines 
for either project site. Therefore, implementation of the project would not 
result in significant increases in ambient noise levels. In addition, please see 
Master Response 4 for a supplemental analysis of the Lmax and hourly Leq 
noise level impacts based on the standards presented in Table 9-1, Non-
Transportation Noise Standards of the City’s General Plan Noise Element 
(Table IV.C-6 of the Draft EIR). 

 
C12 Brad Langford 
 
Response C12-1: The comment is noted. The commenter does not question the contents or 

adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 

 
C13 Wendy Turner 
 
Response C13-1: See Response B1f-2 regarding the existing and project use of the fields.  
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COMMENTER D1 
Save San Carlos Parks 
Aqua Terra Aeris Law Group  
February 28, 2018 
 
 
 
Response D1-1: This comment is introductory in nature. See Responses D1-2 through D1-9.  
 
Response D1-2: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the proposed project and 

the inclusion and evaluation of the Master Plan and Field Use Policy as part 
of the project in the Draft EIR.  

 
Response D1-3: See Master Response 1 in regards to definition of the proposed project and 

installation of turf. 
 
Response D1-4: The comment suggests that the project should include an analysis of the 

City’s Field Use Policy and the City’s process for prioritizing use of the 
City’s sports fields, as described on page 16 of the Draft EIR. This comment 
concerns ongoing City policies and processes and does not related to the 
adequacy of the information or analysis within the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required. See also Master Response 1. 

 
Response D1-5: The Master Plan was included in the Administrative Record for the EIR and 

is available on the City’s website.  
 
Response D1-6: As stated in Master Response 1, the City decided to evaluate the proposed 

lighting projects at both parks in one EIR because there were cost savings to 
do both at the same time and economies of scale in the CEQA evaluation and 
design of the projects. Additionally, if there were separate impacts associated 
with each park, they were identified and mitigated in the Draft EIR (e.g., 
Impact TRA-1 which only relates to project-generated traffic at Burton Park.)   

 
Response D1-7: See Master Response 1 regarding the installation of turf and Master 

Response 2 regarding ongoing City maintenance practices for grass fields. 
 
Response D1-8: As discussed on pages 125 through 128 of the Draft EIR, construction of the 

proposed project would temporarily raise ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project during the construction period. As discussed on pages 112 and 
113 of the Draft EIR, construction noise is exempt when activities occur 
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays. 
Construction activity is not allowed on the following holidays: New Year’s 
Day, Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President’s Day, Memorial Day, 4th of 
July, Labor Day, Veteran’s Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day. In 
addition, the Municipal Code requires that all gasoline-powered construction 
equipment shall be equipped with an operating muffler or baffling system as 
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originally provided by the manufacturer, and no modification to these 
systems is permitted. In addition, as identified in the Draft EIR, Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1 would limit construction activities to the less noise-sensitive 
periods of the day and would reduce potential construction period noise 
impacts at nearby sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels.  
 
In addition, as discussed on page 127 of the Draft EIR, the closest sensitive 
receptors to Burton Park include the single-family residences located 
approximately 95 feet north of the project site along Woodland Avenue. As 
identified in the Draft EIR, at 95 feet, the closest off-site sensitive receptors 
may be subject to short-term construction noise reaching 80 dBA Lmax when 
construction is occurring at the project site boundary. Based on this 
maximum noise level and assuming a crane and a truck would be operating 
simultaneously, construction of the proposed Burton Park project would 
result in noise levels of approximately 73 dBA Leq at the nearest sensitive 
receptor. Construction noise is exempt from the City’s noise performance 
standards. In addition, construction noise would be temporary and 
construction equipment would operate at various locations within the Burton 
Park project site and would only generate this maximum noise level when 
operations occur at the boundary of the project site closest to the receptor.   
 
As discussed on page 128 of the Draft EIR, the closest sensitive receptors to 
Highlands Park include the single-family residences located approximately 
70 feet north of the project site along Elston Court. As identified in the Draft 
EIR, at 70 feet, the closest off-site sensitive receptors may be subject to 
short-term construction noise reaching 83 dBA Lmax when construction is 
occurring at the project site boundary. Based on this maximum noise level 
and assuming a crane and truck would be operating simultaneously, 
construction of the proposed Highlands Park project would result in noise 
levels of approximately 76 dBA Leq at the nearest sensitive receptor. 
Construction noise exempt from the City’s noise performance standards. In 
addition, construction noise would be temporary and construction equipment 
would operate at various locations within the Highlands Park project site and 
would only generate this maximum noise level when operations occur at the 
boundary of the project site closest to the receptor.   
 
The mitigation measures outlined in NOI-1 of the Draft EIR would require 
the project construction activities comply with City noise ordinance 
standards, and minimize noise levels to surrounding residents. The 
designated noise disturbance coordinator would ensure any noise complaints 
associated with construction are addressed. 

 
Response D1-9: In regards to the potential for an amphitheater effect from noise associated 

with the proposed project, see Master Response 4. 
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City of San Carlos Noise Ordinance
[[Emphasis in bold italic and highlights added by author]]

18.21.050 Noise.

A. Noise Limits. No use or activity shall create noise levels that exceed the following standards. The
maximum allowable noise levels specified in Table 18.21.050 A, Noise Limits, do not apply to noise
generated by automobile traffic or other mobile noise sources in the public right of way.

TABLE 18.21.050 A: NOISE LIMITS

Land Use Receiving the
Noise

Noise Level
Descriptor

Exterior Noise Level Standard in
Any Hour (dBA)

Interior Noise Level
Standard in Any Hour (dBA)

Daytime (7 a.m. –
10 p.m.)

Nighttime (10
p.m. – 7 a.m.)

Daytime (7
a.m. – 10
p.m.)

Nighttime (10
p.m. – 7 a.m.)

Residential L50 55 45 40 30

Lmax 70 60 55 45

Medical, convalescent L50 55 45 45 35

Lmax 70 60 55 45

Theater, auditorium L50 35 35

Lmax 50 50

Church, meeting hall L50 55 40 40

Lmax 55 55

School, library,
museum

L50 55 40

Lmax 55

1. Adjustments to Noise Limits. The maximum allowable noise levels of Table 18.21.050 A, Noise
Limits, shall be adjusted according to the following provisions. No more than one increase in the
maximum permissible noise level shall be applied to the noise generated on each property.

a. Ambient Noise. If the ambient noise level at a noise sensitive use is ten dBA or more below the
standard, the allowable noise standard shall be decreased by five decibels.
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b. Duration. The maximum allowable noise level (L50) shall be increased as follows to account for the
effects of duration:

i. Noise that is produced for no more than a cumulative period of fifteen minutes in any hour may
exceed the noise limit by five decibels; and

ii. Noise that is produced for no more than a cumulative period of five minutes in any hour may exceed
the noise limits by ten decibels;

iii. Noise that is produced for no more than a cumulative period of one minute in any hour may exceed
the noise limits by fifteen decibels.

c. Character of Sound. If a noise contains a steady audible tone or is a repetitive noise (such as
hammering or riveting) or contains music or speech conveying informational content, the maximum
allowable noise levels shall be reduced by five decibels.

d. Prohibited Noise. Noise for a cumulative period of thirty minutes or more in any hour which exceeds
the noise standard for the receiving land use.

B. Noise Exposure—Land Use Requirements and Limitations. Table 18.21.050 B, Noise Exposure—Land
Requirements and Limitations, describes the requirements and limitations of various land uses within
the listed day/night average sound level (Ldn) ranges.

TABLE 18.21.050 B: NOISE EXPOSURE—LAND USE REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

Land Use

Day/Night
Average
Sound Level
(Ldn)

Requirements and Limitations

Residential (1) and Other Noise
Sensitive Uses (e.g., Schools,
Hospitals, and Churches)

Less than 60 Satisfactory

60 to 75 Acoustic study and noise attenuation
measures required

Over 75 Acoustic study and noise attenuation
measures required

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

Less than 70 Acoustic study and noise attenuation
measures required

Over 70 Not allowed

Commercial and Industrial Less than 70 Satisfactory

70 to 80 Acoustic study and noise attenuation
measures required
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TABLE 18.21.050 B: NOISE EXPOSURE—LAND USE REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

Land Use

Day/Night
Average
Sound Level
(Ldn)

Requirements and Limitations

Over 80 Airport related development only; noise
attenuation measures required

Outdoor Sports and Recreation,
Parks

Less than 65 Satisfactory

65 to 80 Acoustic study and noise attenuation
measures required; avoid uses involving
concentrations of people or animals

Over 80 Limited to open space; avoid uses involving
concentrations of people or animals

Notes:

1. New residential development in noise impacted areas are subject to the following noise levels:

a. For new single unit residential development, maintain a standard of 60 Ldn for exterior noise in
private use areas.

b. For new multi unit residential development, maintain a standard of 65 Ldn in community outdoor
recreation areas. Noise standards are not applied to private decks and balconies and shall be considered
on a case by case basis in the MU DC District.

c. Where new residential units (single and multifamily) would be exposed to intermittent noise levels
generated during train operations, maximum railroad noise levels inside homes shall not exceed forty
five dBA in bedrooms or fifty five dBA in other occupied spaces. These single event limits are only
applicable where there are normally four or more train operations per day.

C. Acoustic Study. The Director may require an acoustic study for any proposed project that could
cause any of the following:

1. Locate new residential uses within the fifty five CNEL impact area of the San Carlos Airport;

2. Cause noise levels to exceed the limits in Table 18.21.050 A;

3. Create a noise exposure that would require an acoustic study and noise attenuation measures listed
in Table 18.21.050 B, Noise Exposure—Land Use Requirements and Limitations; or

4. Cause the Ldn at noise sensitive uses to increase three dBA or more.

D. Establishing Ambient Noise. When the Director has determined that there could be cause to make
adjustments to the standards, an acoustical study shall be performed to establish ambient noise levels.
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In order to determine if adjustments to the standards should be made either upwards or downwards, a
minimum twenty four hour duration noise measurement shall be conducted. The noise measurements
shall collect data utilizing noise metrics that are consistent with the noise limits presented
in Table 18.21.050 A, e.g., Lmax (zero minutes), L02(one minute), L08 (five minutes), L25 (fifteen
minutes) and L50 (thirty minutes). An arithmetic average of these ambient noise levels during the three
quietest hours shall be made to demonstrate that the ambient noise levels are regularly ten or more
decibels below the respective noise standards. Similarly, an arithmetic average of ambient noise levels
during the three loudest hours should be made to demonstrate that ambient noise levels regularly
exceed the noise standards.

E. Noise Attenuation Measures. Any project subject to the acoustic study requirements of subsection C
of this section may be required as a condition of approval to incorporate noise attenuation measures
deemed necessary to ensure that noise standards are not exceeded.

1. New noise sensitive uses (e.g., schools, hospitals, churches, and residences) shall incorporate noise
attenuation measures to achieve and maintain an interior noise level of forty five dBA.

2. Noise attenuation measures identified in an acoustic study shall be incorporated into the project to
reduce noise impacts to satisfactory levels.

3. Emphasis shall be placed upon site planning and project design measures. The use of noise barriers
shall be considered and may be required only after all feasible design related noise measures have been
incorporated into the project. (Ord. 1438 § 4 (Exh. A (part)), 2011)

18.21.060 Vibration.

No vibration shall be produced that is transmitted through the ground and is discernible without the aid
of instruments by a reasonable person at the lot lines of the site. Vibrations from temporary
construction, demolition, and vehicles that enter and leave the subject parcel (e.g., construction
equipment, trains, trucks, etc.) are exempt from this standard. (Ord. 1438 § 4 (Exh. A (part)), 2011)
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Matthew Jones 
Principal Planner 
 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/matthew-steven-jones/ 
 

 
 

Summary 
Senior Planner and Environmental Regulatory Compliance specialist leading 
multidisciplinary project teams in the planning, environmental review, statutory 
approval, permitting, and compliance monitoring of major capital projects/programs 
in the rail/transit/transportation, water, power, urban development, landfill/waste 
management, and telecommunications / technology sectors.  My greatest strength 
lies in the ability to assist private and government clients, approving agencies, and 
outside stakeholders in finding a common understanding and to drive timely 
consensus and resolution in the project negotiation and approval process. 
 
In business management and development, I have operated at the principal, group, 
office and staff manager levels since 2006.  I have more than 12 years staff 
management experience and experience managing large project teams utilizing 
intermediary managers across multiple offices.  I have managed profit and loss 
responsibility at both the client, group, and office level. As a business development 
lead, I have managed key clients, new market development, long lead capture and 
maintained workload backlog and staff development responsibility. 
 

Employment 

2016-2017  TRC  

Northern California Practice Leader 
Managed the environmental consulting practice in 
Northern California for 20 staff across five offices, 
responsible for business unit profit and loss, key client 
management, strategic growth, and internal business 
unit coordination. Responsible for growing and 
reinvigorating business unit that had not achieved 
operating budget for three consecutive years prior to 
my arrival. Brought costs back in line and achieved a 
first profitable month within six months of hire. TRC is a 
US engineering, consulting and construction 
management firm providing integrated services to the 
power, oil and gas, environmental and infrastructure 
markets with 4,000 staff in 120 offices. 
 

2015-2016  WSP|Parsons Brinckerhoff  

San Francisco Bay Area Environmental Manager 
Managed the environmental consulting practice in 
Northern California, supporting project delivery, client 
management, business development, strategic 
pursuits, and internal business functions. Directed the 
firm’s Northern California environmental team in 
support of WSP | Parson Brinckerhoff’s transportation 

Areas of Expertise 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment 
 National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) 
 California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA)  
 
Environment and  
Biodiversity Approvals 
 Regional Strategic 

Assessments 
 Endangered Species Act 

(ESA) Permitting & 
Compliance 

 Mitigation/Offset Planning 
 Habitat Conservation 

Planning (HCP) 
 Natural Community 

Conservation Planning 
(NCCP) 

 Clean Water Act (CWA) 
Permitting & Compliance  

 Watershed and Water 
Resource Planning 

 
Planning 
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clients and was instrumental in expanding client base 
throughout Northern California.  
 

2014-2015  Environmental Resources 
Management (ERM)  
Principal Consultant 
Hired to expand California services in environmental 
regulatory compliance and drive commercial growth 
to support expansion of staff and service lines.  My role 
was focused on new client development and 
proponent side support of clients in the High Tech and 
Telecommunications sector while contributing to 
additive growth with Power sector clients.  Generated 
$750k in new client sales within 9 months of being 
hired. Key non-commercial responsibilities included 
founding of Silicon Valley office and strategic staff 
recruitment in the Western US. 
 

2002-2014  Jones & Stokes Associates / ICF 
International 
Principal 
In 12 years at Jones & Stokes Associates (acquired by 
ICF International in February of 2008), I continually 
grew into increasing roles of responsibility and 
consulting expertise.  My last role at ICF was a 
Principal both acting as Project Manager or Principal 
in Charge on CEQA, NEPA, and permitting work for 
water resource, transportation, and urban 
development projects.  I was engaged in multiple 
business development roles including existing key 
client/account management, long lead capture 
pursuits, and new market capture efforts with local 
planning departments, transportation agencies, and 
private urban developers, resulting in 3 consecutive 
years nets sales in excess of $1 million USD.  I also held 
internal business management roles as the senior staff 
manager in the Bay Area, responsible for 30 planning 
and biological resource staff, utilizing two junior staff 
supervisors and was the San Jose Office lead from 
2011-2014, managing the finances, administration, 
and staff associated with ICF’s San Jose Location.  
 

 Urban Planning 
 Transportation and 

Infrastructure 
 Parks and Recreation 

 
Biology/Ecology 
 Aquatic/Stream Ecology 
 Wildlife Biology 
 Fisheries Biology 
 Survey Protocols 
 Large Scale Survey 

Management and EHS 
Plans 

 

Education 

2000   

Middle Tennessee State 
University  
Bachelor of Science 
Biology. 
 

Awards 

2007 American Society of 

Landscape Architects 
Northern California Chapter  
Merit Award for the Coyote 
Creek Parkway Integrated 
Natural Resources 
Management Plan and 
Master Plan. 
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Representative Projects 
Matthew manages and prepares Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) for 
infrastructure and development projects throughout California, but mainly focused on the 
San Francisco Bay Area. Matthew is adept at carrying EIAs from start to finish, including 
scoping, alternatives analysis, project definition, technical resource studies, impact 
analysis, and stakeholder outreach. Matthew is also a senior aquatic ecologist with more 
than a decade and a half of experience working with assessment aquatic habitats and 
the conservation/restoration of aquatic environments. 
 
Transportation – Rail  
Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority, BART Transbay Core Capacity Environmental – San 
Francisco and Alameda County, California (Project Manager: 2015-2016).  
Provided technical assistance for state and federal environmental compliance. Lead for 
Federal environmental approval under NEPA with the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) and 
directed technical studies to support Categorical Exemption. BART’s Core Capacity 
Program included: 1) A modern, expanded fleet of railcars to meet growing ridership 
demands, improve passenger comfort, and keep service reliable; 2) A new maintenance 
facility to maximize car availability by providing additional capacity to maintain and store 
the expanded fleet; and 3) An improved train control system to increase train frequency 
and put the expanded fleet in service both safely and reliably 
 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, BART Silicon Valley (Also known as Silicon 
Valley Rapid Transit Project) – Santa Clara County, California (Project Manager: 2006-
2014). 
Project manager and State/Federal environmental approval lead managing 
documentation and analysis of potential impacts to biological and cultural resources 
resulting from various transit corridor alternatives. Project involved management and 
preparation of technical reports, contribution to the Impact Assessment Document 
(EIR/EIS), and additional development of seven supplemental environmental approval 
documents in the years following approval of the original Impact Assessment. Also, served 
as project manager and lead agency contact for state and federal biological and water 
resource permitting for railroad corridor and utility relocation activities. Technical director 
for the development of BAs under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act submitted to 
both NMFS and USFWS. Over the course of eight years’ on the program team, I was also 
involved in community outreach, internal coordination with design engineers, conducted 
agency meetings, provided assistance during design-build procurement, and managed 
compliance training and Environmental Management Audits during project construction. 
My management work on the program included the preparation and implementation of 
more than two dozen scopes of work under three separate master service agreements 
and the financial management of the program and subconsultant work agreements and 
deliverables 
 
California High-Speed Rail Authority/Parsons Transportation Group, California High-Speed 
Train from San Jose to Merced – San Jose, California: (Technical Director: 2009-2014).  
Biological resources lead and senior biologist for the biological technical reports, wetland 
delineation reports, and EIS/EIR documentation for the San Jose to Merced section of the 
proposed California High-Speed Train Project. Assisted the authority project management 
team and design team on the EPA/Corps 404(b)1 analysis, including preliminary 
alternatives analysis work to define the least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative (LEDPA) as required under law. The California High-Speed Rail Authority is 
proposing high-speed train service for travel between major metropolitan areas of 
California. The service would run from Los Angeles, Orange County and San Diego in the 
south to the San Francisco Bay Area and Sacramento in the north. This system is forecast 
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to carry more than 100 million passengers annually by the year 2030.  
 
Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority, BART Warm Springs Extension Project Permitting and 
Compliance – Alameda County, California (Project Manager: 2009).  
Provided technical assistance for state and federal permitting. Lead for preconstruction 
surveys, early construction monitoring and construction worker awareness training. Project 
required agency consultation and acquisition of permits from the San Francisco Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish and Game, and the Corps 
and included mitigation planning for BART. Contract also included transitional 
construction monitoring and training during the early Design Build Phase Implementation. 
 
Haystack Landing Bridge Replacement EA/FONSI, Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit – 
Petaluma, California (Technical Director, 2013-2014)  
Served as senior QA/QC reviewer for the environmental permitting processes for 
replacement of the Haystack Landing Bridge near Petaluma, California in conjunction 
with the development of the Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit Program. Additional 
responsibilities included close coordination with the United States Coast Guard, client’s 
engineering team, and regulatory agency staff. 
 
Transportation—Roads, Bridges, and Highways 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority and HDR Engineering, SR-152 Trade Corridor 
EIR/EIS Biological Resources Studies – San Jose, California (Technical Director: 2011-2013)  
Biological resources lead and senior biologist for the biological technical reports, wetland 
delineation reports, and environmental documentation. Matthew managed the 
biological team during corridor surveys and the development of technical documents for 
State and Federal compliance. Project also involved assistance with regulatory 
compliance. The purpose of the project is to develop an east-west trade corridor on SR-
152 between US 101 and SR-99 so that the roadway facilities meet the goods-movement, 
commuter, and recreational travel needs for the region. The team looked at the capital 
upgrades and potential corridor realignments necessary to construct and toll the corridor.  
 
City of Mountain View Planning Department. Sares Regis Bridge Project for NASA-Ames 
Google Development (Stevens Creek Crossings) – City of Mountain View, California 
(Project Manager: 2009-2011)  
Project Manager for the development of environmental and regulatory compliance 
documentation for two new bridges across Stevens Creek in the City of Mountain View. 
The bridges will connect new development by Google at the NASA Ames Research 
Center with Google’s existing campus in Mountain View, allowing for local transit service, 
interoffice bus service, non-motorized transit, and emergency services access to the new 
development. The project evaluates potential impacts to multiple resources including 
biological resources, visual resources, recreational facilities, and hydrology. 
 
City of Palo Alto and Nolte Vertical Five, Newell Road Bridge Replacement Project – Palo 
Alto, California (Principal in Charge: 2012-2014).  
Managed preparation of technical studies (hydrology, visual, biological resources, 
cultural/historic resources, hazardous materials/wastes, community impact assessment, 
etc.) and a draft US Federal and State of California environmental document (anticipated 
EIR/EA) for a bridge replacement project between the cities of Palo Alto and East Palo 
Alto. Reviewed and approved technical reports and Federal NEPA document under 
Caltrans District 4 purview.  
 
Commercial/Residential Development 
City of Mountain View Planning Division, 700 East Middlefield Road Office Campus Project 
EIR – City of Mountain View, California (Project Manager 2012-2014). 
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Directed the preparation of the draft EIR and completion of technical sections. The 700 
East Middlefield Road Project is an infill project that includes an up to four-building office 
campus on an approximately 24-acre site currently occupied by four office buildings with 
associated surface parking. The project includes four, five- to eight-story office buildings, a 
5,000 sf retail space, a two-story Commons building, two parking garages, and open 
space areas. The one-million square foot office campus is seeking LEED Platinum 
certification. Construction activities would include demolition of the existing two-story 
office buildings and surface parking lots, as well as removal of trees and vegetation that 
would be replaced in accordance with the project’s landscape plan. 
 
City of Mountain View Planning Division, The Village at San Antonio Phase II Development 
EIR – City of Mountain View, California (Principal in Charge 2013-2014).  
The Village at San Antonio Center Phase II would consist of six distinct blocks that would 
contain office, commercial, retail, hotel, cinema, and parking uses. Directed the 
consultant team, including subconsultants, in the preparation of a thorough and cohesive 
environmental impact report with supporting traffic and utility technical studies. Major 
issues for the project included potential traffic impacts and potential cumulative impacts 
on the adjacent city of Los Altos.  
 
City of Mountain View Planning Division, 100 Moffett Boulevard Residential Development 
Project IS/MND – City of Mountain View, California (Principal in Charge 2012-2014). 
Principal in charge and senior reviewer for preparation of the draft IS/MND. This project is a 
residential infill project on a 2.89-acre site currently occupied by a county office building, 
commercial businesses, residential units, associated surface parking, and existing public 
street right-of-way. The project includes three two- to four-story structures with one- and 
two-bedroom units, a club room, fitness center, leasing office, three courtyards and two 
underground parking garages. Where Stierlin Road extends through the middle of the 
project site, the project includes an option to either convert the roadway to a one-way 
road or to a public pedestrian/bicycle paseo closed to vehicles. 
 
Conservation Planning and Habitat Management 
Multiple Agencies, Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan, Santa Clara County, California, 
(Technical Director: 2008-2013). 
Strategic Assessment covering the actions of seven government authorities (Four cities, 
the county government, plus the regional transportation and water management 
agencies) in the Silicon Valley Region. Managed agency approval negotiations and 
authored the riverine and riparian habitat sections of the Habitat Plan including covered 
fish species accounts, conservation strategies, reserve system design, and suitable habitat 
models. Moderated stakeholder, internal management and technical discussion groups 
regarding fish species covered under the plan and the habitats used by covered species.   
 
Water 
San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority, San Francisquito Creek Flood Protection, 
Ecosystem Restoration and Recreational Improvements San Francisco Bay to Highway 101 
and Upstream of Highway 101 – Menlo Park, California (Project Manager: 2007-2014).  
Environmental lead for work with the SFCJPA for environmental compliance, outreach 
assistance, and comprehensive planning assistance in support of the project and the 
SFCJPA’s larger goals for the watershed. Managed the preparation of two major 
environmental approval documents and permitting in support of the East Bayshore Road 
to San Francisco Bay Flood Reduction Project to implement conveyance improvements to 
protect residents and property from flood events along the lower urban section of San 
Francisquito Creek, from Highway 101 to the San Francisco Bay and Upstream of Highway 
101. The SFCJPA is also working as the local sponsor with the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) to initiate a long-term and large-scale, comprehensive flood 
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management plan for the entire watershed. Completed analyses required under CEQA 
and coordinated the regulatory compliance required under ESA, Sections 401 and 404 of 
the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), and Sections 1600–1607 of the California Fish and 
Game Code. Also assisted with a Comprehensive Plan for the Watershed that describes 
all of the projects within the framework of SFCJPA’s overarching goals within the San 
Francisquito Creek watershed and associated public outreach to the community and 
local environmental stakeholders. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority/Kimley-Horn and Associates, Upper Penitencia 
Creek Improvement Project – San Jose, California (Project Manager: 2009-2011). 
Managed the mitigation design, mitigation and monitoring plan, including coordination 
with the hydrology and planting design teams. Also directed The Wrigley Creek 
Improvement Project includes the relocation, restoration, and revegetation of a portion of 
Wrigley Creek and adjacent areas upstream of Calaveras Boulevard in the City of 
Milpitas. The project provides in-kind replacement for permanent impacts to federal and 
state wetlands and waters due to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s Freight 
Railroad Relocation/Lower Berryessa Creek Project.  
 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Wrigley Creek Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
– Milpitas, California (Project Manager: 2007-2010). 
Project Manager and technical director for the mitigation and monitoring plan, including 
coordination with the hydrology and planting design teams. The Wrigley Creek 
Improvement Project includes the relocation, restoration, and revegetation of a portion of 
Wrigley Creek and adjacent areas upstream of Calaveras Boulevard in the City of 
Milpitas. The project provides in-kind replacement for permanent impacts to federal and 
state wetlands and waters due to the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s Freight 
Railroad Relocation/Lower Berryessa Creek Project. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), Lenihan Dam Outlet Modification – Santa Clara 
County, California: (Technical Director: 2007-2008).  
Prepared a habitat mitigation and monitoring plan to address impacts to riparian and 
coastal scrub habitats associated with construction of a new outlet structure at Lenihan 
Dam. The proposed project would involve the construction of a tunnel to carry a new 
outlet pipe, the construction of a multi-port inclined intake structure, the construction of a 
terminal energy dissipation structure, and the subsequent abandonment of the existing 
outlet pipe. New control buildings for operation of the control valves would also be built. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), San Luis Reservoir Low-Point Improvement 
Project EIR/EIS – Santa Clara County, California: (Fisheries Analyst: 2004-2007). 
Fisheries biologist for State and Federal compliance and technical outreach lead. 
Prepared the fisheries resources analyses for the environmental document, analyzing a 
range of alternatives to address problems with quality and reliability of supply from San 
Luis Reservoir during summer high-demand months. As the primary author of the fisheries 
analysis and biological resources team leader, oversaw efforts to identify data gaps, focus 
the impact analysis, and develop conservation strategies. The large project area covers 
many jurisdictions and landowners. Conducted outreach to natural resource agencies 
and stakeholder groups, and coordinated with subconsultants. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Biological Assessment for Operation and Maintenance of 
Corps Levees, Seattle District – Seattle, Washington. (Project Manager: 2004-2007) 
Prepared BAs for maintenance of 20 authorized flood control works in eastern and 
western Washington. Significant issues included assessing the impact of these activities on 
threatened and endangered salmonid species, determining an appropriate way to 
characterize the environmental baseline for levees built prior to the listing of these species, 
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and developing programmatic mitigation for ongoing impacts related to levee 
maintenance. 
 
Technology and Telecommunications  
Confidential Client, CEQA compliance for Last Mile Fiber to the Premises Infrastructure – 
Mountain View, California (Project Manager 2014-2015). 
Project Manager and planning lead for current work with a confidential client to provide 
environmental compliance, outreach assistance, and comprehensive planning assistance 
in support of fiber-to-the-premises (FTTP) infrastructure development in five Silicon Valley 
cities. The project would provide new high-speed fiber optic infrastructure in support of a 
new residential internet service in each community providing speeds substantially greater 
than existing infrastructure can support. The program includes State of California 
environmental compliance under CEQA within all five cities and planning coordination 
between those cities to provide consistent infrastructure planning documents for the build 
and maintain equivalent mitigation and management commitments between the five 
cities. 
 
Landfills 
City of Livermore Public Works Department. Raymond Road Landfill Initial Site Assessments 
and Cap Upgrade Initial Study – City of Livermore, California (Project Manager: 2011-
2013).  
Project Manager for State environmental approval document and analysis of potential 
biological and hydrologic constraints that could affect the design of an upgrade to the 
cap on a landfill in the City of Livermore that closed in the 1960s. Initial work involved 
technical studies investigating the biological and hydrologic baseline of the project area 
and surrounding vicinity, which include sensitive alkali wetlands. Project manager and 
environmental document lead for second phase State of California approval under CEQA 
and analysis of potential impacts resulting from the upgrade of the landfill cap. 
 
Recology Environmental Solutions, Inc., Pacheco Pass Compost Facility Expansion and 
Wetland Mitigation Project Biological Monitoring – Gilroy, California (Project Manager: 
2010-2013).  
Project Manager and monitoring coordinator for implementation of environmental 
mitigation measures and monitoring associated with a mitigation site associated with the 
closure of a landfill and recycling facility. Directed the mitigation and monitoring program 
as mandated by associated permits. 
 
Z-Best Composting Facility Expansion CEQA Analysis – County of Santa Clara, Santa Clara, 
California (Project Manager: 2007-2011). 
Project Manager and State environmental approval lead for documentation and analysis 
of potential impacts resulting from expansion of a green waste and food waste facility in 
Santa Clara County. Project has involved development of specific technical reports 
related to hydrology, cultural resources, and odor, development of a rigorous project 
description, preparation of an IS, and development of additional environmental approval 
documentation in subsequent years following modifications to the project based on the 
initial technical studies. 
 
Parks, Trails, and Open Space 
City of Palo Alto Parks and Recreation Department. Palo Alto Municipal Golf Course 
Reconfiguration and Baylands Athletic Center Expansion Project EIR – City of Palo Alto, 
California (Project Manager: 2012-2014). 
Prepared the draft State environmental approval document and directed completion of 
technical reports. The impetus for this project is the San Francisquito Creek Flood 
Reduction, Ecosystem Restoration, and Recreation Project San Francisco Bay to Highway 
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101 (Flood Reduction Project), proposed by the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority (SFCJPA) (approved in November 2012), which would permanently incorporate 
7.4 acres of the Golf Course into the SFCJPA’s project. The project would reconfigure all 18 
holes of the Golf Course, a portion of the driving range and practice facility, and replace 
a restroom facility, while retaining a regulation golf course with a par of 71. In addition to 
reconfiguring the Golf Course, the City proposed to incorporate 10.5 acres of the existing 
Golf Course into the Baylands Athletic Center to be converted into a maximum of five full-
size athletic playing fields and a 24,100 square foot gymnasium with additional parking 
and lighting. 
 
Santa Clara County Parks, Coyote Creek Parkway Natural Resources Management Plan, 
Santa Clara County, California: (Project Manager: 2006-2009). 
Project Manager and technical director for a natural resources management plan 
incorporated into an integrated management plan for the parkway. Resource planning 
focused on maintaining and enhancing the natural riparian corridor and wildlife 
movement within the parkway, including an assessment of potential conflicts between 
the natural environment and the recreational uses in the park. Also managed the 
completion of impact assessment required under CEQA for final county approval of the 
project. 
 
The Presidio Trust, Quartermaster Reach EA – San Francisco, California (Project Manager: 
2010-2013).   
Managed the development of environmental and regulatory compliance 
documentation for the riverine restoration of the Quartermaster Reach adjacent to Crissy 
Field Marsh at the Presidio. The restoration project was mitigation for impact associated 
with the Doyle Drive/Presidio Parkway Project. 
 
National Park Service, Point Reyes Coastal Watershed Restoration Project BA, Marin 
County, California (Project Manager: 2006-2008). 
Project Manager and technical director for a BA as part of NPS’s ESA consultations for the 
Point Reyes National Seashore Culvert Replacement and Geomorphic Restoration 
Projects. The BA included a discussion of potential impacts on steelhead trout, coho 
salmon, California red-legged frogs, western snowy plover, California brown pelican, 
Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly, and essential fish habitat.  
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COMMENTER D2 
Save San Carlos Parks 
Matthew Jones 
February 28, 2018 
 
 
 
Response D2-1: This comment is introductory in nature. See Responses D2-2 through D2-11. 
 
Response D2-2: This comment describes an objective of the project, i.e., to make changes in 

the use of the fields at Highlands Park to make field use and operations 
consistent with the Field Use Policy and City practices at other City fields. 
The commenter goes on to say that the City should implement “a new 
holistic and consistent policy.” In response, the City has identified the 
proposed project (installation of new and improved lights and changes in use 
and operation of Highlands Park fields) and need not revise the Field Use 
Policy to approve those changes or the proposed project. See also Master 
Response 1 regarding definition of the proposed project. 

 
Response D2-3: This comment is a discussion and opinion regarding the City’s changes to the 

Settlement Agreement as part of the proposed project. See also Master 
Response 3 regarding the Settlement Agreement. No further response is 
required. 

 
Response D2-4: See Master Response 1 regarding the installation of turf. A transcript of the 

Draft EIR public hearing before the Parks, Recreation and Culture 
Commission on December 6, 2018 and responses to CEQA comments is 
included in Section C of this document. 

 
Response D2-5: This comment provides a suggestion for a different method for comparing 

existing and proposed with project participant and spectator usage, rather 
than the information provided in Tables III-1 and III-2 in the Draft EIR that 
show existing and proposed field use. Tables III-1 and III-2 estimate new 
participants and spectators based on additional hours of operation, and were 
generated by City staff. As experts on the matter, City staff’s best judgement 
in the determination of additional participants and spectators is appropriate. 
As noted in the comment, the increase in use (in regards to numbers of users 
and the increase in evening hours of use with lights) associated with the 
proposed project provided in Tables III-1 and III-2 was used as the basis for 
the traffic and noise analysis provided in the Draft EIR. 

  
Response D2-6: This comment regarding the adequacy of the visual resources analysis 

contained in the Draft EIR is noted. No additional response is required. 
 
Response D2-7: This comment regarding the adequacy of the transportation analysis 

contained in the Draft EIR is noted. This comment is noted, and the 
commenter does not question the contents or adequacy of the analysis 
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contained in the Draft EIR. In regards to the parking and emergency access 
analysis, see Master Response 6. 

 
Response D2-8: In regards to noise measurements and averaging noise levels over a 24-hour 

period, see Master Response 4.  
 

As discussed on page 120 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of the 
proposed Highlands Park project, it is estimated that the nearest receptors 
would be subject to noise levels of 57.1 dBA Ldn on weekdays and 57.6 
dBA Ldn on weekends, which would result in an increase in noise levels of 
2.6 dBA Ldn on weekdays and 2.4 dBA Ldn on weekends. This noise level 
increase would be below the City’s criteria for noise-level increases of 3 
dBA or more and would remain below the City’s normally acceptable noise 
level for single-family residential and recreational and uses. In addition, as 
discussed above, according to the General Plan, a significant impact would 
occur if noise levels would cause the Ldn at noise-sensitive uses to increase 
by 3 dB or more and exceed the “normally acceptable” level or cause the Ldn 
at noise-sensitive uses to increase 5 dB or more and remain “normally 
acceptable”. Implementation of the proposed project would not cause the Ldn 
to increase 5 dB and resulting noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors 
would remain “normally acceptable.” In addition, audible increases in noise 
levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more, as this level has been 
found to be barely perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. 
Therefore, noise levels with implementation of the proposed project would 
be similar to existing conditions and would not result in a perceptible 
increase in noise levels. 
 
A as shown in Table IV.C-6 of the Draft EIR, the interior Lmax standard for 
residential land uses is 55 dBA Lmax during the daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 
p.m.) and 45 dBA Lmax during the nighttime 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).  As 
discussed above, implementation of the proposed project would extend the 
hours that games and events would occur; however events would not occur 
past 10:00 p.m. Therefore the nighttime noise level performance standards 
are not applicable to the proposed project. 
 
Based on the EPA’s Protective Noise Levels,3 with a combination of walls, 
doors, and windows, standard construction for Northern California buildings 
(STC-24 to STC-28) would provide more than 25 dBA in exterior-to-interior 
noise reduction with windows closed and 15 dBA or more with windows 
open. With windows open, the Burton Park project site would meet the 
City’s interior noise standard of 55 dBA Lmax (i.e., 68.2 dBA – 15 = 53.2 
dBA). In addition, with windows open, the Highlands Park project site would 
also meet the City’s interior noise standard of 55 dBA Lmax (i.e., 59.4 dBA – 

                                                      
3 Environmental Protection Agency, 1978. Protective Noise Levels, Condensed Version of EPA Levels Document. 

November.  
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15 = 44.4 dBA). With windows closed, noise levels for residents would be 
reduced further below the City’s interior noise standard at the Burton Park 
project site (i.e., 68.2 dBA – 25 = 43.2 dBA) and at the Highlands Park 
project site (i.e., 59.4 dBA – 25 = 34.4 dBA). Therefore, the proposed project 
would comply with the City’s interior Lmax standards for residential land 
uses. 

 
Response D2-9: In regards to noise measurements and averaging noise levels over a 24-hour 

period, see Master Response 4.  
 
Response D2-10: The Noise Element of the City of San Carlos General Plan in this comment is 

associated with comments identified in D2-2 through D2-9. 
 
Response D2-11: The resume in this comment is associated with comments identified in D2-1. 
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IV. DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS 

Chapter IV presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made to clarify any 
errors, omissions, or misinterpretation of materials in the Draft EIR in response to comments received 
during the public review period, or are staff-initiated changes. In no case do these revisions result in a 
greater number of impacts or impacts of a greater severity than those set forth in the Draft EIR. 
Where revisions to the main text are called for, the page and paragraph are set forth, followed by the 
appropriate revision. Added text is indicated with double underlined text. Text deleted is shown in 
strikeout.  
 
The following text revision is made to page 88 of the Draft EIR: 
 

Highlands Park 
 
10. Highlands Park south parking lot near tennis courts 
11. Highlands Park north parking lot near North Baseball Diamond 
12. Melendy Drive between Aberdeen Drive and Torino Drive 
13. Aberdeen Drive between Melendy Drive and Dundee Lane  
14. Glasgow Lane between Aberdeen Drive and Dundee Lane 
15. Dundee Lane between Aberdeen Drive and the eastern end of Dundee Lane 
16. Elston Court between Coleman Court and the end 
17. Coleman Court between Elston Court and the end 
18. Coronado Avenue from 200 feet west of Coleman Court to 200 feet east of Coleman Court 

 
Mitigation Measure TRA-3 on page 102 in the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-3: The City shall implement the following pedestrian improvements 
to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level: 

 At Burton Park, the City shall construct pedestrian sidewalks and crosswalks along Baytree 
Road between Chestnut Street and Woodland Avenue. The crosswalks shall be high-
visibility (i.e., zebra or ladder styles).  

 At Highlands Park, the City shall enhance pedestrian crossing opportunities along 
Aberdeen Drive to include a high visibility crosswalk (with curb ramps) at the north side of 
the intersection of Glasgow Lane. The City shall install a new curb ramp on the west side 
of Aberdeen Drive across from the existing curb ramp at the northeast corner at Glasgow 
Lane. Additionally, the City shall initiate a program to prohibit on-street parking adjacent 
to existing driveways along Aberdeen Drive to improve driver sight lines and enhance 
safety in the areas nearest each driveway. (LTS) 

 
The following text revision is made to page 103 of the Draft EIR after Table IV.B-12:   
 

The parking utilization survey confirmed that approximately 180 to 204 234 parking spaces are 
typically available during the study periods.  
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The Draft EIR is revised on pages 7 and 127, as follows: 
 

NOI-1: Noise from construction activities at the Burton Park project sites would result in a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project. 

 
Page 133 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

2.  Addition of Artificial Turf to Existing Fields Alternative  

To meet the project objectives of allowing additional hours of field use and maximize use of 
existing City fields, this alternative assumes that the proposed project would be implemented as 
described in the Draft EIR (i.e., existing lights at Madsen Field and Highlands Field would be 
replaced with improved LED lighting systems, new LED lights would be installed at Flanagan 
Field and Stadium Field, and proposed project changes in field use, parking and signage at 
Highlands Park fields would occur). In addition artificial turf would be installed on Flanagan, 
Madsen, and Stadium fields. Similar to the artificial turf field at Highlands Park on Highlands 
Field, the artificial turf infill material would be coconut husks. Timing and use of the fields 
would be the same as under the proposed project (see Tables III-1 and III-2 in Chapter III, 
Project Description) as all night use of the fields would need to stop at 10:00 p.m. per the City’s 
Field Use Policy. Development of this alternative would not reduce or avoid any of the 
significant impacts identified for the proposed project (a requirement for the identification of 
CEQA alternatives). There could be beneficial savings in regards to water conservation with 
this alternative, as the artificial turf would not need to be regularly watered. However, this 
alternative would have adverse policy consequences related to curtailing the community’s use 
of the grass fields and range of activities, such as general play, picnicking, and walking and 
exercising dogs, because food and animals are not allowed on artificial turf fields per City 
policy. Thus, this option is not feasible due to policy considerations. that the City would 
convert natural grass fields to artificial turf at Burton Park and Stadium Field at Highlands Park 
and/or other City fields. While this alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives 
allow more time that the fields were available for use, as stated in Chapter III, Project 
Description, the City has determined that there is no funding for implementation of this costly 
alternative, whereas there is funding for initiation of the proposed lighting improvement 
project. Additionally, the City has previously determined that conversion to artificial turf was 
not part of the proposed project being considered in this EIR. Should the City decide to convert 
any City field from grass to artificial turf in the future, staff will consider and evaluate the 
conversion as a separate project. Therefore, because it would not reduce or avoid any 
significant impacts, would reduce community benefits and use associated with existing grass 
fields, and is not reasonably foreseeable by the City, the Addition of Artificial Turf to Existing 
Fields alternative is not further evaluated in this EIR.   
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PROJECT CHANGES TO SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT RESTRICTIONS  
 
A Settlement Agreement (“Agreement") was entered into in September 2010, by and 
between the City of San Carlos ("City") and Save San Carlos Parks ("SSCP"), an 
unincorporated association.  The Agreement specifies that the City may make changes in the 
restrictions contained in the Agreement in the future, subject to a public process, but 
without any amendment to the Agreement.  For clarity and informational purposes, this 
document sets forth excerpts from the Agreement (using the original paragraph numbering) 
and shows in strike-through and underlined fashion the changes that would be made to the 
restrictions in the Agreement by virtue of the proposed project.  

 
 

2.  Traffic & Parking Improvements.  In connection with the Project, the City shall 
undertake the following traffic and parking improvement measures: 

 
a.   Restricted Parking on East Side of Aberdeen.   A sign or signs 

shall be installed prohibiting parking on the east side of Aberdeen Drive from Glasgow Lane 
north to the cul de sac on Aberdeen Drive on Saturdays and Sundays from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
In addition, the northeast and southeast corners of Aberdeen Drive and Glasgow Lane extending 
approximately to the driveways of the houses located on Aberdeen Drive at these corners shall be 
painted red to prohibit parking in these areas.  Similarly, the southeast corner of Aberdeen Drive 
and Dundee Lane shall be painted red to prohibit parking in this area. 

 
b.   Signs Notifying Drivers of Off-Street  Parking Lots.   A sign 

shall be placed at the entrance to the lower parking lot adjacent to the tennis courts ("Lot A") 
reading: "PARKING LOT A/PLEASE RESPECT  OUR NEIGHBORS/PARK IN LOTS."  A sign 
shall be placed at the entrance to the upper parking lot ("Lot B") reading: "PARKING LOT 
B/PLEASE RESPECT OUR NEIGBHORS/PARK IN LOTS."  A sign shall also be placed at the 
exit of Lot B reading "ADDITIONAL PARKING" with a directional arrow pointing to Lot A. 

 
c.   Speed Humps on Aberdeen Drive.  The City shall install two 

(2) speed humps on Aberdeen Drive.  At least one of the speed humps shall be installed past the 
driveway leading to Lot B.  Although, pursuant to City Council policy, installation of a speed hump 
would normally require written approval by the homeowners and residents on both sides of the 
street where the hump is to be installed, since the City is the proponent of the proposal to install the 
speed humps, the Parties acknowledge and agree that no such written approval  is required in this 
instance. 

 
d.   Stop Sign on Glasgow Lane.  A stop sign shall be placed on 

Glasgow Lane at Aberdeen Drive requiring traffic going westbound on Glasgow Lane to stop at 
Aberdeen Drive. 

 
 

 
 

g.   Prohibit Parking on Lot B Driveway.   City shall paint the curbs on both sides of 
the driveway  leading to Lot B red and/or install a sign or signs indicating that parking is prohibited  
on the driveway leading to Lot B.  A stop sign shall be placed at the end of the Lot B driveway at 
Aberdeen Drive. 

 
h.   Encourage Parking at Lot A.  An additional opening to the Project Field will be 

installed near Aberdeen Drive so that users may access the Project Field from Lot A.  Also, City 
shall relocate containers with field equipment so as to be closer to Lot A than Lot B. 



 

 
 
 
 

Except for the lines delineating the baseball/softball fields, no permanent lines or markings 
shall be installed on the Project Field. 
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Incident Summary Query Results

Start Date/Time: 04/20/2016 00:00:00 
End Date/Time: 04/20/2018 23:59:00 
Class: P 
Jurisdiction: SOS 
Location: %ELSTON CT%

Incident Date/Time Location Description
SOS16150007405/29/2016 12:33:46

COLEMAN CT/ELSTON 
CT ,SNC PARKING PROBLEM

SOS16165004106/13/2016 09:13:12 20 ELSTON CT ,SNC PANIC/DURESS ALARM

SOS16198014707/16/2016 16:19:40 16 ELSTON CT ,SNC RESIDENTIAL ALARM

SOS16250009009/06/2016 10:17:39 20 ELSTON CT ,SNC RESIDENTIAL ALARM 
AUDIBLE

SOS16263022909/19/2016 22:01:15 16 ELSTON CT ,SNC CARBON MONOXIDE 
DETECTOR

SOS16286003810/12/2016 08:01:49 5 ELSTON CT ,SNC PAST DEFRAUDING / 
FRAUD

SOS17070022103/11/2017 15:48:49 20 ELSTON CT ,SNC RESIDENTIAL ALARM 
AUDIBLE

SOS17108008204/18/2017 10:18:36 20 ELSTON CT ,SNC RESIDENTIAL ALARM 
AUDIBLE

SOS17121017805/01/2017 14:57:38 28 ELSTON CT ,SNC HEART PROB 
CLAMMY/COLD SWEATS

SOS17121018505/01/2017 15:15:18 28 ELSTON CT ,SNC 911 WIRELESS 
HANGUP/OPEN LINE

SOS17146023805/26/2017 18:17:49
COLEMAN CT/ELSTON 
CT ,SNC PARKING PROBLEM

SOS17251024209/08/2017 18:29:37
COLEMAN CT/ELSTON 
CT ,SNC PARKING PROBLEM

SOS18034005302/03/2018 09:38:22 16 ELSTON CT ,SNC FIRE ALARM

13 incidents found.

Page 1 of 1Incident History Summary

4/30/2018http://www.psc.co.sanmateo.ca.us/CAD%20Web%20Query/IncidentHistorySummary.aspx
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